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Executive Summary

Background

In his 1997 State of the Union Address, President
Clinton issued a“Call to Action” that included as
a priority improving the quality of teachers in
every American classroom. President Clinton's
speech reflects growing concern  over the
condition of education and the nation’s need for
excellent teachers. The nation’s educational
system must provide our children with the
knowledge, information, and skills needed to
compete in a complex international marketplace.
Good teachers are the hallmark of such an
educational system; they are integral to children’s
intellectual and social development.

In response to these concerns and expectations,
this study, undertaken by the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES), using its Fast
Response Survey System (FRSS), provides a
profile of the quality of the nation's teachers.
Providing such a profile is not an easy task.
Teacher quality is a complex phenomenon, and
there is little consensus on what it is or how to
measure it. For example, definitions range from
those that focus on what should be taught and
how knowledge should be imparted to the kinds
of knowledge and training teachers should
possess. There are, however, two broad elements
that most observers agree characterize teacher
quality: (1) teacher preparation and qualifica-
tions, and (2) teaching practices. The first refers
to preservice leaning (eg., postsecondary
education, certification) and continued learning
(e.g., professiona development, mentoring). The
second refers to the actual behaviors and practices
that teachers exhibit in their classrooms (U.S.
Department of Education, 1996a). Of course,
these elements of teacher quality are not
independent; excellent teacher preparation and
qualifications should lead to exemplary teaching
behaviors and practices.

This FRSS report is based on current NCES
efforts to collect data on the first of these
elements (i.e, teacher preparation and
qualifications), using a nationally representative

survey of full-time public school teachers whose
main teaching assignment is in English/language
arts, social studies/social  sciences, foreign
language, mathematics, or science, or who teach a
self-contained classroom. Specificaly, it includes
indicators of preservice and continued learning
(e.g., degrees held, certification, teaching assign-
ment, professional development opportunities,
and collaboration with other teachers). In
addition, because schools and communities play
an important role in shaping and maintaining
high-quality teachers, this study examines the
work environments in which educators teach
(e.g., formal induction procedures for new
teachers, parental support).

This report is timely in light of recent concerns
over the quality of our educational system and our
teachers. Teachers professional preparation (as
well as their working conditions) has been
identified as fundamental to improving elemen-
tay and secondary education (National
Commission on Teaching and America’ s Future,
1996). At the core of educational reformsto raise
standards, reshape curricula, and restructure the
way schools operate is the call to reconceptualize
the practice of teaching. Teachers are being
asked to learn new methods of teaching, while at
the same time they are facing the greater
challenges of rapidly increasing technological
changes and greater diversity in the classroom.

The FRSS survey indicates that currently less
than half of American teachers report feeling
“very well prepared” to meet many of these
challenges:

m  Although many educators and policy analysts
consider educationa technology a vehicle for
transforming education, relatively few
teachers reported feeling very well prepared
to integrate educational technology into
classroom instruction (20 percent).

m While 54 percent of the teachers taught
limited English proficient or culturally
diverse students, and 71 percent taught
students with disabilities, relatively few



teachers who taught these students (about 20
percent) felt very well prepared to meet the
needs of these students. Their feelings of
preparedness did not differ by teaching
experience.

m  Only 28 percent of teachers felt very well
prepared to wuse student performance
assessment techniques;, 41 percent reported
feeling very well prepared to implement new
teaching methods, and 36 percent reported
feeling very well prepared to implement state
or district curriculum and performance
standards.

This national profile of teacher preparation,
qualifications, and work environments provides a
context for understanding why many teachers do
not report feeling very well prepared to meet
many of the challenges they currently face in their
classrooms. Key findings are provided in three
major areas. (1) preservice learning and teaching
assignment; (2) continued learning; and (3)
supportive work environment.

Key Findings

Preservice Learning and
Teaching Assignment

Growing concern that a number of the nation's
teachers are underqualified to teach our children
has focused attention on their preservice learning.
For example, concern regarding preservice
learning has been directed toward teachers
postsecondary degrees—that is, the idea that
teachers, particularly secondary teachers, should
have an academic magor rather than a general
education degree (Ravitch, 1998). In addition,
certification policies have drawn criticism—
specificaly, that a growing number of the
nation's teachers are entering classrooms with
emergency or temporary certification (Riley,
1998). Finally, attention is increasingly directed
toward teaching assignments—that is, teachers
being assigned to teach subjects that do not match
their training or education (U.S. Department of
Education, 1996b). Results of the 1998 FRSS
survey indicate that:

m  Virtually al teachers had a bachelor’s degree,
and nearly half (45 percent) had a master's
degree. More high school teachers had an
undergraduate or graduate major in an
academic field (66 percent), compared with
elementary school teachers (22 percent) and
middle school teachers (44 percent).

m Most of the teachers (92 percent and 93
percent, for departmentalized and general
elementary, respectively) were fully certified
in the field of their main teaching assignment.
However, emergency and temporary
certification was higher among teachers with
3 or fewer years of experience compared to
teachers with more teaching experience. For
example, 12 percent of general elementary
classroom teachers with 3 or fewer years of
experience had emergency or temporary
certification, whereas less than 1 percent of
general elementary classroom teachers with
10 or more years of experience had
emergency or temporary certification. The
results are similar for departmentalized
teachers.

m  Degpite the fact that the measure of out-of-
field teaching used in this report is
conservative—it only includes teachers main
teaching assignments in core fields—the
results indicate that a number of educators
were teaching out of field. For example, the
percent of teachers in grades 9 through 12
who reported having an undergraduate or
graduate magjor or minor in their main
teaching assignment field was 90 percent for
mathematics teachers, 94 percent for science
teachers, and 96 percent for teachers in
English/language arts, social studies/social
science, and foreign language. This means
that 10 percent of mathematics teachers, 6
percent of science teachers, and 4 percent of
English/language arts, foreign language, and
social studies/social science teachers in
grades 9 through 12 were teaching out of
field. The percent of teachers who reported
having an undergraduate or graduate major or
minor in their main teaching assignment field
was significantly lower for teachers of grades
7 through 12 than for teachers of grades 9
through 12 for mathematics (82 percent),
science (88 percent), English/language arts
(86 percent), and socia studies/social
sciences (89 percent), indicating that teachers



ingrades 7 and 8 are less likely to be teaching
in field than are teachers in grades 9 through
12.

Continued L earning:
Professional Development
and Teacher Collaboration

In order to meet the changing demands of their
jobs, high-quality teachers must be capable and
willing to continuously learn and relearn their
trade. Professional development and collabora-
tion with other teachers are strategies for building
educators  capacity for effective teaching,
particularly in a profession where demands are
changing and expanding. However, traditional
approaches to professional development (e.g.,
workshops, conferences) have been criticized for
being relatively ineffective because they typicaly
lack connection to the challenges teachers face in
their classrooms, and they are usually short term.
Research suggests that unless professiond
development programs are carefully designed and
implemented to provide continuity between what
teachers learn and what goes on in their
classrooms and schools, these activities are not
likely to produce any long-lasting effects on
either teacher competence or student outcomes
(Fullan with Stiegelbauer, 1991). In addition to
quality  professional development, peer
collaboration has also been recognized as
important for teachers' continuous learning. The
1998 survey indicates that:

m Virtually al teachers participated in
professiona development activities (99

percent) and at least one collaborative activity
(95 percent) in the last 12 months.
Participation in professional development
activities typically lasted from 1 to 8 hours, or
the equivalent of 1 day or less of training.
Teachers were most likely to participate in
professional development activities focused
toward areas that reformers emphasize (e.g.,
implementing state or district curriculum and
performance standards, integrating tech-
nology into the grade or subject taught, using
student performance assessment techniques).

m  Nineteen percent of teachers had been
mentored by another teacher in a formal

relationship; 70 percent of teachers who were
mentored at least once a week reported that it
improved their teaching “alot.”

m Increased time spent in professional
development and collaborative activities was
associated with the perception of significant
improvements in teaching. For every content
area of professional development, a larger
proportion of teachers who participated for
more than 8 hours believed it improved their
teaching “a lot” compared with teachers who
participated for 8 hours or less (figure E).
For example, teachers who spent more than 8
hours in professional development on in-
depth study in the subject area of their main
teaching assignment were more likely than
those who spent 1 to 8 hours to report that
participation in the program improved their
teaching a lot (41 percent versus 12 percent).
Moreover, teachers who participated in
common planning periods for team teachers
a least once a week were more likely than
those who participated a few times a year to
report that participation improved their
teaching alot (52 percent versus 13 percent).

Supportive Work Environment

Teachers work environment is the final aspect of
teacher quality addressed in this report. In
addition to teacher learning, one key factor to
understanding teacher quality is to focus on what
happens to teachers once they enter the work
force, including if they receive support from the
schools and communities in which they work and
from the parents of the children they teach. The
1998 FRSS survey indicates that:

m  One-third of teachers had participated in an
induction program when they first began
teaching. However, newer teachers were
more likely to have participated in some kind
of induction program at the beginning of their
teaching careers than were more experienced
teachers (65 percent of teachers with 3 or
fewer years of experience versus 14 percent
of teachers with 20 or more years of
experience). This FRSS survey did not licit
information regarding the intensity or
usefulness of the induction programs.



Figure E.—Percent of full-time public school teacher swho participated in professional
development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating the extent to which they believe
the activity improved their teaching alot: 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

m  Teachers perceived relatively strong collegial
support for their work; 63 percent strongly
agreed that other teachers shared ideas with
them that were helpful in their teaching. In
addition, many teachers also felt supported by
the school administration, with 55 percent
agreeing strongly that the school admini-
stration supported them in their work and 47
percent agreeing strongly that goals and
priorities for the school were clear.

Teachers perceived somewhat less support
from parents than from other teachers and the
school administration.  Only one-third of
teachers agreed strongly that parents
supported them in their efforts to educate
their children.

Collegia, school, and parental support varied
by the instructional level of the school, with
elementary school teachers perceiving
stronger support than high school teachers.

Vi

The results of this survey provide a national
profile of teacher quality, specifically focused on
teachers' learning (both preservice and continued)
and the environments in which they work.
Included is important information regarding
teachers’ education, certification, teaching assign-
ments, professional development, collaboration,
and supportive work environment. In addition,
comparisons by instructional level and poverty
level of the school provide information about the
distribution of teacher quality. This information
provides a context for understanding why few
teachers report feeling very well prepared to meet
the challenges they face in their classrooms. This
report is the first in a series of biennial reports
that will be undertaken by NCES. Thus, the
information provided here should provide a
benchmark for these important dimensions of
teacher quality and preparation.
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Every child needs—and deserves—dedicated, outstanding teachers, who know
their subject matter, are effectively trained, and know how to teach to high
standards and to make learning come alive for students.

President Clinton, September 1996.

1. INTRODUCTION

In his 1997 State of the Union address, President
Clinton issued a “Call to Action” that included as
a priority improving the quality of teachers in
every classsroom.  President Clinton’s speech
reflects growing concern over the condition of
education and the nation’s need for excellent
teachers. Now more than ever, success is
determined by an individual’s ability not only to
read and write, but aso to frame and solve
complex problems and continualy learn new
skills.  The nation's educationa system is
increasingly being asked to provide our children
with the knowledge, information, and skills
needed to compete in an increasingly complex
international marketplace. Good teachers are the
hallmark of such an educational system; they are
integral to children's intellectual and social
development. Therefore, they must know how to
teach in ways that help our children reach high
levels of competence.

A national profile of teacher quality is a necessary
tool for tracking our progress toward this goal.
However, providing such a profile is not an easy
task. Teacher quality is a complex phenomenon,
and there is little consensus on what it is or how
to measure it. Definitions range from those that
focus on what should be taught and how
knowledge should be imparted to the kinds of
knowledge and training teachers should possess.
Efforts to collect such data have included diverse
methods, such as classroom observations and
videotaping, the administration of large-scale
surveys, and the collection of artifacts (eg.,
teacher logs, homework).

There are, however, two broad elements that
characterize teacher quality: teacher preparation
and qualifications, and teaching practices. The
firs¢ refers to preservice learning (eg.,
postsecondary education, certification), teaching

assignment, continued learning (e.g., professional
development, collaboration with other teachers,
teaching experience), and general background
(e.g., demographics, aptitude, life experience).
The second refers to the actual quality of teaching
that teachers exhibit in their classrooms (U.S.
Department of Education, 1996a). Of course,
these two elements of teacher quality are not
mutually exclusive; excellent teacher preparation
and qualifications are expected to lead to
exemplary teaching.

This study is based on current efforts by the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
to collect data on key indicators of teacher
preparation and qualifications, using a large-scale
survey administered to a nationally representative
sample of full-time, public school teachers whose
primary teaching assignment is in English/
language arts, social studies/social sciences,
foreign language, mathematics, or science or who
teach a self-contained classroom. Specificaly,
this report includes indicators of preservice and
continued learning (e.g., degrees held,
certification, teaching assignment, professional
development opportunities, collaboration with
other teachers, teaching experience). Because
schools and communities play an important role
in shaping and maintaining high-quality teachers,
this report aso examines the work environments
in which educators teach (e.g., formal induction
procedures for new teachers, class size, parental
support).

This report is timely in light of recent concerns
about the quality of our educational system and
our teachers. Many of these concerns draw
attention to such issues as the training and support
teachers receive (Nationa Commission on
Teaching and America' s Future—NCTAF, 1996)
and the number of teachers providing instruction
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outside of their subject-matter fields (U.S.
Department of Education, 1996b). As a recent
review of the research indicates, teacher
qualifications and preparation are important
elements of teacher effectiveness and important
factors in determining student achievement
(National Commission on Teaching and
America's Future, 1997). This study of teacher
quality, conducted using the NCES Fast Response
Survey System (FRSS), provides a national
profile of the current state of teacher preparation
and qualifications for full-time public school
teachers, as well as severa indicators of their
work environment.

The remainder of this chapter is divided into two
main sections. The first section describes the
current thinking about teacher quality—the many
ways it is defined—and concludes with the
definition used in this study. The second section
describes the current approaches used to measure
teacher quality and concludes with a discussion of
the measurement approach used in this study.

Teacher Quality:
How Has |t Been Defined?

Perhaps the most traditional approach to
characterizing teacher quality is the “expert
teacher study,” which focuses on teachers who
have been identified as successful by ther
administrators or peers. This field of research is
rich in detail, describing how successful teachers
connect what they know with how they teach.
For example, researchers have found that expert
teachers use knowledge about the children in their
classrooms—their backgrounds, strengths, and
weaknesses—to create lessons that connect new
subject matter to students  experiences
(Leinhardt, 1989; Westerman, 1991). They also
use this knowledge to adapt their teaching to
accommodate children who learn in different
ways. Expert teachers know how to recognize
children experiencing difficulties, diagnose
sources of problemsin their learning, and identify
strengths on which to build. This skill is
particularly important because a growing number
of students with a wider range of learning needs
(i.e., students whose first language is not English
and students with learning differences and
disahilities) are entering and staying in school.

One strength of the expert teacher research is that
it relies on intuitive logic, which supports the
belief that it is possible to identify good teachers
by observing them and that, once identified, the
teachers strengths can be determined and
recorded. This body of research aso confirms
what many people envision a high-quality teacher
to be—someone who understands children and
knows how to assist their learning. For example,
the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and
Support Consortium (INTASC, 1995) establisnhed
10 key principlesit believesto be central tenets of
effective teaching. The principles state that
teachers should be able to understand their
subject matter and relate it to students, adopt
teaching strategies that are responsive to different
learners, employ diverse instructional strategies,
establish proper assessment tools to measure
student development, and engage in continual
curriculum evauation and professional develop-
ment (INTASC Core Standards).

However, aside from such broad notions of
teacher quality, there is little consensus regarding
its precise definition (Stodolsky, 1996). That is,
there is no single answer to the question “What
qualifications and practices characterize high-
quality teachers?” There are many different and
sometimes conflicting views of what constitutes a
good teacher. These views, as discussed below,
address not only teaching practices, but aso
teacher preparation and qualifications as well as
the school environments where teachers work.

Teaching Practices

The disagreement over basic skills versus
complex thinking approaches to instruction is one
example of the key disputes currently surrounding
definitions of high-quality teaching practice.
Although viewing these techniques as opposing
approaches represents a simplification of the
issue, these two instructiona methods do
illustrate the extremes of the current debate.

The first form of instruction traditionally has been
conceptualized as the transmission of facts to
students, who are seen as passive receptors. In
classsooms where this type of teaching
predominates, teachers typically conduct lessons
through a lecture format, instruct the entire class
as a unit, write notes on the chalkboard, and pass
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out worksheets for students to complete. In such
classrooms, knowledge is presented as fact. This
is the type of instruction with which most
Americans are familiar.

By contrast, in classrooms characterized by
higher order tasks, typicaly described as
“constructivist,” students are encouraged to pose
hypotheses and to explore ways to test them.
They are encouraged to weigh information from
these “tests’ with previous experiences or
understanding of the topic.  Students then
“construct” a new understanding of subject
matter. Although many recent school reform
efforts advocate such innovative instruction (e.g.,
Codlition of Essentia Schools—Sizer, 1992;
National Association of Secondary School
Principals and the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching—NASSP, 1996), there
is much debate regarding the use and
implementation of such instructional techniques.
For example, opposition may come from parents
and teachers who hold more traditiona views of
teaching and learning. Moreover, the concerns of
parents, teachers, and students about access to
colleges—which is based, in part, on high
performance on standardized tests of recognized
skills and facts—may discourage the use of
innovative instructional techniques (Tabert and
McLaughlin, 1993). Studies of these construc-
tivist teaching methods have been limited because
such instruction has only recently been
implemented. The existing studies typically use
classroom observation in a limited number of
settings.

Teacher Preparation and Qualifications

As with teaching practices, there is debate
surrounding the preparation and qualifications
that  characterize  high-quality  teachers.
Compared to other fields, disputes and
ambiguities regarding the knowledge base and
competence required of professionals are
particularly striking in teaching (Sykes, 1990).
There is little dispute that teachers ought to have
a postsecondary education and possess strong
knowledge of the subjects they teach, but beyond
this there is some disagreement about what
individuals need to know and be able to do in
order to teach effectively. Moreover, as
researchers struggle to quantify teacher

preparation and qualifications, some critics feel
that studies of teachers credentials and
knowledge do not provide enough information
about teacher quality—that is, indicators of
teacher preparation and qualifications do not
directly address the actual quality of instructional
practices. As these debates are highlighted in the
paragraphs that follow, however, it isimportant to
note that there are some well-established
indicators of teacher preparation and qualifi-
cations that do inform researchers, policymakers,
and education consumers.

During an NCES conference presentation, David
Mandel (1996, p. 3-31), former Vice President for
Policy Development at the National Board for
Professional Teaching Standards, stated:

What is known is the type of
education credentials teachers have
accumulated and the type of dtate
licenses they have been granted. This
information has proven useful in
gaining a rough sense of how well-
prepared teachers are to take on the
assignments they are handed... But
such data, even when positive,
provide only the most modest
threshold of confidence regarding the
quality of practice in the nation's
schools.

Other researchers agree that understanding
teacher preparation and qualifications requires
more than determining whether or not a teacher
has a degree or certification. The National Board
for Professional Teaching Standards describes
teaching as a complex skill involving multiple
talents (NBPTS, 1998). Ballou and Podgursky
(1997, 1998) raise important measurement issues
in their discussion of ways in which to attract
“brighter” individuals into the teaching pool. In
this discussion, they insist that flexibility in
certification and personnel policies facilitates the
entry of talented individuals into teaching. The
implication of thelr argument is that extensive
formal training may not necessarily create good
teachers. The authors suggest that talented
individuals may be less likely to remain in teacher
training programs that require extended
commitment; they may be more likely to seek
more lucrative professions. According to their
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logic, extended formal training does not
necessarily reflect teacher quality. It isimportant
to note, however, the other side of the debate; that
is, in addition to talent and subject-matter
knowledge, prospective teachers must also be
trained to teach children (NCTAF, 1996).

Supportive Working Conditions

In addition to teacher preparation and
qualifications and teaching practice, investiga-
tions of teacher quality have included studies of
what happens to teachers once they enter the
workforce.  This perspective stems from the
premise that classrooms and schools become
effective when talented people are teaching in
workplaces that are stimulating and rewarding
(Fullan with Stiegelbauer, 1991). In order to
promote high-quality teaching that will in turn
produce high-quality learning, teachers need
support from the schools and communities in
which they work (including such issues as
induction programs for new teachers and the
number of students for whom teachers are
responsible) and support from the parents of the
children they teach.

Class size. Although the research on class sizeis
somewhat mixed—some research studies suggest
positive effects of reduced class size, others
suggest little effect—it seems reasonable to
assume that smaller class size may facilitate
teachers' work. In order for teachers to become
“experts’ as defined by the expert—teacher
literature, it is important for them to truly know
and understand the children in their classrooms,
which clearly would be easier if there were fewer
children. Some of the research on class size
supports this logic. For example, studies of
Tennessee's Project STAR indicate that students
in smaller classes (13-17 students) significantly
outperformed students in larger classes (22-25
students) on achievement tests in mathematics
and reading (Finn and Achilles, 1990; Word et
al., 1990). Ferguson (1990) reported similar
findings in Texas; classes enrolling more than 18
students were associated with lower reading and
math test scores for grades 1-7. To explain the
class size effects, researchers have cited the
smaller number of disruptions, the increased
teacher attention for students, and the increased
opportunity for student participation in smaller
classrooms (Achilles, 1996). Other researchers

argue that reducing class size has little or no
effect on student performance. In an examination
of trend data from the 1950s to 1986, Tomlinson
(U.S. Department of Education, 1988) did not
find a consistent relationship between class size
and standardized test scores. Moreover, based on
a review of the literature, Odden (1990) argued
that class size reduction produces only modest
gains in student achievement and does not justify
the cost of implementing such reform.

Induction of new teachers. Research has found
that the attrition rates of new teachers are five
times higher than those of their more experienced
counterparts (Asian-Pacific Economic Coopera
tion, 1997). In order to introduce beginning
teachers into the profession with support and
guidance, many districts have implemented
formal induction programs. These programs can
have two goals: to assist beginning teachers with
instruction and to prepare them to meet state
certification requirements. A key feature of many
programs is the mentoring aspect—the pairing of
an experienced teacher with a new teacher.
Responsibilities of the mentor may include
providing guidance on curriculum, classroom
management, and assessment (Galvez-Hjornevik,
1986). It is expected that mentoring relationships
play a critical role in the support, training, and
retention of new teachers (King and Bey, 1995).
Therefore, by easing the transition into full-time
teaching, formal induction programs provide new
practitioners with skills and support structures to
develop effective teaching practices. It is
important to note that in addition to formal
induction of new teachers, there are many
important avenues for informal induction (eg.,
team teaching, common planning time and other
activities which results in informal collaboration
between new and experienced teachers).

Parental support. An extensive body of
research has found what many parents and
educators already know—children prosper when
their parents are actively involved in their
education. Research has shown that support from
families, including greater family involvement in
children’s learning, is a critical factor leading to a
high-quality education (U.S. Department of
Education, 1994a). Policymakers have tapped
into this important resource; for example, the
National Education Goals included parenta
involvement in children's education as a top
priority. Clearly, teachers jobs are easier when
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parents work with them rather than against them.
For this reason, parental support is an important
feature of teachers' work environment.

The Definition of Teacher Quality
Used in This Report

The previous discussion underscores the complex
and sometimes controversial nature of defining
teacher quality. Two man elements were
discussed—teacher preparation and qualifica
tions, and teaching practices. The definition used
in this report is based on the former rather than
the latter. Teachers professiona preparation (as
well as their working conditions) has been
identified as fundamenta to improving
elementary and secondary education (Carnegie
Forum on Education and the Economy, 1986;
Holmes Group, 1986; NCTAF, 1996).
Policymakers today are especially interested in
the training and education teachers receive in the
subject areas they teach; high-quality teacher
preparation and qualifications are expected to
lead to high-quality teaching. For these reasons, a
national profile of teacher preparation and
qualifications provides important information
about the quality of America steachers.

Decisions regarding how to define teacher quality
have implications for the method researchers use
to measure it. For example, teaching practices are
increasingly measured  through  classroom
observation. Teacher  preparation and
gualifications are often measured through large-
scale surveys. The following section discusses
the various ways teacher quality has been
measured.  Included is a discussion of the
definition(s) typically associated with each
measurement approach.

Teacher Quality:
How Has It Been Studied?

Just as definitions about teacher quality differ, so
do the ways in which it has been studied.
Conventional approaches to measuring teacher
quality have typically taken four forms. (1)
classroom observations of teacher practices; (2)
written examinations of teachers measuring their
basic literacy, subject-matter knowledge, and
pedagogical skills; (3) student performance and

achievement; and (4) large-scale surveys of
teacher qualifications, attitudes, behaviors, and
practices. It is important to note that studies of
teacher qualifications or practices are not aways
driven by theories of what constitutes a good
teacher. Sometimes such indicators are
developed to answer specific policy questions.
As described below, different approaches to
measuring teacher qualifications or practices are
based on different conceptions of what it means
to be a high-quality teacher or on the specific
needs or interests of policymakers.

Classroom Observation

Observational research has a long and growing
history in the field of education. Classroom
observation, as well as the collection of artifacts
(e.g., teacher logs, homework) and information
from interviews, has been employed to document
teaching practices generdly and to assess
teaching quality specifically. Observation, as
used by school systems for evaluation purposes,
has been strongly criticized as having the
following problems: limited competence of
principals, teacher resistance and apathy, lack of
uniformity within school systems, and inadequate
training of evauators (Wise et a., 1984).
Principals often experience role conflict as they
try to serve as both evaluators and instructional
leaders, and they tend to lack expertise in
specialized subject-matter areas, especiadly at the
secondary school level (Stodolsky, 1984).

Using observational data to document teaching
practices is less controversial than using it to
assess individua teachers for purposes of salary
increase, tenure, or recertification. Observational
studies, often combined with interviews or
teacher logs, include investigations of teachers
pedagogical content knowledge and reasoning
(Ball and Wilson, 1996) and the connections
between education policy and teacher practices
(Ball, 1990; Cohen, 1990; Peterson, 1990),
professiona development and teaching (Ball,
1996), and subject matter and curricular activity
(Stodolsky and Grossman, 1995).

Observational data provide rich detail and in-
depth information. As such, observation is
typicaly used to provide a detailed picture of
classroom instruction in a limited number of
classrooms. Because collecting such data is
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costly, this approach is rarely used to provide a
nationa profile of instruction. However, NCES
isinvolved in an effort to provide such a profile.
The Videotape Classroom Study, part of the Third
International Mathematics and Science Study
(TIMSS), consists of videotaped lessons in 231
eighth grade mathematics classrooms in the
United States, Germany, and Japan. The report of
the video study includes genera findings
regarding international differencesin how lessons
are structured and delivered, what kind of
mathematics is presented, and the kinds of
mathematical thinking in which students are
engaged (U.S. Department of Education, 1998a).

Teacher Testing

Standardized tests, such as the National Teacher
Examinations (NTE), have been used to measure
teachers' basic knowledge and skills (e.g., basic
literacy, number skills, subject-matter knowledge
in particular areas). Teacher test scores have then
been linked to student test scores. Ferguson
(1990) found that teachers scores on a test of
basic literacy skills were significantly correlated
with their students test scores. Results are
typicaly used to determine whether to grant
temporary or permanent certification, and
occasionaly for continuation of tenured teachers.

While most experts agree that having basic
subject knowledge is an important prerequisite to
effective teaching, critics maintain that it is not a
sufficient indication of the range of knowledge
and skills needed to instruct and manage groups
of children. They argue that this approach does
not provide a complete picture of teacher quality.
These tests only measure teachers basic
knowledge and not their pedagogical knowledge
or their teaching practice. In  response,
organizations such as the Educational Testing
Service (ETS), the Interstate New Teacher
Assessment and Support Consortium, and the
National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards have undertaken efforts to develop new
systems of teacher assessment that feature
“standards-based assessments.” One example of
the new generation of teacher examinations is the
Professional Assessments for  Beginning
Teachers, the PRAXIS series, currently being
developed by the Educational Testing Service as
a replacement for NTE. The PRAXIS series
consists of three types of assessments: (1) a

computerized test of basic literacy and numeracy
skills; (2) a paper-and-pencil test of subject-
matter knowledge and general pedagogical
principles; and (3) an observational assessment of
classroom teaching performance. The PRAXIS
series is meant to assess potential and practicing
teachers at different times during their training
and practice (eg., admitting candidates into
teacher education programs and awarding initial
and ongoing certification). In addition, many
states have developed their own assessments as a
basic prerequisite for teaching. These
assessments can take the form of written tests,
which may measure basic skills, subject matter or
knowledge of teaching methods, and performance
evauations, which could consist of portfolio
evaluation or classroom observation (CCSSO,
1998).

Such efforts have grown out of the recent push to
identify standards for teacher and student
performance. These kinds of assessments go
beyond paper-and-pencil tests to include portfolio
assessment and in-person  testing, which
incorporate pedagogy, content knowledge, and
role-play/interactive sessions. Teachers may also
be required to submit examples of their work
through videotapes and lesson plans. Teachers
are asked to analyze teaching situations and
defend teaching decisions based on knowledge of
subject, students, curriculum, and pedagogy.

Student Achievement Tests

Many would argue that the bottom line of
whether teachers (and schools) are effective is
whether their students are successful. The use of
student achievement test score gains to assess
teachers, rather than educational systems,
however, has received substantia criticism (U.S.
Department of Education, 1996a). Specifically,
social scientists have argued that it is very
difficult to separate out the portion of student
achievement gains that can be reliably attributed
to an individual teacher. Numerous factors affect
student achievement over the course of a school
year in addition to his or her teacher: home
background, student personality, attendance,
school and community resources, and the peer
group have all been demonstrated to affect how
much students learn. In addition, critics have
argued that standardized achievement tests assess
minimum levels of student competence and are
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often limited to the kinds of knowledge that can
be captured with multiple-choice formats.

L arge-Scale Surveys

National surveys of teachers have been used to
provide quantifiable indicators of teacher quality.
Typically, teachers have been asked to provide
information on attributes such as their educational
background, major and minor fields of study,
certification, and professiona development
experiences. Such indicators have sometimes
been linked to student test scores. For example,
Ferguson (1990) found that the students of
teachers with master's degrees had higher test
scoresin grades 1-7.

Over the years, there have been many efforts by
NCES and others to use large-survey
methodology to describe teaching—and, more
generally, to capture what happens in classrooms.
Examples of recent efforts can be found in School
Policies and Practices Affecting Instruction in
Mathematics (U.S. Department of Education,
1998b), America’'s Teachers. Profile of a
Profession, 1993-1994 (U.S. Department of
Education, 1997), Toward Better Teaching
Professional Development in 1993-94 (U.S.
Department of Education, 1998c), and What
Happens in Classrooms?  Elementary and
Secondary School Instruction, 1994-95 (U.S.
Department of Education, forthcoming). These
data notwithstanding, social scientists agree that
existing surveys on these topics leave room for
improvement. Important work continues in areas
such as curriculum content, but new tools must be
developed before large-scale differences in
instructional and classroom practices can be
reliably reported.

The M easurement Approach
Used in This Report

The qualities deemed relevant to effective
teaching, the goals of the assessor, and the
resources available all contribute to the choice of
assessment.  The measurement approach adopted
in this report is a large-scale survey administered
to a representative sample of American teachers.
Such a survey is particularly appropriate for
providing a national profile of teacher
preparation, qualifications, professiona develop-

ment, and school and parental support. Providing
a picture of our nation’s teachers is important in
tracking trends of teacher preparedness and
professional experiences.

Because of constraints on teacher time and
resources, there are few national reports of this
kind. Instead, many national reports have
compiled data from a variety of sources to make
conclusions about the status of education in
America. Only the Schools and Staffing Survey
(SASS), conducted by NCES on a regular basis,
collects data from both teachers and schools on
numerous aspects of teacher quality. SASS
indicators of teacher quality include recruitment,
teacher preparation, induction programs, teaching
assignment (e.g., committee work, in- and out-of-
field teaching), resources (e.g., class size,
planning time), and professional development
opportunities.  However, the last SASS was
conducted in 1993-94, and the next one will not
be fielded until 1999-2000. The need for up-to-
date, nationaly representative data on the
nation's teaching force prompted this Fast
Response Survey on Professional Development
and Training in 1998. In addition to presenting
current findings on teacher quality from the 1998
FRSS survey, this report draws comparisons
between the FRSS findings and findings from
comparable questions on NCES' 1993-94 SASS.
The comparisons provide some information about
trends over the 4-year period. See appendix A for
a discussion of the comparisons between the
surveys. Both surveys are described in more
detail below.

1998 FRSS Survey. The Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training was
conducted through the NCES FRSS during spring
1998. FRSS is a survey system designed to
collect small amounts of issue-oriented data with
minimal burden on respondents and within a
relatively short timeframe. Questionnaires (see
appendix E) were maled to a nationaly
representative sample of 4,049 full-time teachers
in regular public elementary, middle, and high
schools in the 50 states and the District of
Columbia. The sample was designed to represent
full-time public school teachers in grades 1
through 12 whose main teaching assignment was
in English/language arts, social studies/socia
sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or
science, or who taught a sef-contained
classroom. Part-time, itinerant, and substitute
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teachers were excluded, as were teachers whose
main teaching assignment was in another subject
area (e.q., art, special education). Data have been
weighted to national estimates. All comparative
statements made in this report have been tested
for statistical significance using chi-square tests
or t-tests adjusted for multiple comparisons using
the Bonferroni adjustment and are significant at
the 0.05 level or better. Appendix A provides a
detailed discussion of the sample and survey
methodology.!

1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey. Since
1987-88, NCES has periodically conducted the
SASS, an integrated survey of public and private
schools, school districts, principals, and teachers.
Most recently conducted in 1993-94, it provides a
comprehensive picture of the school workforce
and teacher supply and demand. Included on the
public school teacher survey are severa items on
teacher training and professional development.
Some of the items are similar, athough not
identical, to the items on the FRSS survey (see
appendix F). Data from the smilar items on the
1993-94 SASS teacher survey were reanalyzed
for a subset of schools and teachers that are
approximately the same as the schools and
teachers sampled for the FRSS survey.? Results
are incorporated into the discussion of the FRSS
data where appropriate.®* Because the SASS data
were reanalyzed in this way, the estimates that
appear in this report differ from SASS data
published in other National Center for Education
Statistics reports.

Organization of ThisReport

The preparation of high-quality teachers stems
from the many experiences and opportunities that
they face, both prior to and during their teaching
careers. For al teachers, learning begins before
entering their own classrooms. Among their
learning experiences is the formal postsecondary

IDetailed tables for the FRSS survey are in appendix B. Tables of
standard errors for the text tables and figures are in appendix D.

2 public school teachers targeted in the 1993-94 SASS study for
comparison to the 1998 FRSS study are full-time public school
teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment
was in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign
language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

3Detailed tables for the SASS items are presented in appendix C.

training they undergo in order to become
educators.  This includes college work and
certification. Once on the job, teachers have
many additional opportunities to learn—ranging
from the general learning that comes from years
of work experience to more structured
opportunities in the form of formal professional
development activities. Not surprisingly, teacher
learning and preparation are enhanced in
environments that support their learning and their
work. This discussion suggests one useful model
for thinking about teacher quality; it begins with
different types of teacher learning and ends with
the support teachers receive to pursue continued
learning.

Using this model of teacher quality, the results
sections of this report first address teacher
learning (both preservice and on the job), as well
as the working conditions to which teachers are
exposed; these sections then examine the extent
to which teachers fed themselves prepared to
meet the challenges they face in their classrooms.
The results of the 1998 survey and comparisons
between the 1998 and 1993-94 surveys are
divided into four chapters corresponding directly
to the four main topics investigated in this FRSS
report: (1) preservice learning and teaching
assignment; (2) continued learning; (3) supportive
work environment; and (4) teachers feelings of
preparedness. Conclusions are provided in the
final chapter of this report.
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2. PRESERVICE LEARNING AND
TEACHING ASSIGNMENT

Teachers  preservice learning and teaching
assignment are the first features of the teacher
quality model presented in this report. Aspects of
preservice learning and teaching assignment (e.g.,
completion of a teacher education program,
course work or earned degree(s) beyond the
baccalaureate, and possession of some kind of
certification or credential) have traditionally been
used to characterize teacher preparation and
qualifications. Preservice learning occurs prior to
entering the classroom.* Teaching assignment is
investigated to determine the match (or lack
thereof) between teachers training and the main
subject areas that they are assigned to teach.

Growing concern that a number of the nation's
teachers are underqualified to teach our children
has focused attention on the quality of their
preservice learning, and especialy on the
ingtitutions that prepare prospective teachers.
These ingtitutions have been criticized for treating
the education programs as “cash cows which are
conducted on a shoestring and used to fund
programs in other fields’ (NCTAF, 1997: 31).
Critics argue that schools of education should be
more “intellectually solid” and more connected to
elementary and secondary schools (Holmes
Group, 1986: 2). For example, colleges and
universities should improve the screening process
of teacher candidates to weed out wesak students
(Holmes Group, 1986), and these prospective
teachers should be required to have academic
majors in the fields they will eventually teach
(Ravitch, 1998).

Criticisms have aso been launched at
certification policies. Critics argue that setting
standards and not enforcing them has increased
the number of underqualified teachers in
American schools. These concerns were reflected
in a recent speech by Education Secretary

4 Although characterized as preservice learning, it is important to
note that teachers may enhance or expand their education and
certification once on the job. For example, they may earn a
master’s degree once employed as classroom teachers.

Richard Riley to the National Press Club
(September 1998). In that speech, Secretary
Riley implored the nation's colleges and
universities to do a better job of preparing
teachers and challenged every state to eliminate
emergency certification.

Finally, concern over underqualified teachers has
led to increased attention toward the problem of
out-of-field teaching. In order for teachers to
provide the highest quality learning experiences
for students, they must first understand and be
able to communicate the subject matter. The
number of students being taught by untrained and
unprepared teachers has triggered researchers,
practitioners, and others vested in education to
search for solutions. Most redize that
“knowledge of subject matter and of pedagogical
methods do not, of course, guarantee quality
teachers nor quality teaching, but they are
necessary prerequisites’ (U.S. Department of
Education, 1996b: 2). The lack of continuity
between a teacher’'s training and a teacher's
assignment leaves students learning from teachers
that have not met those prerequisites.

Researchers have debated the reasons why
teachers are assigned to teach out of field. As
summarized by Ingersoll (1998), some believe
that there are not enough teachers who are
adequately trained in academic coursework.
Others propose that teacher unions force schools
to retain older, less competent teachers and to
subject new, more qualified teachers to cutbacks.
Finally, some researchers believe that shortages
in teacher supply force schools to hire teachers
with lower qualifications. Ingersoll proposes that
the low status and low pay teachers receive
contributes to high turnover rates. To deal with
the frequent vacancies, he argues, schools are
reduced to assigning teachers to out-of-field
classes (Ingersoll, 1998). These conditions may
also contribute to the number of teachers granted
emergency certification.  This FRSS report
addresses the incidences of out-of-field teaching
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and emergency certification, but does not seek
explanations for these phenomena.

This chapter addresses the following indicators of
preservice learning: education, certification, and
the match between teachers preparation and
teaching assignment—in-field versus out-of-field
teaching. Each of these issues is discussed in
more detail below.

Teacher Education

Teacher education is the first measure of
preservice learning addressed in this report. The
type of degree held by a teacher is one measure
used to determine teacher qualifications. Holding
a least a bachelor’s degree was once considered
adequate, but today teachers often are expected to
hold advanced degrees. As discussed earlier, this
expectation has been accompanied by a push for
teachers, particularly those teaching in secondary
schools, to have an academic mgjor, rather than a
major in the study of education. In fact, since
1986 about 300 colleges have created extended
teacher education programs that enable students
to obtain both a bachelor’s degree in an academic
field and a master’ s degree in education (Darling-
Hammond, 1998).

In 1998, virtuadly al full-time public school
teachers had a bachelor's degree, nearly half
(45 percent) had a master's degree, and 1 percent
had a doctorate (table B-2°). The likelihood of a
teacher having a master's degree varied somewhat
by the school instructional level and the number
of years of teaching experience (figure 1 and table
B-2). A higher percentage of teachers who taught
at the high school level had master's degrees
(55 percent) than did those teaching in middie
schools (46 percent) and those teaching in
elementary schools (40 percent). The likelihood
of holding a master’s degree increased with the
number of years of teaching experience. Thus,
teachers with 3 or fewer years of teaching
experience were the least likely to have a master's
degree (16 percent), compared with 31 percent of
teachers with 4 to 9 years of experience,
48 percent of teachers with 10 to 19 years of
experience, and 62 percent of those with 20 or

® Tables that begin with the prefix B are detailed tables from the
1998 FRSS study, which appear in appendix B.

more years of teaching experience.® This is not
surprising, given that many states and districts
have long required that a teacher earn a master's
degree or its equivalent within a specified period
of time.

Having a master’s degree also varied by the
concentration of poverty in the school (as defined
by the percentage of students eligible for free or
reduced-price lunch). Teachers in schools with
higher concentrations of poverty were generaly
less likely to hold master's degrees than were
teachers in schools with low concentrations of
poverty (figure 1 and table B-2). For example,
37 percent of the teachers in the highest poverty
schools had master's degrees compared with
57 percent in the lowest poverty schools. The
likelihood of having a master’s degree also varied
by geographic region, with 60 percent of teachers
in the Northeast and 51 percent of teachersin the
Midwest having master's degrees, compared with
38 percent in the West and 39 percent in the
South. These 1998 findings paralleled those from
1993-94," where similar patterns emerged
(figure 2 and table C-3?).

Among the full-time public school teachersin the
1998 study, 38 percent had an undergraduate or
graduate major in an academic field, 18 percent
had a major in subject area education (i.e, the
teaching of an academic field, such as
mathematics education), 37 percent had a major
in general education, and 7 percent had amajor in
other education fields (e.g., specia education,
curriculum and instruction, or educationd

®The teachers in 1998 averaged 15 years of total teaching
experience, and 10 years as a teacher in their current school (table
B-3). In general, the teaching profession includes a greater
percentage of highly experienced teachers than novice teachers; 39
percent of the teachers had been teaching for 20 or more years,
while 14 percent had been teaching for 3 or fewer years (table B-
1). About one-quarter of the teachers had 4 to 9 years or 10 to 19
years of teaching experience (22 and 25 percent, respectively).
Findings from 1993-94 indicate that the percentage of teachers
reporting various years of experience in the field has remained
essentially unchanged (tables C-1 and C-2).

" Data from similar items on the 1993-94 SASS teacher survey were
reanalyzed for a subset of schools and teachers that is
approximately the same as the schools and teachers sampled for
the 1998 FRSS survey. Results are incorporated into this report
where appropriate. See appendix A for a discussion of the
comparisons between these two surveys.

8 Tables that begin with the prefix C are detailed tables from the
1993-94 SASS study, which appear in appendix C.
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Figure 1.—Percent of full-time public school teacher swho hold a master’s degree, by selected
school and teacher characteristics: 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

administration; table 1). For these analyses,
each teacher was only counted once, even if he
or she had more than one major or more than
one degree. Major fields of study were selected
in the order of academic field, subject area
education, other education, and general
education. See appendix A for a more detailed
discussion of how this measure was calculated
and tables that show duplicated mgjors.

The percentages with majors in various fields
varied by the instructional level of the school
and years of teaching experience. While 58
percent of elementary school teachers majored
in general education, 27 percent of middle
school teachers and only 5 percent of high
school teachers had general education magjors.
More high school teachers had an undergraduate
or graduate major in an academic field (66

percent), compared with eementary school
teachers (22 percent) and middle school teachers
(44 percent). In addition, more high school and
middle school teachers majored in subject area
education (29 and 22 percent, respectively) than
did elementary school teachers (9 percent). The
newest teachers (i.e., those with 3 or fewer years of
teaching experience) were more likely to have
majored in an academic field than were any of the
more experienced teachers. Thus, haf of the
teachers with 3 or fewer years of experience had
majored in an academic field, compared with 32 to
41 percent of the more experienced teachers,
perhaps reflecting the recent emphasis in teacher
education on majoring in an academic field rather
than in education. The 1993-94 data showed the
same patterns for instructional level (table 2). That
is, most middle and high school teachers majored
in an academic field or subject area education,



Figure 2—Percent of full-time public school teacher swho hold a master’s degree, by selected
school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.

Table 1.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho majored in various fields of study for a
bachelor’s or graduate degree, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

-~ Academic Subject area General Other
School characteristic field education® education education®

All targeted public School teachers® ............oooueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 38 18 37 7
School instructional level

Elementary SChOOL .........cocuioiiiriiiieee e 22 9 58 11

Middle SChOOL.........ceeeieiceeer e 44 22 27 7

High SChOO ... s 66 29 5 1

COMDINEG.......c.coiitiieieie e s 55 35 8 2
Teaching experience

B OF FEOWEN YBAS.....ciuiiii et 50 11 37 2

4to9years........ 41 16 39 5

10to 19 years.... 32 20 37 11

20 or more years. 36 20 36 8

'Subject area education is the teaching of an academic field, such as mathematics education.
2Examples of other education fields are special education, curriculum and instruction, and educational administration.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.
NOTE: Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Major fields of study were selected in the order of
academic field, subject area education, other education, and general education.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.




Table 2.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho majored in various fields of study for a
bachelor’s or graduate degree, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

-~ Academic Subject area General Other
School characterisiic field education® education education®

All targeted public SChool teachers® ...........oouoveeeeeeesecereeseceseesee 39 21 34 7
School instructional level

Elementary SChOOI .........ccoeiiiiiiiiieeieee e 24 14 52 10

Middle SChOOL ..o 44 26 24 6

High SChOO ... e 67 30 3 1

COMDINED.......ciiiiiiriceee e 55 32 11 2
Teaching experience

B OF FEWEN YBAIS. ... e 46 17 35 2

A0 D YEAIS. ..eeieie ettt e e 38 19 38 5

1O t0 1O YIS ...ttt 35 21 34 9

20 OF MOFE YEAIS. .. iuveeueeassiesreaaseesseessesaneesssesaneeaneessesaneasneesnnesneas 40 23 31 7

'Subject area education is the teaching of an academic field, such as mathematics education.
2Examples of other education fields are special education, curriculum and instruction, and educational administration.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Major fields of study were selected in the order of
academic field, subject area education, other education, and general education.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.

and most elementary school teachers majored in
genera education.’

Teacher Certification

Teachers' certification status, the second measure
of preservice learning examined in this report, is
also an indication of teachers qualifications. In
addition to requirements for forma education
(eg., a bachelor’'s degree), teacher certification
includes clinical experiences (e.g., student
teaching) and often some type of formal testing.

Most of the full-time public school teachers in
1998 were fully certified in the field of their main
teaching assignment; that is, they had either a
regular or standard state certificate, or an
advanced professiona certificate in the field in
which they taught most often. Among teachersin
general elementary classrooms,'® 93 percent had a
regular or advanced certificate, 3 percent had a
provisional certificate, 2 percent a probationary

® There is some evidence from SASS reinterview studies that
teachers' recollections of their major field are moderately
inconsistent with their SASS questionnaire data. Thus, these data
should be interpreted with caution.

10 The category labeled general elementary classrooms in the 1998
FRSS study includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms,
regardless of instructional level. Almost all (95 percent) of the
self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

certificate, 1 percent a temporary certificate, and
1 percent had an emergency certificate or waiver
(tables 3 and B-4). No generad elementary
classroom teachers in this study indicated that
they were teaching without any kind of
certification. Most departmentalized teachers
also were fully certified in their main teaching
assignment field;, 92 percent indicated that they
had a regular or advanced certificate in the field
in which they taught the most courses (tables 3
and B-5). For the main teaching assignment,
4 percent of the departmentalized teachers had a
provisional certificate, 2 percent had a proba
tionary certificate, 1 percent had a temporary
certificate, and 1 percent had an emergency
certificate or waiver. Less than 0.5 percent of the
departmentalized teachers in this study indicated
that they were teaching in their main assignment
field without any kind of certification. These
findings on teachers certification status
essentialy replicated those of the 1993-94 study
(tables 4, C-4 and C-5)."

1 These data for both 1998 and 1993-94 may actualy slightly
overestimate the amount of underqualified teaching, as measured
by possession of a regular teaching certificate in the main
assignment field, because some teachers who do not have regular
certificates in their main assignment field do have regular
certificatesin another field.

—13—



Table 3.—Percent of full-time public school teachersin general elementary classrooms and depart-
mentalized settings with various types of teaching certificatesin their state: 1998

Type of teaching certificate

Teaching assignment
General elementary Departmentalized settings:

classrooms' main teaching assignment

Regular or standard state certificate, or advanced professional certificate... 93 92
Provisional or other type of certificate given while participating in an

“alternative certification program” .........ccccooeeerieneneniene e 3 4
Probationary certificate.... 2 2
Temporary CErtifiCate .......covuriiiiieiee e 1 1
Emergency certificate Or WaIVEY ..........ccccoiiieriineneee e e 1 1
NO CEITIICAIE. ..ttt 0 *

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.

The category |abeled general elementary classrooms includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of
instructional level. Almost all (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

NOTE: Percents are computed down each column, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Zeros indicate that no teacher in the sample

gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Table 4.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersin general elementary classrooms and depart-
mentalized settings with various types of teaching certificatesin their state: 1993-94

Type of teaching certificate

Teaching assignment
General elementary Departmentalized settings:

classrooms' main teaching assignment’

Regular or standard state certificate, or advanced professional certificate... 94 20
Provisional or other type of certificate given while participating in an

“alternative certification program” .........ccccoeeerieneneniene e 2 2
Probationary certificate.... 2 2
Temporary CErtifiCate ........oovuriiiiiiree e 1 1
Emergency certificate Or WaIVEY ..........cccceviieriinineee e * *
NO CEITIICAIE. ..ottt 1 4

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.

The category |abeled general elementary classrooms includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching

assignment was general elementary.

2The category labeled departmentalized settings includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment
was in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science.

NOTE: Percents are computed down each column, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.

Data from both the 1998 and 1993-94 studies
indicated that possessing a regular, standard, or
advanced certificate was postively related to
years of teaching experience. Almost all teachers
in both studies who had been teaching for 10 or
more years, whether in genera eementary
classrooms or in departmentalized settings, were
fully certified in their main teaching assignment,
and most of the teachers who had been teaching 4
to 9 years were also fully certified (figures 3 and
4, and tables B-2, B-4, C-4, and C-5). Teachers
with 3 or fewer years of experience teaching in
both genera eementary classrooms and

departmentalized settings, however, were much
less likely to have a regular, standard, or
advanced certificate than were more experienced
teachers. Since some states require new teachers
to start with probationary certification, all new
teachers without regular certification are not
necessarily less well qualified than those with
regular certification. In 1998, most teachers with
3 or fewer years of experience who did not have
regular  certification had provisona or
probationary certification (tables B-4 and B-5).
However, emergency and temporary certification
was higher among teachers with 3 or fewer years
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Figure 3.—Percent of full-time public school teachersin general elementary classr ooms and
departmentalized settings with aregular or standard state certificate or advanced
professional certificate, by teaching experience: 1998

Per cent
100 7 9 9 o7 % W3 or fewer years
% 89 D@4 to 9years
010 to 19 years
80 1 020 or more years
65 64
60 7
40 1
20 1
0-
General elementary Departmentalized setting:
classrooms? Main teaching assignment

The category labeled general elementary classrooms includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of
instructional level. Almost all (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Figure 4—Percent of full-time public school teachersin general elementary classr ooms and
departmentalized settings with aregular or standard state certificate or advanced
professional certificate, by teaching experience: 1993-94
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*The category labeled general elementary classrooms includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching
assignment was general elementary.

The category |abeled departmentalized settings includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment
was in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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of experience compared to teachers with more
teaching experience. For example, in 1998, 12
percent of genera elementary classroom teachers
with 3 or fewer years of experience had
emergency or temporary certification, whereas
less than 1 percent of genera eementary
classroom teachers with 10 or more years of
experience had emergency or temporary
certification (not shown in tables). The results
are similar for departmentalized teachers.

Teaching Assignment:
In-Field Teaching

The fina measure of teacher preparation and
qualifications addressed in this chapter is teaching
assignment.  Specifically, the FRSS survey
measured the match between teachers training
and teaching assignment in the main assignment
field—in-field versus out-of-field teaching.
According to Ingersoll (U.S. Department of
Education, 1996b), one of the least recognized
causes of underqualified teachers is the problem
of out-of-field teaching: teachers being assigned
to teach subjects that do not match their training
or education. Findings from Ingersoll’s anaysis
of the 1990-91 Schools and Staffing Survey
showed that nearly athird of al high school math
teachers had neither a maor nor a minor in
mathematics or mathematics education.  In
addition, amost a quarter of all high school
English teachers had neither a major nor a minor
in English, literature, communications, speech,
journalism, English education, or reading
education (U.S. Department of Education,
1996¢). Thus, as Ingersoll concludes, a large
percentage of high school students were taught by
teachers without basic qualifications in the
subjects they taught (Ingersoll, 1998).

The 1998 survey and the 1993-94 survey
provided data on teaching assignment and teacher
education. Calculated the same way for both sets
of data, a measure of in-field teaching was
constructed to compare the fields in which full-
time public school teachers had undergraduate
and graduate majors and minors with the fields in
which they had their main teaching assignments
(i.e., the field in which they reported that they

taught the most courses).’” This measure was
constructed for any teacher who taught
English/language arts, foreign language, socid
studies/social science, mathematics, or science in
a departmentalized setting in any of grades 7
through 12. Results are presented separately for
grades 7 through 12 and grades 9 through 12,
since there are different definitions of what
congtitutes secondary schooling. Because the
guestionnaire collected information about degrees
and teaching assignments at the aggregated field
level (i.e., whether a teacher had degrees or
taught courses in science, rather than in chemistry
or physics), the in-field teaching measure is aso
constructed at this level of aggregation. Teachers
were defined as teaching in field if they had an
undergraduate or graduate major or minor in the
field of their main teaching assignment. It is
important to note that teachers may become
qualified to teach a subject in ways that are not
measured by college majors and minors. A
teacher may take substantial coursework in afield
without having an actual major or minor in the
field”® Details of how the measure of in-field
teaching was constructed are provided in
appendix A.

The measure of in-field teaching that is presented
here differs from some of the other measures
frequently seen in publications on this subject.
Measures usualy focus on out-of-field teaching
as a measure of the mismatch between teacher
assignment and teacher education. For example,
Ingersoll (U.S. Department of Education, 1996a)
defined an out-of-field teacher as a teacher
teaching one or more mathematics, science, social
studies, or English classes without at least an
undergraduate or graduate-level major or minor in
the particular subject. Another approach to
studying out-of-field teaching is to examine the
proportion of students being taught by out-of-

2 A major or minor was considered in field if it was in either the
academic field (e.g., mathematics) or subject area education (e.g.,
mathematics education) that matched the main teaching
assignment.

Beor example, in Pennsylvania, they award a “Master's Degree
Equivalency Certificate” that is not the same as an “earned
master’s degree” (their wording), but is issued to qualify the holder
for salary increments provided by law. It requires 36 graduate
semester credits, at least half of which must be earned in the
content area of the primary teaching assignment. This is as much
coursework as may be required for a minor in a content area, yet
this coursework will not show up as amajor or minor under earned
degrees, since the certificate is not considered a degree.



Table 5.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersin grades 7 through 12 who reported having
an undergraduate or graduate major or minor in their main teaching assignment field,

by selected school characteristics: 1998

Social
School and teacher characteristic English/ Foreign stud!a/ Mathematics Science
language arts language social
science
All targeted public school teachers'................... 86 96 89 82 88
Locae
Cantral CitY .o.eeeeeereeecereseeeere e 82 99 85 81 79
Urban fringe/town/rural ...........cccceiiininiencnicnene 88 96 90 83 91
Percent minority enrollment in school
50 percent or [€SS.......ccoiereeieneriee e 87 96 90 84 90
More than 50 percent.........cccooeeeeeienenieenieseneeeens 83 # 86 76 81
Percent of students in school eligible for free or
reduced-price school lunch
Less than 60 Percent.........ccveveeveeeneneeneeeneneeenns 89 96 89 86 90
60 percent Or MONE........coviiiiiiiiiicis e 76 # 86 69 83

#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

field teachers. In this case, Ingersoll (U.S.
Department of Education, 1996b) examined the
percentage of public secondary school students
enrolled in 1990-91 in classes taught by teachers
without at least a college minor in the field. In
contrast, the measure presented here looks at the
main teaching assignments of teachers (i.e., the
field in which they taught the most courses).
Because FRSS questionnaires are short and
designed for quick response, information was not
collected at a detailed level about all the courses
taught. In addition, the relatively small sample
size of the FRSS survey precludes examination of
in-field teaching for the secondary teaching
assignment, because too few teachers in the
sample had a secondary teaching assignment to
conduct these analyses.

While examination of in-field teaching in the
main teaching assignment gives a genera
indication of the magnitude of the match between
teachers training and teaching assignment, it
does not provide the entire picture, and
understates the magnitude of the problem. For
example, Bobbitt and McMillen (U.S
Department of Education, 1994b) found that if the
focus was restricted to main assignment field
contrasted against teachers college major or

minor and certification status, then almost all
teachers were qualified to teach in their main
assignment field. However, if the focus was
changed to include all the classes taught by each
teacher, then many fewer teachers were fully
qualified to teach in each class subject they were
assigned to teach during the day. Thus, it is
important to remember when reading the results
presented below that the total magnitude of the
mismatch between teacher assignment and
teacher education is greater than that shown by
the results for the main teaching assignment only.

In-Field Teaching Among Teachers in
Grades 7 through 12

The percent of 1998 full-time public school
teachers in grades 7 through 12 who reported
having an undergraduate or graduate major or
minor in their main teaching assignment field
ranged from 82 percent of mathematics teachers
to 96 percent of foreign language teachers (tables
5 and B-7). Comparable data from 1993-94
snowed a somewhat similar distribution. The
percent of the 1993-94 teachers in grades 7
through 12 who reported having an under-
graduate magjor or minor in their main teaching
assignment field ranged from 77 percent of
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Table 6.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersin grades 7 through 12 who reported having
an undergraduate or graduate major or minor in their main teaching assignment field,
by selected school characteristics: 1993-94

Social
School and teacher characteristic English/ Foreign stud!a/ Mathematics Science
language arts language social
science
All targeted public school teachers'................... 78 93 87 77 82
Locae
Cantral CitY .o.eeeeeereeecereseeeere e 78 96 89 76 83
Urban fringe/town/rural ...........cccceiiininiencnicnene 78 92 86 77 82
Percent minority enrollment in school
50 percent or [€SS.......ccoiereeieneriee e 79 93 87 78 83
More than 50 percent.........cccooeeeeeienenieenieseneeeens 74 96 88 71 7
Percent of students in school eligible for free or
reduced-price school lunch
Less than 60 Percent.........ocvevereeeenenreneeeneneeenns 79 93 88 78 83
60 percent Or MONE........coviiiieiiiiiiis e 70 95 81 70 75

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.

mathematics teachers to 93 percent of the foreign
language teachers (tables 6 and C-7). In-field
teaching for the main teaching assignment in
grades 7 through 12 was higher in the 1998 study
than in the 1993-94 study for English and science.

A key issue in the literature on equity concernsin
educational quality is the extent to which in-
field/out-of-field teaching varies by certain school
characteristics. Research has found that schools
with factors such as a high concentration of
poverty or location in an urban or central city area
are more likely than more affluent or suburban
schools to have higher rates of out-of-field-
teaching (U.S. Department of Education, 1996b).
The 1998 and 1993-94 data showed some
variations in the amount of in-field teaching in the
main assignment field by these characteristics.
The data in tables 5 and 6 are presented
differently than in other tables to alow
comparisons among schools by characteristics
often targeted in equity research.

In 1998, differences by poverty concentration or
percent minority enrollment in the school in the
prevadlence of in-field teaching for main
assignment field were not statistically significant
for teachers in grades 7 through 12 (tables 5 and
B-7). In-field teaching in science differed by

school locale for the 1998 teachers. Science
teachers were somewhat less likely to be teaching
in field in their main assignment field in schools
located in central cities than in schools located in
urban fringe, town, or rural areas. The 1993-94
data found that English/language arts teachers
were less likely to be teaching in field for their
main assignment field in schools with the highest
concentration of poverty (as defined by 60
percent or more of students eligible for free or
reduced-price lunch) than were English teachers
in schools where less than 60 percent of the
students were eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch (tables 6 and C-7). No significant
differences were found by locale or percent
minority enrollment in the school for 1993-94
teachersin grades 7 through 12.*

14 Because of the large standard errors surrounding the estimates of
in-field teaching broken out by school characteristics (because of
the small number of teachers in each category in the 1998 survey),
differences that may appear large may not be statistically
significant. In contrast, the sample of teachers in the 1993-94
survey is much larger than it is in the 1998 survey, the standard
errors surrounding the 1993-94 estimates are smaller, and,
therefore, smaller differences by school characteristics will be
statistically significant for the 1993-94 teachers.
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Table 7.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersin grades 9 through 12 who reported having
an undergraduate or graduate major or minor in their main teaching assignment field,

by selected school characteristics: 1998

Social
School and teacher characteristic English/ Foreign stud!a/ Mathematics Science
language arts language social
science
All targeted public school teachers'................... 96 96 96 90 94
Locale
Cantral CitY .o.eeeeeereeeceeereee e 94 100 96 88 90
Urban fringe/town/rural ............ccceieieniniencniceene 97 95 96 90 96
Percent minority enrollment in school
50 percent or [€SS.......cooiereeieneree e 97 96 96 92 95
More than 50 percent.........cccoeveeeienenieenieseneeeene 94 # 97 82 92
Percent of public school students in school eigible
for free or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 60 percent.......c.ccooevereeerienenieeieeseseeens 96 96 96 91 94
60 PErcent OF MONE......cccueiiieiieiieeiie e 93 # # 81 #

#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment wasin
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

In-Field Teaching Among Teachers
in Grades 9 through 12

In-field teaching was also examined separately
for teachers in grades 9 through 12, since there
are different definitions of what constitutes
secondary schooling. The percent of 1998 full-
time public school teachers in grades 9 through
12 who reported having a major or minor in their
main teaching assignment fields was 90 percent
for mathematics teachers, 94 percent for science
teachers, and 96 percent for teachers of
English/language arts, foreign language, and
social studies/socia science (tables 7 and B-8).
Comparable 1993-94 data showed a somewhat
similar distribution. The percent of 1993-94
teachers who reported having a major or minor in
their main teaching assignment fields ranged from
87 percent of mathematics teachers to 93 percent
of the foreign language teachers (tables 8 and
C-8). In-field teaching for the main assignment
field in grades 9 through 12 was higher in the
1998 study than in the 1993-94 study for English,
socia studies, and science. In addition, for both

1998 and 1993-94, the percent of teachers who
reported having an undergraduate or graduate
major or minor in their main teaching assignment
field was dignificantly lower for teachers of
grades 7 through 12 than for teachers of grades 9
through 12 for mathematics, science, English/
language arts, and social studies/social sciences,
indicating that teachers in grades 7 and 8 are less
likely to be teaching in field than are teachers in
grades 9 through 12.

Differences by poverty concentration, locale, or
percent minority enrollment in the school in the
prevalence of in-field teaching for main teaching
assignment were not statistically significant for
1998 teachers in grades through 9 through 12.
Mathematics teachers in 1993-94 were less likely
to be teaching in field in their main assignment
area in schools with the highest minority
enrollment.  No significant differences were
found by locale or poverty concentration in the
school for 1993-94 teachers in grades 9 through
12.



Table 8—Percent of full-time public school teachersin grades 9 through 12 who reported having
an undergraduate or graduate major or minor in their main teaching assignment field,
by selected school characteristics: 1993-94

Social
School and teacher characteristic English/ Foreign stud!a/ Mathematics Science
language arts language social
science
All targeted public school teachers'................... 88 93 92 87 90
Locae
Cantral CitY .o.eeeeeereeeceeeseeeere e 86 96 94 84 90
Urban fringe/town/rural ............ccceiiieniniencnieenene 88 93 91 87 90
Percent minority enrollment in school
50 percent or [€SS.......ccoiereeiineriee e 88 93 91 88 90
More than 50 percent.........cccoeveevenenieenieseseeneene 87 95 94 80 87
Percent of students in school eligible for free or
reduced-price school lunch
Less than 60 Percent.........ccveveeeeeerreneeseeeneneenenns 87 93 92 87 90
60 Percent Or MONE........ccviiiieiiiiiiie i 89 95 90 83 91

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.

Summary

This chapter on preservice learning and teaching
assignment began with a description of the
concerns and critiques of the current training
received by prospective teachers. Criticisms
focused on three features of their training and
placement—teachers  education, certification,
and teaching assignment. In many ways, this
report does not address the heart of these
critiques—the quality of the teacher education
programs that train teachers. This report is about
teachers, not the programs and institutions that
train them. However, this study did investigate
three basic concerns that have received growing
attention—that teachers do not have academic
majors, that many teachers may not be fully
certified, and that a large number of educators are
teaching subjects for which they have not
received training.

The 1998 study found that 38 percent of the
teachers had an undergraduate or graduate major
in an academic field. Among high school
teachers, however, the percentages were much
higher, with two-thirds of high school teachers
having majored in an academic field. However,
only 22 percent of elementary school teachers had

majored in an academic field. These findings
paralleled those from 1993-94, where the same
patterns emerged. In addition, the 1998 and
1993-94 studies indicated that most teachers were
fully certified (with a regular or standard state
certificate, or an advanced professional
certificate) in the field of their main teaching
assignment. Not surprisingly, however, results of
the 1998 and 1993-94 surveys indicated that new
teachers were less likely than more experienced
teachers to have regular certification.

Results of the 1998 survey suggest that teachers
possess many of the basic prerequisites for
teaching—advanced degrees and the appropriate
certification and education. Most teachers in
grades 7 through 12 have a magor or minor in
their main teaching assignment field. As
suggested earlier, teaching is complex, and the
demands continue to change and grow. Meeting
these challenges requires teachers to be lifelong
learners. Much of their learning, after initial
preservice training, takes place on the job. This
type of learning is the focus of the next chapter of
this report.
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3. CONTINUED LEARNING

Teachers continued learning is the second feature
of teacher preparation and qualifications
addressed in this report. Continued learning is
particularly important because the nation's
schools have been increasingly challenged by
policy initiatives to “do better, and to do
differently” (McLaughlin and Oberman 1996: iv).
At the core of educational reforms to raise
standards, reshape curricula, and restructure the
way schools operate is the call to reconceptualize
the practice of teaching (Darling-Hammond and
McLaughlin, 1996). American children need a
broader range of skills, including higher order
thinking skills and technological expertise.
Teachers must learn to teach students in ways that
promote such skills. At the same time, teachers
face the greater challenges of rapidly increasing
technological changes, greater diversity in the
classroom, and a push to teach in innovative ways
(often different from how they were taught and/or
from the forma preservice training they
received).

In order to meet the changing demands of their
jobs, high-quality teachers must be capable and
willing to continually learn and relearn their
trade. This learning begins prior to entering the
classroom (as discussed in the previous section).
However, beginning teachers are often not fully
prepared for the requirements of classroom
teaching (Fullan with Stiegelbauer, 1991).
Continued learning, the second aspect of teacher
preparation and qualifications addressed in this
report, is key to building educators capacity for
effective teaching, particularly in a profession
where the demands are changing and expanding.
Continued learning takes multiple forms; the two
key forms discussed here are formal professional
development and collaboration with other
teachers.

Formal Professional
Development

The first aspect of continued learning, formal
professional development, is included in the

National Education Goals; Goal 4 states. “By the
year 2000, the nation’s teaching force will have
access to programs for the continued
improvement of their professional skills and the
opportunity to acquire the knowledge and skills
needed to instruct and prepare all American
students for the next century.” The inclusion of a
national goal for teacher professional develop-
ment represents an increased focus on
professional development as an important vehicle
for school reform and educational excellence
(Sprinthall, Reiman, and Theis-Sprinthall, 1996).
Some schools and school districts require teachers
to participate, and certain states have passed
initiatives encouraging or mandating certain types
of professional development. In addition, some
teachers actively seek their own opportunities for
professional development. For example, college
coursework completed after a teacher has started
teaching is one form of professiona development.
However, access to professiona development
activities may vary widely among teachers; for
example, there may be more opportunities for

participation in districts located in close
proximity to a university or college.

Formal professional development typicaly
consists of school and district  “staff-

development” programs. Teachers often attend
classes sponsored by their districts and attend
workshops, conferences, and summer ingtitutes.
Workshops and conferences are the most typical
form of continuing professional development.
They are usualy designed to meet short-term
goas of implementing specific instructional
change, such as the integration of technology into
classroom teaching.

However, these traditional approaches to
professiona development (e.g., workshops,
conferences) have been criticized for being
relatively ineffective because they are usualy
short term; they lack continuity through adequate
followup and ongoing feedback from experts;
they are typically isolated from the participants
classroom and school contexts, and they take a
passive approach to training teachers, allowing
little opportunity to learn by doing and reflecting



with colleagues. A core argument is that unless
professional development programs are carefully
designed and implemented to provide continuity
between what teachers learn and what goes on in
their classrooms and schools, these activities are
not likely to produce any long-lasting effects on
either teacher competence or student outcomes
(Fullan with Stiegelbauer, 1991). In other words,
as traditionally practiced, professional develop-
ment activities may lack connection to the
challenges teachers face in their classrooms.

In order to investigate such issues, the 1998
survey elicited information from teachers
regarding their recent participation in professional
development programs in each of eight content
areas (see figure 5). Because of changes in
technology, in the notions of effective teaching,
and in the types of students and students' needs
teachers encounter in their classrooms, the survey
elicited information regarding teachers formal
professiona development in such areas as
technology, new methods of teaching, state or
district curriculum or performance standards, and
accommodating students with disabilities or from
diverse linguistic or cultural backgrounds.
Because there is a good deal of skepticism
regarding the value of forma professional
development for teachers work, the survey aso
requested information regarding the extent to
which teachers felt that these opportunities
improved their teaching. Moreover, because
limited exposure is one of the criticisms launched
at traditional forms of professional development,
the survey also asked teachers to indicate the
duration of their exposure to different
professional development opportunities (i.e., time
spent on particular activities). The data indicate
that teacher participation in professional
development in 1998 was high: amost al of the
teachers surveyed in 1998 (99 percent) had
paticipated in  professonal  development
programs in at least one of the listed content areas
in the last 12 months (not shown in tables).

Teachers in the 1993-94 survey were also asked
about their participation in professional
development programs in the past 12 months.
However, the survey covered five content areas:
methods of teaching their subject field, student
assessment, cooperative learning in  the
classroom, uses of education technology for
instruction, and in-depth study in their subject
field (see figure 6). The data also indicate that an

overwhelming majority of teachers (90 percent)
paticipated in  professona  development
activities during 1993-94 (not shown in tables).

Content of Professional Development

In 1998, teachers were more likely to have
paticipated in  professonal  development
activities that appear consistent with the emphasis
of education reform to do things differently and
better (figure 5). Teachers were more likely to
have participated in implementing state or district
curriculum  and performance  standards
(81 percent), integrating educational technology
into the grade or subject taught (78 percent),
implementing new teaching methods (77 percent),
doing in-depth study in the subject area of their
main teaching assignment (73 percent), and using
student performance assessment techniques
(67 percent) than in other areas. About half had
participated in professonal development in
classroom management and addressing the needs
of students with disabilities. One exception to
this pattern is participation in professional
development programs that addressed the needs
of students with limited English proficiency or
from diverse cultural backgrounds; teachers were
least likely to have participated in these activities
(31 percent).

In 1993-94, teachers were most likely to have
recent professional development that appears to
emphasize pedagogical skills, 67 percent of
teachers had professional development on
methods of teaching in their subject field (figure
6). Fewer teachers had any recent professional
development in student assessment (55 percent),
cooperative learning (53 percent), and uses of
educational technology for instruction
(51 percent). Teachers were least likely to
participate in in-depth study in their subject field
(29 percent).

In addition to other issues, addressing the needs
of students with limited English proficiency or
from culturally diverse backgrounds has recently
become a centra concern mainly because of
growing student populations with  these
backgrounds. Therefore, teacher training to meet
these needs might be particularly important to
schools with large minority student populations.
In 1998, teacher participation in professiona



Figure 5.—Percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional development
activitiesin the last 12 monthsthat focused on varioustopics: 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Figure 6.—Percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional development
activities since the end of the last school year that focused on varioustopics. 1993-94

Per cent
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80 1
67
60 55 53 51
40 1 29
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Methods of Student Cooperative Uses of In-depth study
teaching your assessment learninginthe  educational in your subject
subject field classroom technology for field
instruction

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.




Figure 7—Percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional development
activitiesin the last 12 months that addressed the needs of studentswith limited English
proficiency or from diver se cultural backgrounds, by percent minority enrollment in

the school: 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

development programs that focused on limited
English proficient or culturaly diverse students
generadly increased with the percent minority
enrollment in the school (figure 7). For example,
teachers from schools with more than 50 percent
minority enrollment were much more likely than
those who taught in schools with 5 percent or less
minority enrollment to participate in professional
development programs on this topic (51 versus 14
percent).

Participation in professional development in
programs that addressed the needs of limited
English proficient and culturally diverse students
also varied by region (figure 8). For example,
teachers in the West were far more likely than
teachers in the South to have had training in this
content area (51 versus 33 percent). Further,
teachers in the South were more likely to
participate in these programs than those in the
Midwest or Northeast.

Professional Development and
Teaching Experience

In an era of education reform, continuing
professional development is equally relevant for

both new and experienced teachers as many
aspects of teaching may be changing. Teacher
participation in professional development may be
influenced by severa factors:  personal
motivation, school or district requirement, and
state initiatives requiring or encouraging certain
types of professional development. Moreover,
while certain kinds of on-the-job training, such as
classoom  management and  curriculum
development, may be more relevant to the needs
of new teachers than experienced teachers, those
who have taught for many years may have a
greater need to upgrade their skills in the use of
educational technology. It is, therefore, useful to
examine whether teaching experience makes a
difference to participation in professional
development in various content areas.

The data suggest that teaching experience makes
little difference to teacher participation in
professional development in most of the content
areas. One area in which teaching experience
was, however, clearly related to teacher
participation in professional development was
classsoom  management, including  student
discipline. The likelihood of participating in
professional development programs that focused
on classroom management generally decreased
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Figure 8—Percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional development
activitiesin the last 12 months that addressed the needs of students with limited English
proficiency or from diver se cultural backgrounds, by region: 1998

Percent
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22 22
20 1

Northeast Midwest South West

Region

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Table 9.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional development
activitiesin the last 12 monthsin various content ar eas, by teaching experience: 1998
Teaching experience

Content area 3or fewer 4t09 10t0 19 20 or more
years years years years

State or district curriculum and performance standards.............ccoceeeene 78 84 84 80
Integration of educational technology in the grade or subject you teach 72 79 79 79
New methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning) ..........cccccceeeeeenee. 82 79 78 73
In-depth study in the subject area of your main teaching assignment ... 77 78 74 67
Student performance asseSSMENT.........cocoieiereeie e 66 72 69 64
Classroom management, including student discipline 65 53 46 43
Addressing the needs of students with disabilities...........ccccoeeieienenee. 49 a7 50 46
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or

from diverse cultural backgrounds.........cccoeeeenncniinsce s 36 34 36 25

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.

with years of teaching experience (table 9). For
example, in 1998, teachers with 3 or fewer years
experience  were more likely than more
experienced teachers to participate in such a
program, and those with 4 to 9 years experience
were more likely to do so than those who taught
for 10 or more years.

In some other areas, teacher participation in
professional development differed between the
least experienced teachers and those who were

very experienced (table 9). For example, in 1998,
teachers with 3 or fewer years of experience were
more likely than those who had taught for 20 or
more years to participate in programs that
addressed new methods of teaching (82 versus 73
percent). Newer teachers were also more likely
than very experienced teachers to have
participated in professional development on in-
depth study in the subject area of the main
teaching assignment (77 versus 67 percent).
Moreover, most experienced teachers (20 or more
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Table 10.—Percent of full-time public school teacher s who participated in professional

development activities since the end of the school year in various content areas, by

teaching experience: 1993-94

Teaching experience

Content area 3 or fewer 4t09 10to 19 20 or more
years years years years
Methods of teaching your subject field...........ccocoiiiiniiininiiieee 68 73 69 62
StUAENE BSSESSMENT ...ttt 56 57 55 53
Cooperative learning in the classroom...........cccceoevenerienenieeie e 53 53 54 52
Uses of educational technology for instruction............cccceveeeieienieninnns 46 53 53 51
In-depth study in your subject field ..., 27 30 30 27

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.

Table 11.—Percent of full-time public school teachersindicating the number of hours spent in
professional development activitiesin the last 12 monthsin various content areas. 1998

Content area

Total hours spent*

1to8 ‘ Morethan 8
State or district curriculum and performance Standards...........cooeoererrererene e 61 39
Integration of educational technology in the grade or subject you teach 62 38
New methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning) ...........ccccevereeeeenns 61 39
In-depth study in the subject area of your main teaching assignment ... 44 56
Student performance asSeSSMENt .........ccovereerierererie e 71 29
Classroom management, including student discipline..............c....... 78 22
Addressing the needs of students with diSabilitieS..........ccoiiiiriiiii e 81 19
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or from diverse cultural backgrounds.. 70 30

*Percents are based on those who participated in professional development activitiesin a particular content area.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

years) were less likely than all others to
participate in  professional  development

addressing the needs of limited English proficient
or culturally diverse students. The 1993-94 data
on participation in professional development
about teaching methods in the teachers subject
field aso showed a difference between the least
and most experienced teachers (68 versus
62 percent, table 10).

I ntensity of Professional
Development Activities

A major criticism of professional development
programs is the lack of intensity and followup in
traditional staff development programs such as
workshops and seminars. The core issue is that
these programs are typicaly too short term to
alow for meaningful change in teaching
performance.

The 1998 data indicate that participation in
professional development programs typicaly
lasted from 1 to 8 hours, or the equivaent of 1
day or less of training (tables 11 and B-9). The
content area for which teachers were most likely
to spend more than a day of professional
development was in-depth study in the subject
area of the main teaching assignment (table 11).
However, dthough teachers typically need
extended time to pursue research on in-depth
studies, dightly more than half of teachers spent
more than a day in professiona training in this
content area (56 percent). The areas in which
teachers were least likely to spend more than a
day of training were addressing the needs of
students with disabilities (19 percent) and
classroom management (22 percent).



Table 12.—Percent of full-time public school teachersindicating the number of hours spent in
professional development activities since the end of the last school year in various

content areas. 1993-94

Content area

Total hours spent*
1to8 | Morethan 8

Methods of teaching your subject field...........cocoevriinininiinicee,
StUAENE BSSESSMENT ...
Cooperative learning in the classroom............ccoeeeieneneeieneneeee
Uses of educational technology for instruction.............coccecevevcnnenee.
In-depth study in your subject field ...,

......................................................... 57 43
......................................................... 78 22
......................................................... 73 27
......................................................... 70 30
......................................................... 49 51

*Percents are based on those who participated in professional development activitiesin a particular content area.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.

Table 13.—Percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional
development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating the extent to which they believe
the activity improved their teaching: 1998

Improved classroom teaching

Content area
A lot ‘ Moderately ‘ Somewhat ‘ Not at all

State or district curriculum and performance standards.................... 12 36 39 13
Integration of educational technology in the grade or subject you teach 21 38 34 6
New methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning) ............cccce.... 22 42 31 4
In-depth study in the subject area of your main teaching assignment ... 28 44 26 2
Student performance asSeSSMENT.........cccvverieiereriee e 17 39 38 6
Classroom management, including student discipline....................... 19 39 35 7
Addressing the needs of students with disabilities..........ccccvcenennnene 14 36 44 6
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or

from diverse cultural backgrounds..........c.ccccvereiiinincinincnenens 18 34 40 9

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Teacher participation in professional development
in 1993-94 was aso likely to be short term,
typicaly lasting from 1 to 8 hours (tables 12 and
C-9). Moreover, the content area for which
teachers were most likely to spend more than a
day of training was in-depth study in the subject
area of the main teaching assignment. Teachers
were least likely to spend more than a day of
professional development on student assessment
(22 percent), cooperative learning in the
classroom (27 percent), and uses of educational
technology for instruction (30 percent).

Per ceived | mpact of
Professional Development

Since the rationale behind professional programs
is to provide the forum for teachers to upgrade
their knowledge, skills, and practices, it is useful
to assess the extent to which participation in these

activities helped teachers to achieve these
objectives. To gauge the perceived impact of
professional development programs, the 1998
survey asked teachers to assess the extent to
which their participation in programs in a
particular content area improved their teaching.
Of those teachers who participated in programs in
a particular area, the extent to which they
believed it improved their teaching “a lot” ranged
from 28 percent for in-depth study to 12 percent
for implementing state or district curriculum and
performance standards (tables 13 and B-10). Few
teachers indicated that a program did not help at
al. For every program, 70 to 80 percent of the
teachers reported that it was moderately or
somewhat effective. For example, for the
program that ranked highest in its perceived
impact (in-depth study in the subject area of the
main teaching assignment), 70 percent of teachers
believed that participation improved their
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Table 14.—Per cent of full-time public school teacher s who participated in professional
development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating that the activity improved their
teaching a lot, by teaching experience: 1998

Teaching experience

Content area 3or fewer 4t09 10t0 19 20 or more
years years years years

State or district curriculum and performance standards.................... 12 12 14 11
Integration of educational technology in the grade or subject you teach 19 23 23 21
New methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning) ............cccce.e... 24 24 23 21
In-depth study in the subject area of your main teaching assignment ... 33 31 28 26
Student performance asSeSSMENT.........ccceverieriereriee e 20 16 18 17
Classroom management, including student discipline...................... 28 18 17 16
Addressing the needs of students with disabilities..........ccccovcereennene 18 13 15 13
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or

from diverse cultural backgrounds..........cccoovrieiiininciiices 18 17 17 18

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

teaching moderately (44 percent) or somewhat
(26 percent).

Teachers  perceptions about how  much
participation in various professiona development
programs improved their teaching were examined
against years of teaching experience. For most of
the 1998 content areas, teaching experience was
not related to teachers perception that
participation in that content area improved their
teaching “alot.” The one area in which teaching
experience clearly was related was classroom
management. Newer teachers were more likely
than more experienced teachers to report that
professiona development  in  classroom
management improved their teaching “a lot”
(tables 14 and B-10).

A criticism of short-term  professiond
development programs is that they fail to bring
about more long-term change in teachers
competencies for classroom teaching. To further
assess the impact of professional development
programs, the 1998 data were explored to
examine whether the amount of time spent in
professional development activities made a
difference to perceived teaching improvement.

The number of hours teachers participated in
professional development programs was related
to how much they believed it improved their
classroom teaching (table 15). For every content
area, teachers who participated for more than 8
hours believed it improved their teaching more
than teachers who participated for 8 hours or |ess.

For example, teachers who spent more than 8
hours in professional development on new
methods of teaching in the classroom were more
likely than those who spent 1 to 8 hours to report
that participation in the program improved their
teaching “a lot” (39 versus 12 percent). These
patterns suggest that increased time spent in
professional development is associated with the
perception of significant improvements in
teaching.

Collaboration with
Other Teachers

Collaboration with other teachers is the second
feature of teachers continued learning addressed
in this report. Unlike traditional professional
development activities, peer collaboration has
been heradded by teachers, researchers, and
policymakers as essential to teachers continuous
learning. Initiatives to improve the quality and
efficacy of continued learning emphasize the
development of learning communities within and
across schools and highlight the importance of
these mechanisms to foster teacher learning.

Opportunities for collaboration include those that
are provided within the school and those that
occur within professional networks across schools
and other institutional structures. Teacher
participation in school-based activities is likely to
produce positive and long-lasting change because
such activities provide the basis for
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Table 15.—Percent of full-time public school teacher

sindicating the extent to which participation

in professional development activitiesin various content areasimproved their
classroom teaching, by the number of hours spent in professional development in that

content areain thelast 12 months: 1998

Content area

Improved my teaching

A lot | Moderately | Somewhat | Not at all

State or district curriculum and performance standards

LHEO B NOUIS.....ceiiitceeeete e s 7 34 44 15

MOrethan 8 NOUFS........coiieiriricee s 20 39 31 10
Integration of educational technology in the grade or subject you teach

LHO B NOUIS.....eeiiitcecert e e 12 36 44 8

MOrethan 8 NOUFS........couiveereriecee s 38 43 17 2
New methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning)

LHO B NOUIS.....eeitiececeeie e s 12 43 40 6

MOrethan 8 NOUFS........coiveeriricee s 39 41 18 2
In-depth study in the subject area of your main teaching assignment

LHO B NOUIS.....eieiiiececert e e 12 47 38 3

MOrethan 8 NOUFS........coivicererecer s 41 41 17 1
Student performance assessment

LHO B NOUIS.....eeiriiicecerteer e s 10 37 45 7

More than 8 hours 35 41 20 3
Classroom management, including student discipline

LHO B NOUIS.....eeieiececeet e s 13 39 40 8

MOrethan 8 NOUFS........couivveeiertecee s 40 41 14 5
Addressing the needs of students with disabilities

LHO B NOUIS.....ciiiiececert et e 8 37 49 7

MOrethan 8 NOUFS........couiieeeeriecee s 42 32 23 3
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or
from diverse cultural backgrounds

LHO B NOUIS.....ciiiiececert et e 9 34 47 10

MOre than 8 NOUNS......ceiiiiiiei s 38 34 23 5

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

transformative learning. Such collaboration
revolves around joint work and teacher networks.
Joint work such as team teaching, mentoring, and
formally planned meetings are important
mechanisms for productive exchange of ideas and
reflection about practice. For instance, the focus
on specific subject matter and teaching strategies
helps teachers to improve their content
knowledge and pedagogica skills. Mentoring is
an effective mechanism for  one-to-one
professiona guidance and for cultivating a
teaching culture in which expert teachers serve as
an essential resource for new teachers. All of
these teaching-related activities are consistent
with the view of professional development as a
lifelong, inquiry-based collegia process rooted in
the development of schools as collaborative
workplaces.

Collaborative relationships may extend beyond
classsooms and school buildings to school-
university collaborations or partnerships, teacher-
to-teacher and school-to-school networks, and
participation in district, regional, or national task
forces. These communities can be organized
across subject matter, pedagogical issues, and
significant school reforms. These networks can
be powerful learning tools to engage
professionals in collective work and alow
teachers to go beyond their own classrooms and
schools to engage in professiona discourse about
their own experiences and the experiences of
others.
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Figure 9.—Percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in various activities related

to teaching in thelast 12 months: 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Participation in Collaborative Activities

To provide a national profile of teachers peer
collaboration, the 1993-94 survey asked teachers
about their participation in the last 12 months in
various mentoring and collaborating activities
related to teaching, and the extent to which they
felt each of these activities improved their
teaching. These activities were:

| A common planning period for team
teachers;

| Regularly scheduled collaboration with
other teachers, excluding meetings held for
administrative purposes,

| Being mentored by another teacher in a
formal relationship;

| Mentoring another teacher in a formal

relationship;

| Networking with teachers outside your
school; and

n Individua or collaborative research on a

topic of interest to you professionaly.

Almost al (95 percent) of the teachers had
participated in at least one of the listed activities
in the last 12 months (not shown in tables).
Regularly scheduled collaboration with other
teachers was the activity in which teachers were
most likely to have participated, with four out of
five teachers reporting such collaborations in the
last 12 months (figure 9). About 60 percent of
the teachers had participated in common planning
periods for team teachers and networking with
teachers outside the school, and about half
reported involvement in  individua  or
collaborative research.”

Mentoring can be an important way for teachers
to share information and experiences about
teaching in a one-on-one relationship.  Such
relationships may be particularly useful to new
teachers as they seek to develop effective
teaching practices. The study found that about a
quarter of the teachers indicated that they had
mentored another teacher in a formal relationship
in the last 12 months, and 19 percent said that
they had been mentored by another teacher in

15 While this section deals with teacher collaboration, individual or
collaborative research is discussed here because the item was
included in the set of questions that asked about collaborative
activities.
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Figure 10.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in mentoring activitiesin
the last 12 months, by teaching experience: 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

such arelationship (figure 9). The relatively low
levels of teacher participation in mentoring reflect
a pattern in which newer teachers were more
likely than more experienced teachers to be
mentored. The likelihood of mentoring and of
being mentored by another teacher varied
substantially by years of teaching experience
(figure 10). Teachers with 3 or fewer years of
teaching experience were the most likely to have
been mentored by another teacher in the last 12
months and the least likely to have acted in the
role of mentor to another teacher. In fact, dmost
three out of five new teachers had been mentored
by another teacher in the last year, suggesting that
schools and/or teachers recognize the importance
of such relationships early in ateacher’s career.

Frequency of Participation

Teachers were also asked how frequently they
had participated in the activities, within a range of
at least once a week to afew times a year; survey
results showed considerable variation on this
dimension (table 16). Among teachers who
reported engaging in a particular activity, they
participated the most frequently in common
planning periods for team teachers, with 60
percent participating at least once a week. This

was followed by mentoring another teacher in a
formal relationship (42 percent) and engaging in
regularly scheduled collaboration with other
teachers (34 percent). While many teachers
(61 percent) indicated that they had participated
in networking with other teachers outside the
school (figure 9), the frequency of this kind of
activity was low; 60 percent of these teachers
reported such interactions only a few times a
year.

Per ceived Effect of Participation

Teachers who reported participating in an activity
were also asked to indicate the extent to which
they believed the activity improved their
classroom teaching. In general, participation in
most activities was perceived to improve
classroom teaching moderately or somewhat; few
teachers believed that participation in a particular
activity did not help their teaching at all (tables
17 and B-12). Moreover, 40 percent of teachers
who had a common planning period for team
teachers believed that this opportunity improved
their classroom teaching a lot, while one-third
reported experiencing similar benefits from
individual or collaborative research, or from
being mentored by another teacher.



Table 16.—Per cent of full-time public school teacher swho participated in activities related to
teaching in thelast 12 months, by frequency of participation: 1998

Frequency of participation*

Activity A few times Oncea 2to 3times At least
ayear month amonth once aweek

Regularly scheduled collaboration with other teachers..................... 23 21 22 34
Common planning period for team teachers.........c.ccooceverieiencnceene. 15 11 14 60
Networking with teachers outside your school...........c.ccoceieicnienene 60 18 12 10
Individual or collaborative research on atopic of interest

ProfeSSIONAIlY .....c.ooveeeirirce s 48 16 18 19
Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship...........cccoceveneenene 29 12 17 42
Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship............. 46 14 17 24

*Percents are based on those who participated in a particular activity related to teaching.
NOTE: Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Table 17.—Percent of full-time public school teacher swho participated in various activitiesrelated
to teaching in the last 12 monthsindicating the extent to which they believe the activity

improved their teaching: 1998

Improved classroom teaching

Activity
A lot ‘ Moderately Somewhat Not at all

Regularly scheduled collaboration with other teachers..................... 29 35 31 5
Common planning period for team teachers.........c.ccooceverieiencneenne. 40 33 23 4
Networking with teachers outside your school...........c.ccoceieieniennnne 23 33 41 4
Individual or collaborative research on atopic of interest

ProfeSSIONallY .......coeiiiiieeee e 34 35 29 2
Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship.........cccccoeceeeenee 19 30 39 11
Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship............. 34 27 32 7

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Being mentored by another teacher was not only a
more frequent occurrence for beginning teachers,
but it was generally perceived to be of more
benefit to their teaching as well. Among teachers
who had been mentored in the last 12 months, 45
percent with 3 or fewer years of experience
believed it improved their teaching “a lot,”
compared with 18 percent of teachers with 20 or
more years of teaching experience (figure 11 and
table B-12). This again suggests the importance
of such relationships early in a teacher’s career.
In addition, more experienced teachers may be
mentored for different reasons and therefore may
not have the same experience with being
mentored.

Frequency of participation in a collaborative
activity was generally positively related to
teachers' beliefs about the extent to which the
activity improved their classroom teaching (table
18). For example, the extent to which
participation in a common planning period for
team teachers was perceived to improve teaching
“a lot” ranged from 13 percent for those who
participated a few times a year to 52 percent for
those who were involved in the activity at least
once a week. Thus, frequent participation in a
mentoring or collaborating activity was more
likely to lead to the perception of improved
classroom teaching.



Figure 11.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersindicating the extent to which being
mentored improved their classroom teaching, by teaching experience: 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Summary

This chapter began with the premise that high-
quality teachers are lifelong learners. This
assumption is based on the recognition that
teaching is a complex profession with changing
and growing demands. In order to meet the
demands they face in their classrooms, teachers
must be willing and capable to learn and relearn
their trade. Opportunities for continued learning
addressed in this chapter—formal professional
development and collaboration with other
teachers—are two key features of teacher
learning.

Results of the 1998 survey indicate that teacher
participation in formal professional development
is high; almost all teachers had recent training in
at least one of the listed content areas. Moreover,
teachers were more likely to have had recent
training in programs that seem consistent with the
challenge to do things differently and better; these
programs focused on topics such as the
implementation of state and district curricula, the
integration of technology into classroom

instruction, and the implementation of new
teaching methods. However, in spite of
increasing classroom diversity in our schools,
teachers were least likely to have had recent
professional development that addressed the
needs of limited English proficient or culturaly
diverse students.

The data suggest that although continued learning
is equally relevant for new and experienced
teachers, the specific needs for training in some
content areas may vary by years of teaching
experience. For example, newer teachers were
more likely than very experienced teachers to
participate in professona development that
focused on classroom management and teaching
methods, reflecting a strong need for training on
these topics during the early years of teaching.

Teacher participation in professional development
programs was typically short, lasting for the
equivadlent of one day or less of traning.
Moreover, a key finding was that increased time
spent in professional development was associated
with the perception of significant improvements
in teaching. For every content area, teachers who
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Table 18.—Percent of full-time public school teacher sindicating the extent to which participation
in activitiesrelated to teaching improved their classroom teaching, by the frequency
with which they participated in that activity in thelast 12 months: 1998

Activity

Improved my teaching

Alot | Moderately | Somewhat | Notatall
Regularly scheduled collaboration with other teachers, excluding
meetings held for administrative purposes
A FOW LIMES YA ....coeiiiieeeee e 15 22 54 9
ONCEAMONEN ... 16 41 38 6
210 3timesamonth........c.ocerirciirc 26 46 25 3
At 1€8St ONCE AWEEK ..ot 49 33 15 2
Common planning period for team teachers
A FEW IMES YA ....coiiiieee e 13 29 a7 11
Once amonth 26 38 29 7
210 3timesamonth........ooceerirciic 31 42 23 4
At 1€8St ONCE AWEEK.......eveeeeierteieererre e 52 31 16 2
Networking with teachers outside your school
A W IMES YA ....coeiiiieeee e 15 29 51 5
ONCEAMONEN ...t 24 39 34 2
2 to 3 times amonth 36 43 20 1
At least once a week 49 31 18 3
Individual or collaborative research on atopic of interest to you
professionally
A FEW LIMES YA ....coeiiiieceee e 22 38 38 2
ONCEAMONEN ...t 26 46 26 2
2 to 3 times amonth 46 31 21 2
At least once a week 62 23 15 *
Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship
A FEW LIMES YA ....coeiieee e 9 32 a7 12
Onceamonth............ 20 22 41 16
2 to 3 times amonth 15 34 40 11
At least once aweek 28 30 33 8
Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship
A FEW LIMES YA ....coeiiiieeee e 11 25 50 13
Onceamonth............ 31 39 23 7
2 to 3 times amonth 50 31 19 0
At 1€8St ONCE AWEEK....coviieeiiiriisieiee st 70 18 11 1

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

participated for more than 8 hours were far more
likely than those who participated for fewer hours
to report that the activity improved their teaching.

Participation in collaborative activities was also
perceived to yield positive outcomes for
classroom teaching. Most teachers felt that
collaborative activities helped improve their
teaching to some degree. Moreover, the
frequency of participation in a collaborative
activity was generally positively related to
teachers' beliefs about the extent to which the
activity improved their classroom teaching. For

example, 70 percent of teachers who were
mentored at least once a week reported that it
improved their teaching “alot.”

Formal professional devel opment and
collaboration with other teachers are important
features of teacher learning. However, these
experiences are most beneficial when coupled
with a supportive work environment. Teachers
work environment is the focus of the next
chapter.
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4. SUPPORTIVE WORK ENVIRONMENT

Teachers work environment is the final aspect of
teacher quality addressed in this report. The
model for thinking about teacher quality
(presented in the introduction chapter) began with
different types of teacher learning and ended with
the support teachers receive to pursue continued
learning. This model suggests that in addition to
teacher learning (both preservice and continued),
one key factor to understanding teacher quality is
focusing on what happens to teachers once they
enter the work force, including if they receive
support from the schools and communities in
which they work (e.g., induction programs for
new teachers and the number of students for
whom teachers are responsible) and from the
parents of the children they teach.

Three features of teachers work environment
were measured in the 1998 survey: (1) induction
programs; (2) class sizes and (3) teachers
perceptions of parent and school support.

I nduction Programs

Formal induction programs, particularly for new
teachers, are the first feature of teachers work
environment  investigated here. Induction
programs are typically designed to both improve
teaching skills of beginning teachers and reduce
attrition. Providing support for beginning
teachers in U.S. schools has been the focus of
increasing attention since the mid-1980s, mainly
because attrition rates among new teachers are
often much higher than among experienced
teachers. This suggests that the transition into
teaching is difficult for beginning teachers
(Asian-Pacific Economic Cooperation, 1997).
Often, new teachers are hired at the last minute,
isolated in their classrooms, and provided little
assistance with their often overwhelming duties
(Asian-Pacific Economic Cooperation, 1997).
From a policy standpoint, induction may increase
the efficacy and retention of quality teachers
because it has the potential to help new teachers
cope with classroom realities and adjust to school
environments. By providing continuity and
support to beginning teachers transition into

teaching, induction programs may address a
critical stage of the career-long continuum of
teacher professional development.

Comprehensive induction programs are often tied
to certification. In general, these programs
emphasize instructional support in the form of
skills, knowledge, and strategies for effective
classroom teaching, and psychological support in
the form of encouraging confidence building
(Gold, 1996). These initia experiences exert a
powerful influence in anchoring new teachers
feelings and perceptions about their capabilities
and future careers. Teacher participation in an
induction program is, therefore, a useful indicator
of the extent to which elementary and secondary
public schools are addressing the issue of training
and retaining quality teachers.

The 1998 survey asked teachers to indicate if,
when they first began teaching, they participated
in aformal induction program (e.g., a program to
help beginning teachers by assigning them to
master or mentor teachers). Thirty-four percent
of full-time public school teachers in the 1998
study indicated that they had participated in such
a program (table B-13). The 1993-94 survey
asked a similar question and found that 28 percent
of full-time public school teachers had
participated in an induction program during their
first year (table C-10). Participation in an
induction program varied considerably by
teaching experience (figure 12 and table B-13).
Newer teachers were more likey to have
participated in an induction program than were
more experienced teachers, ranging from 65
percent of teachers with 3 or fewer years of
experience to 14 percent of teachers with 20 or
more years of experience. The 1993-94 data
showed similar findings, with less experienced
teachers being more likely to have had a formal
induction into teaching than teachers with more
experience (figure 13). Teachers with 3 or fewer
years of experience were more likely to have
participated in an induction program in 1998 than
in 1993-94 (65 percent compared with 59
percent), suggesting that there may be more
emphasis on induction programs in recent years.
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Figure 12.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in a formal induction
program when they first began teaching, by teaching experience: 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Figure 13.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in a formal induction
program during their first year of teaching, by teaching experience: 1993-94
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.




Figure 14.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersindicating the length of the formal induction
program in which they participated when they first began teaching: 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Teachers in the 1998 study who participated in an
induction program were asked to write in the
length of that program.  Two-thirds of the
teachers indicated that they participated in
induction programs that lasted from 9 monthsto a
year (figure 14). Some of the induction programs
in which teachers participated lasted more than a
year (12 percent of the teachers), while some
were quite short, lasting 3 months or less (also 12
percent of the teachers). The remaining 10
percent of the teachers participated in induction
programs that were more than 3 months through 8
months in length. Unfortunately, it is not possible
to determine the intensity or usefulness of the
induction program from its length. In fact,
comments written in on the questionnaire by
some teachers indicated that some programs that
lasted for a year actually involved relatively little
interaction with the master or mentor teacher to
whom they were assigned, such as a few meetings
between the teachers over the course of the year.

Class Size

The second feature of the work environment
examined in this report is class size. Reducing
class size is among President Clinton’s priorities
as outlined in his Education and Training
Priorities for the Fal (August 1998). The
relevance of class size to student outcomes is a

hotly debated issue that has come to the forefront
of current policy initiatives. Common-sense
appeal and consderable research evidence
suggest that smaller classes contribute to
improved student performance, especialy for
elementary school students and students who are
at risk. Others contend that the lack of consistent
research evidence makes it difficult to justify the
cost of implementing across-the-board reductions
in class size. However, there is some agreement
that class size matters when certain sizes are
compared (very large and very small classes) and
when some populations are considered (students
disadvantaged by poverty and disabilities).
Moreover, research shows that teachers prefer
smaller classes (U.S. Department of Education,
1997). Although the academic debate continues
and despite the substantial costs involved, many
states and the federal government have taken
initiatives to reduce class size.

Both the 1998 and 1993-94 surveys asked
teachers about the number of students taught.
From this information, average class size was
calculated. In 1998, the average class size for
full-time public school teachers in general
elementary classrooms'® was 23 students; it was

16 The category labeled general elementary classrooms for the 1998
FRSS study includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms,
regardless of instructional level. Almost all (95 percent) of the
self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.
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Table 19.—Average class size for full-time public school teachersin general elementary classrooms
and departmentalized settings, by selected school characteristics: 1998

School characteristic

Teaching assignment
General elementary Departmentalized

classrooms' settings
All targeted public SChOO! tEACHEI'S” ........oeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eee e 23 24
Locae
Centra City ....cceeevereenenne 23 25
Urban fringe/large town .. 23 25
RUFal/SMall TOWN ...t 21 22
Region
23 23
22 23
22 23
23 28
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or less.... 22 23
6 to 20 percent...... 23 24
21 to 50 percent........... 23 24
MOre than 50 PEFCENT.......c.ciiiieiee ettt 23 25
Percent of studentsin school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LeSSthan 15 PErCENt.......oiiiieiiieee sttt 23 24
1580 32 PEICENL....eeeieieeeiee ettt ettt et b e ae e ean e e e nae e e eas 22 24
3310 59 PEICENE.......eeeiieieie ettt en e 22 24
B0 PEICENE OF MO, ... ettt ettt ettt eseeeseesseesneaseesneesnneebeesneesnreanneas 23 24

The category |abeled general elementary classrooms includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of
instructional level. Almost all (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

24 students for teachers in departmentalized
settings (tables 19 and B-14). In 1993-94, the
average class size for full-time public school
teachers was 24 students for both general
elementary classrooms” and departmentalized
settings'® (tables 20 and C-11). Thus, average
class size was larger for teachers in 1993-94 than
in 1998 for teachers in genera elementary
classsooms, but not for teachers in
departmentalized settings.  This difference in
class size for general elementary classrooms may
represent an actual decrease in class size over
time, due to factors such as increased emphasis
on smaller classes in recent years. Alternatively,

Y The category labeled general elementary classrooms for the 1993-
94 SASS study includes the teachers who indicated that their main
teaching assignment was general elementary.

8 The category labeled departmentalized settings for the 1993-94
SASS study includes the teachers who indicated that their main
teaching assignment was in English/language arts, socia
studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science.

this difference may be due to methodological
differences between the studies, such as the
different ways in which the class size information
was collected on the questionnaires, or
differences in data collection procedures.”® Both
studies did, however, show some of the same
general patterns of differences by school
characteristics.

Average class size was found to differ by school
locale. The 1998 data indicate that for both
general  edementary and  departmentalized
teachers, teachers in rural areas and small towns
had smaller classes, on average, than did teachers
in centra cities or in urban fringe areas or large
towns (tables 19 and B-14). Teachersin 1993-94
also showed differences by locae (tables 20 and
C-11), with both generd eementary and
departmentalized classrooms in rural areas and

Vsee appendix A for a discussion of comparisons between the two
surveys.
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Table 20.—Average class size for full-time public school teachersin general elementary classrooms
and departmentalized settings, by selected school characteristics: 1993-94

School characteristic

Teaching assignment
General elementary Departmentalized

classrooms' settings”
All targeted public SChool teaChers® ..ot 24 24
Locae
Centra City ....coeevereenenne 25 25
Urban fringe/large town .. 25 24
RUFal/SMall TOWN ... 23 22
Region
24 22
23 23
23 24
27 26
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or less.... 23 23
6 to 20 percent...... 24 23
21 to 50 percent........... 24 24
MOre than 50 PEFCENT.......c.ciiiiiiiee et 24 25
Percent of studentsin school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LeSSthan 15 PErCENt.......coiiieiieee et 24 24
1580 32 PEICENL ....eeeeeieeeeee ettt ettt e e e sae e n e nne e e eas 24 23
3310 59 PEICENE.......eeeeieieie ettt st s e e en e 24 24
B0 PEICENE OF IMOT. ...ttt ettt et e et et e st e ebeereesseesneeneesneesnneebeesneesnneanneas 24 24

The category |abeled general elementary classrooms includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching

assignment was general elementary.

2The category labeled departmentalized settings includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment
was in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

NOTE: Approximately 5 percent of the teachers were excluded from the SASS class size analyses, either because they taught “pull-out” classes,
where they provided instruction to students who were released from their regular classes (2 percent), or because of reporting problemsin their

class size information (3 percent).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.

small towns smaller on average than those located
in centra cities or in urban fringe areas or large
towns.

Average class size aso varied by region. In
1998, departmentalized teachers in the West
taught an average of 28 students in a class,
compared with an average of 23 students in the
other regions. In 1993-94, average class size dso
differed by region, although the pattern was
somewhat different for genera elementary and
departmentalized  teachers. For genera
elementary teachers, teachers in the West had the
largest class sizes. For departmentalized teachers,
average class size differed for each region,
ranging from 22 to 26 students. Teachers in the
West had the largest classes, followed by teachers

in the South, then teachers in the Midwest, and
then teachers in the Northeast.

In addition, average class size varied by minority
enrollment in the school. In 1998, depart-
mentalized teachers in schools with very low
minority enrollment (5 percent or less) had
smaller classes, on average, than did teachers at
schools with minority enrollments of 6 to 20
percent and 21 to 50 percent, who in turn taught
smaller classes than did teachers at schools with
more than 50 percent minority enrollment.
Average class size adso showed differences by
minority enrollment for teachers in 1993-94. For
departmentalized teachers, teachers in schools
with minority enrollments of 5 percent or less
taught smaller classes, on average, than did
teachers in schools with minority enrollments of
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Figure 15.—Per cent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers: 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

21 to 50 percent and more than 50 percent.
General elementary teachers showed this same
pattern. In addition, departmentalized teachers in
schools with 6 to 20 percent minority enrollment
had smaller classes than did teachers at schools
with more than 50 percent minority enrollment.

Parent and School Support

The final aspect of teachers work environment
addressed in this report is teachers' perceptions of
parent and school support. These indicators have
been included in this chapter based on the
premise that effective teaching requires support
beyond that typicaly available to teachers
working alone in isolated classrooms (Newmann,
1994). According to the Center on Organization
and Restructuring of Schools (Kruse, Louis, and
Bryk, 1994: 5): “Teachers must fed they are
honored for their expertise—within the school as
well as within the district, the parent community
and other significant groups.”

The 1998 survey asked teachers to indicate the
extent to which they agreed or disagreed with
four statements about supportive working
conditions: one statement about the extent to
which goals and priorities of the school are clear,

and three statements about the extent to which
teachers receive support from other teachers,
school administrators, and parents. Teachers in
the 1993-94 study were asked similar questions
for three of these areas, athough only the
statement about goals and priorities for the school
was exactly the same in the two surveys.

In 1998, most of the teachers believed that goals
and priorities for the school were clear, with 47
percent agreeing strongly and 38 percent agreeing
somewhat with this statement (figure 15). In
1993-94, most teachers also believed that the
goals and priorities for the school were clear, with
37 percent agreeing strongly and 45 percent
agreeing somewhat (figure 16). Teachersin 1998
and 1993-94 did differ in whether they strongly
agreed that the school’s goals and priorities were
clear, but methodologica artifacts, such as the
response contexts for the items, could contribute
to the difference.

Collegia support is key to creating and sustaining
a collaborative environment. Apart from the
school administration’s responsibility to nurture
such an environment, it can exert a strong
influence on teacher commitment and job
satisfaction by providing one-to-one support to
teachers. It is therefore important to examine the
extent to which teachers feel supported by other
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Figure 16.—Per cent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers: 1993-94
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tabulations, 1998.

teachers and the school administration. In
response to the statement about collegia support,
most teachers in 1998 felt that other teachers
shared ideas with them that were helpful in their
teaching; 63 percent of teachers strongly agreed
with this statement, and 33 percent somewhat
agreed with it (figure 15 and table B-15).

In 1998, most teachers felt supported by the
school administration, with 55 percent of teachers
agreeing strongly and 36 percent agreeing
somewhat that the school administration
supported them in their work (figure 15 and table
B-15). Most teachersin 1993-94 aso felt that the
school administration was supportive; 41 percent
of teachers agreed strongly and 38 percent agreed
somewhat that the school administration’s
behavior toward them was supportive and
encouraging (figure 16 and table C-12).

Support from parents provides a necessary link
between home and school, laying the foundation
for a partnership that serves to engage student,
parent, and teacher commitment. The 1998 and
1993-94 data showed that teachers perceived
somewhat less support from parents than from
other teachers (1998) and the school
administration (both studies). For example, in

1998, 32 percent of teachers in 1998 agreed
strongly and 54 percent agreed somewhat that
parents supported them in their efforts to educate
their children (figure 15 and table B-15). The
1993-94 study asked a somewhat differently
worded question about parental support: teachers
were asked to indicate the extent to which they
agreed or disagreed with the statement that they
receive “a great deal of support” from parents for
the work they do (as compared with “parents
support me in my efforts to educate their
children” in 1998). For teachers in 1993-94, 11
percent agreed strongly and 42 percent agreed
somewhat with this statement, and 30 percent
disagreed somewhat and 17 percent disagreed
strongly that they received a great deal of support
from parents (figure 16 and table C-12).

In 1998, teachers perceptions of collegia and
school support varied by the instructional level of
the school, with elementary school teachers
perceiving stronger collegial and school support
than high school teachers (figure 17 and table B-
15). For example, 69 percent of elementary
school teachers compared with 53 percent of high
school teachers strongly agreed that other
teachers shared ideas that were helpful to their
teaching. The 1993-94 data also showed some
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Figure 17.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho strongly agreed with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by school instructional level:
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variation in perceived school support by the
instructional level of the school (figure 18 and
table C-12), with elementary school teachers
perceiving more support than high school
teachers. For example, 44 percent of elementary
school teachers compared with 33 percent of high
school teachers strongly agreed that the school
administration’s behavior toward the staff was
supportive and encouraging.

Teachers perceptions of parental support aso
varied by the instructiona level of the school.
For example, 36 percent of 1998 elementary
school teachers compared with 24 percent of high
school teachers strongly agreed that parents
support them in their efforts to educate their
children (figure 17 and table B-15). For 1993-94,
teachers perceived support from parents, while
low overal, aso showed this pattern of variation
by instructional level, with 15 percent of
elementary school teachers compared with 6
percent of high school teachers strongly agreeing
that they received a great deal of support from
parents for the work that they do (figure 18 and
table C-12).

In 1998, teachers perceptions of parent and
school support aso showed some variation by
years of teaching experience. Less experienced
teachers perceived more support from other
teachers and the school administration, and less
support from parents, than did more experienced
teachers. For example, 67 percent of teachers
with 3 or fewer years of experience compared
with 60 percent of teachers with 20 or more years
of experience strongly agreed that other teachers
shared ideas that were helpful to their teaching;
26 percent of the least experienced teachers
compared with 33 percent of the most
experienced teachers strongly agreed that parents
supported them in their efforts to educate their
children (figure 19 and table B-15). Teachersin
1993-94 aso varied by years of teaching
experience in their views of support from the
school administration. For example, 48 percent
of the least experienced teachers compared with
38 percent of the most experienced teachers
strongly agreed that the school administration’s
behavior toward the staff was supportive and
encouraging (figure 20 and table C-12).
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Figure 18.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho strongly agreed with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by school instructional level:
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Figure 19.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho strongly agreed with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by teaching experience: 1998
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Figure 20.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho strongly agreed with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by teaching experience:
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Perceived support from parents was aso related
to the concentration of poverty in the school (as
defined by the percentage of students eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch) (figure 21 and table
B-15). In 1998, 41 percent of the teachers in
schools with the lowest concentration of poverty
(less than 15 percent eigible for free or reduced-
price lunch) strongly agreed that parents support
their efforts, compared with 29 percent of
teachers in schools with 33 to 59 percent eligible
for free or reduced-price lunch, and 23 percent of
teachers in schools with 60 percent or more
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (figure 21
and table B-15). The 1993-94 data also showed
differences in perceived support from parents by
concentration of poverty in the school. As with
the 1998 data, the general pattern in 1993-94 was
for teachers in schools with the lowest
concentration of poverty to perceive somewhat
more support from parents than did teachers in
schools with the highest concentration of poverty
(figure 22 and table C-12).

Summary

This chapter began with the premise that in
addition to good training and opportunities for
continued learning, quality teaching is dependent
on the environment in which teachers work.
Talented, well-trained teachers are most effective
in environments that support their work and
professiona growth.

Results of the 1998 survey indicate that in many
respects, teachers do view their work
environments as supportive. Most teachers in
1998 felt supported by the school administration
and felt that school goas and priorities were
clear. In addition, most teachers believed that
other teachers shared ideas with them that were
helpful to their teaching. Additionaly, average
class sizes were lower in 1998 than in 1993-94
for teachersin general elementary classrooms.

The 1998 survey also indicates aspects of
teachers work environments that could be
improved. For example, in 1998, two-thirds of
America's full-time public school teachers have
not participated in an induction program.
However, the 1998 survey indicates that about
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Figure 21.—Per cent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing that parents support
them in their effortsto educate their children, by percent of studentsin school eigible
for free or reduced-price school lunch: 1998
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Figure 22.—Per cent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing that they receive a
great deal of support from parentsfor the work they do, by percent of studentsin
school eligiblefor free or reduced-price school lunch: 1993-94
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two-thirds of new teachers (those with 3 or fewer
years of experience) did participate in such
programs. In addition, teachers with 3 or fewer
years of experience were more likely to have
participated in an induction program in 1998 than
in 1993-94 (65 percent compared with 59
percent), suggesting that there may be more
emphasis on induction programs in recent years.
One-third of teachers in 1998 agreed strongly that
parents support their efforts to educate the

parents’ children, with elementary school teachers
perceiving greater support from parents than high
school teachers. There was aso variation in
perceived support by the poverty concentration in
the school. The genera pattern in both the 1998
and 1993-94 studies was for teachers in schools
with the lowest concentration of poverty to
perceive somewhat more support from parents
than did teachers in schools with the highest
concentration of poverty.



5. TEACHERS FEELINGS
OF PREPAREDNESS

The final aspect of the teacher quality model used
in this study is teachers' feelings of preparedness.
In previous chapters, this FRSS report provided
information on a number of measures of teacher
preparation and qualifications, including
preservice and continued learning and work
environments. However, teachers now are
challenged by reform initiatives to meet new
requirements that have not been part of the
conventional repertoire of expectations for
effective classroom teaching and for which many
teachers have not been adequately prepared
during their professiona training. As a result,
information about teacher qualifications and
preparation does not completely address whether
preservice and continued learning and work
environments adequately prepare teachers to meet
the often complex and changing demands they
face in their classrooms. Teachers feelings of
preparedness may indicate the extent to which
their training prepares them to meet these
challenges.

Teachers Preparednessfor
Classroom Requirements

To fully answer the question of whether educators
are adequately prepared to teach our children
requires extensive, in-depth studies of teachers
(including  their  practices) and  student
outcomes—both of which are beyond the scope
of this report. However, one approach to
addressing these concerns is to examine the
extent to which teachers themselves feel prepared
to meet these demands. The 1998 survey asked
teachers to indicate how well prepared they felt
for some of the most compelling classroom
demands; these requirements were discussed
earlier as content areas in which teachers had
professional development (see chapter 3). The
requirements were:

| Maintain order and discipline in the
classroom;

| Implement new methods of teaching (e.g.,
cooperative learning);

| Implement state or district curriculum and
performance standards;

n Use student
techniques;

per formance assessment

n Address the needs of students with
disabilities;

| Integrate educational technology into the
grade or subject taught; and

[ Address the needs of students with limited
English proficiency or from diverse
cultural backgrounds.

The data indicate that teachers generadly felt
either “moderately” or “somewhat” well prepared
for most classroom activities (tables 21 and B-
19). One exception was teacher preparedness to
maintain classsroom order and discipling; a
majority (71 percent) of teachers felt “very well
prepared” for this classroom demand. In contrast,
few teachers (9 percent or less) felt they were not
a al prepared for various activities. The one
exception was that 17 percent of teachers felt not
a al prepared to address the needs of students
who lack proficiency in English or come from
diverse cultural backgrounds.

Since feeling “very well prepared” is one possible
indicator of a high-quality teacher, it is useful to
compare teachers  self-assessments across
classroom activities to identify the requirements
for which teachers felt most prepared. Teachers
were most likely to report being very well
prepared for maintaining order and discipline in
the classroom (71 percent; tables 21 and B-19).
Classroom management has been identified as a
major influence on teacher performance, a key
source of teachers job-related stress, and, in
general, an essential prerequisite for student
learning (Jones, 1996). Having an overwhelming
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Table 21.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersindicating how well prepared they feel to do
various activitiesin the classroom: 1998

How well prepared teachers feel
L Moderatel Somewhat

Activity Very well " y o Not at all

repared repared
prep prepared prepared prep
Maintain order and discipline in the classroom...........cccocveereeicnceceenne. 71 24 4 1
Implement new methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning) .......... 41 41 16 2
Implement state or district curriculum and performance standards........ 36 41 20 3
Use student performance assessment techniques............ccoceeeveneeeenee. 28 41 26 4
Address the needs of students with disabilities* ..........ccccooveininicneens 21 41 30 7
Integrate educational technology in the grade or subject you teach ....... 20 37 34 9

Address the needs of students with limited English proficiency or

from diverse cultural backgrounds® ..........ccoceieiiiiiinnicniese e, 20 33 30 17

* Percents are based on teachers who teach students with these characteristics.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

majority of teachers who felt very well prepared
to meet this core classroom requirement is an
important indicator. Fewer teachers felt very well
prepared to meet other typical classroom
requirements for which teachers receive both
initial and on-the-job training (tables 21 and B-
19). For instance, fewer teachers believed they
were very well prepared to implement new
teaching methods (41 percent), implement state or
district curriculum and performance standards (36
percent), and use student performance assessment
techniques (28 percent).

Teachers were least likely to report being very
well prepared for activities that have more
recently become an essential part of expectations
for classroom teaching: integrating educational
technology into the grade or subject taught,
addressing the needs of limited English proficient
or culturally diverse students, and addressing the
needs of students with disabilities (tables 21 and
B-19). While many educators and policy analysts
consider educational technology a vehicle for
transforming education, relatively few teachers
felt very well equipped to integrate technology
into classroom instruction (20 percent).

Increased classroom diversity has brought equity
issues to the forefront of the education reform
agenda, but past studies have shown that many
teachers were not trained to meet the demands of

diverse student populations.® The 1998 survey
found that 54 percent of the teachers taught
limited English proficient or culturally diverse
students, while 71 percent taught students with
disabilities (not shown in tables). However, at a
time when classrooms are becoming increasingly
diverse, relatively few teachers reported being
very well prepared to address the needs of limited
English proficient or culturaly diverse students
(20 percent) or students with disabilities (21
percent, tables 21 and B-19).

The likelihood of being very or moderately well
prepared to address the needs of limited English
proficient or culturally diverse students varied
with the percent minority enrollment in the school
(figure 23 and table B-19). Thus, among teachers
who taught limited English proficient or
culturally diverse students, 27 percent of teachers
from schools with more than 50 percent minority
enrollment believed they were very well prepared
to meet the needs of these students, compared
with 10 percent feeling very well prepared at
schools with minority enrollments of 5 percent or
less.

0 Eor instance, an earlier report on the 1993-94 SASS data showed
that while 39 percent of all teachers taught students with limited
English proficiency, just over one-quarter of teachers with these
students had any training to meet this student need (U.S.
Department of Education, 1997) .
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Figure 23.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersindicating they fed very well or moder ately
well prepared to address the needs of studentswith limited English proficiency or from
diverse cultural backgrounds, by percent minority enrollment in the school: 1998
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Teacher Preparedness and
Teaching Experience

Beginning teachers are rarely totally prepared to
meet core classroom requirements, including
classroom management. Yet, in the context of
education reform, experience may not necessarily
trandate into better teacher preparedness for
certain classroom activities, unless experienced
teachers have had continued training to upgrade
their skills and knowledge in those areas.
Integrating technology into classroom instruction
and employing new teaching strategies are two
such aress. It is therefore useful to examine
whether teaching experience makes a difference
in the extent to which teachers felt prepared for
various classroom requirements.

Teachers self-perceived preparedness for various
classroom activities did not aways vary by
teaching experience (tables 22 and B-19). For
instance, teachers perceptions of being very well
prepared to implement new methods of teaching

did not vary significantly by teaching experience.
Similarly, newer teachers did not differ from
more experienced teachers in feeling very well
prepared to address the needs of students with
limited English proficiency or from diverse
cultural backgrounds.

Teaching experience might be expected to make a
difference in being prepared to manage
classrooms because this area of expertise may be
particularly problematic for beginning teachers
(Jones 1996). The 1998 data supported this
expectation (tables 22 and B-19). Teachers with
3 or fewer years of teaching experience were less
likely than more experienced teachers to report
being very well prepared to maintain order and
discipline in the classroom. The extent to which
teachers felt prepared to implement state or
district curriculum also varied by teaching
experience, with newer teachers less likely than
more experienced teachers to report being very
well prepared for this classroom requirement
(tables 22 and B-19).



Table 22.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersindicating they feel very well prepared to do
various activitiesin the classroom, by teaching experience: 1998

Teaching experience

Content area 3 or fewer 4109 10t0 19 20 or more
years years years years

Maintain order and discipline in the classroom...........cccocveeeeeicncneenne. 54 70 72 76
Implement new methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning) .......... 37 44 41 40
Implement state or district curriculum and performance standards........ 28 36 37 39
Use student performance assessment techniques............ccoceeeieieeeenee. 23 27 29 30
Address the needs of students with disabilities* ..........ccccooveininicneens 15 21 25 21
Integrate educational technology in the grade or subject you teach ....... 24 23 19 19
Address the needs of students with limited English proficiency or

from diverse cultural backgrounds® ..o 18 21 22 18

*Percents are based on teachers who teach students with these characteristics.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Teacher Preparedness
and Participation in
Professional Development

As a subjective measure of teacher quality,
teacher preparedness incorporates what the
teacher brings to the classroom from preservice
learning and on-the-job learning. To the extent
that professona development is geared to
provide on-the-job-learning in key areas of
classroom teaching, recent participation in
professional  development programs should
contribute to teachers being better prepared for
the requirements of classroom teaching. It is
therefore important to examine the degree of
correspondence between the level of teacher
participation in professional development in
various content areas in the past 12 months and
the extent to which teachers felt prepared for
classroom responsihilities in these areas.

High levels of recent teacher participation in
professional development in various content areas
generadly did not match overal levels of self-
perceived teacher preparedness for a classroom
activity (table 23). In every classroom activity
except one, the proportion of teachers who had
recently participated in professiona development
on a relevant topic was considerably higher than
the proportion of teachers who felt very waell
prepared for that classroom requirement. The one
exception to this pattern was classroom
management. While about half of the teachers had

recent professional development in this content
area, a much higher proportion of teachers felt
very well prepared for the classroom requirement
(71 percent).

Differences between the proportion of teachers
who had recent professional development versus
the proportion of teachers who felt very waell
prepared for classroom demands provide a rough
assessment of the degree of correspondence
between opportunities for on-the-job learning and
overall needs for ongoing teacher preparation.
These differences point to disparities between

recent teacher participation in professional
development and  self-percelved  teacher
preparedness for classroom demands, but they do
not directly address the impact of recent
professiona development on teacher
preparedness. It is not easy, however, to assess

this impact, since recent exposure to professional
development is only one of several influences on

teacher preparedness for core classroom
requirements.
In every content area except classroom

management, less than half of the teachers who
had recent professional development felt very
well prepared to meet classroom requirements in
these areas (table 23). For example, of the
teachers who recently participated in professional

ZLother influences include initial teacher preparation, teaching
experience, and other opportunities for teacher learning.
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Table 23.—Comparison of recent teacher participation in professional development in various
content areas and perceived teacher preparednessfor classroom requirementsin those

content areas. 1998

Of the teachers who
N dcaing ey | Pocentof alteaters | FECRET
Activity participated in indicating they felt very development, percent
professional Wj';gﬁg%e;ggi g/‘e indicating they felt very
development activities well prepared for the
classroom activity
Maintain order and discipline in the classroom........... 49 71 68
Implement new teaching methods...........cccooererennee. 77 41 43
Implement state or district curriculum and
performance standards............cocceeeveiereeene e, 81 36 38
Use student performance assessment techniques........ 67 28 33
Address the needs of students with disabilities........... 48 21 25
Integrate educational technology into the grade or
subject taught .........coceeiierieee e 78 20 23
Address the needs of students with limited English
proficiency or from diverse cultural
backgrounds.........ccooeiiiiiiiiii e, 31 20 28

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

development in implementing new teaching
methods, 43 percent felt very well prepared for
this classroom activity. Similarly, 38 percent of
teachers who had professional development in
implementing state or district curriculum and
performance standards felt very well prepared for
the classroom activity.

Another way to assess the impact of professiona
development is to examine differences in
preparedness between the proportion of teachers
who had recently participated in professiona
development in each content area versus those
who did not participate (figure 24). In generd,
teachers who had participated in professional
development in a content area were more likely
than their peersto indicate that they felt very well
prepared in that area. For example, those who
had professional development in implementing
new teaching methods were more likely than
those who did not participate to believe they were
very well prepared to implement new teaching
methods in the classroom (43 versus 34 percent).

Maintaining classroom order and discipline was
the only activity in which teacher preparedness
did not vary according to the general pattern, but
this finding may be clouded by the association
between teaching experience and participation in
professiona development  in  classroom

management. Newer teachers were more likely to
have had recent professional development in this
content area, but they also felt least prepared to
maintain order and discipline in the classroom.
These data might suggest that attending
workshops and seminars may not be the most
effective way of developing this important
classroom expertise, since managing students
may be more easily learned in the classroom
environment and with teaching experience.

Teacher Preparedness
and I ntensity of Professional
Development

Professiona development is more likely to bring
about long-term change in teacher performance if
it isintense. One measure of intensity is the time
spent in the programs. The frequency of
participation in various professiona development
programs was examined against the extent to
which teachers felt prepared to do various
activities in the classroom (tables 24 and B-20).
The extent to which teachers felt very waell
prepared to engage in most activities increased
with the time spent in recent professiond
development in that activity. For example,



Figure 24.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersindicating they feel very well prepared to do
various classroom activities, by whether they participated in professional development
activitiesin thelast 12 monthsthat focused on these content areas: 1998
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teachers who spent over 8 hours in programs in
the last 12 months that focused on the integration
of technology in classrooms were more likely
than those who spent 1 to 8 hours or those who
did not participate at all to indicate that they felt
very well prepared to meet this classroom
requirement.

The data suggest that for professional
development to achieve its goal of improving
teacher preparedness for classroom requirements,
teachers need to spend more than a day of
training in a relevant content area. The extent to
which teachers felt very well prepared for
classroom requirements did not always vary by
whether teachers spent 1 to 8 hours or did not
paticipate a al in relevant professional
development during the past 12 months (tables 24
and B-20). For instance, teachers who spent 1 to
8 hours in professional development programs
that focused on implementing state or district

curriculum and performance standards, did not
differ from those who had no reevant
professional development to report they felt very
well prepared to meet this classroom requirement
(33 versus 30 percent).

Teacher Preparedness and
Collaborative Activities

Teacher collaboration was identified as a second
major mechanism of on-the-job learning. To the
extent that collaborative activities provide
teachers with opportunities for on-going
development, participation in these activities
should better prepare teachers for classroom
demands. The 1998 survey data partialy
supported this expectation (table 25).



Table 24.—Percent of full-time public school teacher

sindicating how well prepared they feel to do

various activitiesin the classroom, by the number of hours spent in professional
development in the content area of the activity in the last 12 months. 1998

Moderately Somewhat
Content area Very W:Idl well well Not at :Ic:
prepar prepared prepared prepar

State or district curriculum and performance standards

O NOUPS ...ttt st b 30 41 22 6

LHO B NOUIS ... e e 33 43 20 3

More than 8 hOUIS.........cocviiiiiiiee s 44 37 17 1
Integration of educational technology into the grade or subject taught

O NOUPS ...ttt bt s be e 11 25 40 23

1to8hours............ 17 39 37 6

More than 8 hours 33 42 23 2
New methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning)

O NOUPS ...ttt bt st s 34 41 20 5

1to8hours............ 38 43 17 1

More than 8 hours 51 38 11 *
Student performance assessment

O NOUPS ...t st s 20 39 32 9

THO B NOUIS ...t e e e 27 44 27 2

More than 8 hOUIS.........cccuiiiiiiiee s 45 40 14 2
Classroom management, including student discipline

O NOUPS ...ttt st s 74 21 4 1

1to 8 hours 68 27 4 1

MoOre than 8 NOUIS.........cocviiiiiiiiee s 68 27 5 *
Addressing the needs of students with disabilities

O NOUPS ...ttt bt s enee e 17 37 35 11

THO B NOUIS ... e b 20 46 29 5

More than 8 hOUIS.........cocviiiiiiiee s 41 38 18 2
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or
from diverse cultural backgrounds®

O NOUPS ...ttt bt s 14 26 34 26

1to 8 hours 21 41 30 8

MOre than 8 NOUIS......ccueiiiie it 41 43 15 1

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.
Percents are based on teachers who teach students with these characteristics.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Common planning periods for team teaching and
regularly scheduled collaboration with other
teachers explicitly emphasize teacher exchange of
pedagogical and subject matter knowledge.
Teacher  preparedness varied by  recent
participation in both of these collaborative
activities (table 25). Teachers who engaged in
common planning periods for team teaching were
more likely than those who did not participate in
the activity to report that they felt very waell
prepared to implement new teaching methods,
implement state and district curriculum and
performance standards, use student performance

assessment  techniques, maintain  order and
discipline, and address the needs of students with
disabilities. Similarly, teachers who participated
in regularly scheduled collaboration with other
teachers felt better prepared than their peers to
implement new teaching methods, implement
state or district curriculum and performance
standards, use student performance techniques,
and address the needs of students with
disabilities.

Networking with teachers outside the school was
related to teacher preparedness for most
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Table 25.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersindicating they feel very well prepared to do
various classroom activities, by whether they participated in various teaching-related
activitiesin thelast 12 months: 1998

Feel very well prepared to:

Address the
needs of
Implement Integrate students
Maintain state or Addressthe | educational | with limited
Whether teapher order and Implement district Use student needs of technology English
participated in the AT new : performance ; 2
activity disciplinein methods of curriculum ont stuo!ents into the proficiency
the teaching and techniques with ) grade or or from
classroom performance disabilities subject diverse
standards taught cultural
back-
grounds'
Common planning
period for team teachers
YES it 73 45 38 31 23 20 20
NO .ot 68 34 33 24 19 21 20
Regularly scheduled
collaboration with other
teachers, excluding
meetings held for
administrative purposes
71 43 37 30 22 21 20
68 33 33 33 17 18 19
Being mentored by
another teacher in a
formal relationship
YES i 61 41 39 33 19 23 23
NO .ot 73 41 36 27 22 20 19
Mentoring another
teacher in aformal
relationship
YES it 80 50 45 37 27 24 23
NO .ot 68 38 33 25 19 19 19
Networking with
teachers outside your
school
4= TR 72 45 39 31 22 23 20
NO .ot 68 34 32 24 19 16 20
Individual or
collaborative research
on atopic of interest to
you professionally
4= TR 73 47 40 34 23 24 22
NO .o 68 33 32 22 19 17 17

*Percents are based on teachers who teach students with these characteristics.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.




classroom requirements, with those who recently
participated in collaborative activities more likely
to report feeling very well prepared for the
classsoom demand (table 25). For example,
teachers who recently engaged in networking
with teachers outside the school were more likely
than those who did not participate to report that
they felt very well prepared to implement new
teaching methods (45 versus 34 percent) and
integrate educational technology into the grade or
subject taught (23 versus 16 percent). Similarly,
teachers who engaged in individual and
collaborative research felt better prepared than
their peers to meet most of the classroom
requirements considered in the survey.

Mentoring relationships may yield benefits for
both mentor teachers and those who are
mentored. The survey found mixed patterns on
the relation between being mentored and teacher
preparedness for various classroom demands
(table 25). Teacher preparedness for a few
classroom requirements differed by whether
teachers were mentored. Teachers who were
mentored felt better prepared than their peers to
use student performance techniques (33 versus 27
percent) and address the needs of limited English
proficient or culturaly diverse students (23 versus
19 percent) but less likely to report feeling very
well prepared to maintain order and discipline in
the classroom (61 versus 73 percent). Moreover,
being mentored was not related to teacher
preparedness for the other four classroom
requirements examined in the survey. One
possible interpretation of these findings is being
mentored may not necessarily contribute to
teachers feeling better prepared for classroom
demands. However, the findings may also be
clouded by the influence of teaching experience
on whether or not teachers were mentored. As
discussed earlier, for example, newer teachers
were far more likely than more experienced
teachers to be mentored, but they aso felt less
prepared for classroom management.

In contrast to teachers who were mentored, those
who served as mentors were more likely than
their peers to report that they felt very waell
prepared for six of seven classroom requirements
examined in the survey (table 25). Again, these
patterns may be clouded by the influence of
teaching experience, since experienced teachers

were more likely than newer teachers to serve as
mentors.

Summary

Teachers feelings of preparedness are one
important indicator of the extent to which they are
prepared to meet the challenges that characterize
their profession. Results presented in this report
indicate that a majority of teachers felt either
“moderately” or “somewhat” well prepared for
most classroom requirements, relatively few
teachers felt “very well prepared” for many of the
activities. Although a majority of the teachers
felt very well prepared to manage classrooms and
41 percent felt very well prepared to implement
new teaching methods, less than a third felt very
well prepared to integrate educational technology
or to address the needs of students with limited
English proficiency or from culturaly diverse
backgrounds, or with disabilities.

Teachers feelings of preparedness may aso
provide insight into the extent to which
opportunities for continued learning prepare them
to teach. For example, do teachers who recently
participated in formal professional development
activities or in collaborative activities actually
feel more prepared for various classroom
requirements than their peers? Results presented
in this section suggest that participation in the
activities yielded some positive outcomes for
teacher preparedness.

In general, teachers who recently participated in
formal professional development felt Dbetter
prepared than their peers for most classroom
demands. Moreover, teachers feeling of
preparedness increased significantly with the
number of hours spent in professional
development activities. However, preparedness
for classroom demands did not always vary by
whether teachers spent less than 8 hours or did
not participate at al in forma professional
development, suggesting that the duration of
exposure to opportunities for learning may be an
important consideration.

Teachers who recently engaged in various
collaborative activities also felt better prepared
than their peers to meet most classroom demands.
For example, those who had common planning
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periods for team teaching felt better equipped
than their peers to address many of the classroom
demands examined in the survey. In contradt,
being mentored did not always yield similar
benefits; for example, teachers who were
mentored felt less prepared than their peers to

maintain order and discipline in the classroom.
However, this finding may be clouded by the fact
that newer teachers were far more likely to be
mentored than more experienced teachers, but
they also felt less prepared to manage classrooms.



6. CONCLUSIONS

This report began with the statement that a
national profile of teacher quality is a necessary
tool for tracking our progress toward the goal of
providing every child with a high-quality teacher.
As suggested, however, providing a nationa
profile of teacher quaity is not an easy task.
Teacher quality is a complex phenomenon,
defined and measured in a variety of ways. An
overview of this complexity was provided in the
first chapter of this report.

In this study, teacher quality was defined as
teachers preparation and qualifications, as well
as the environments in which they work. Teacher
quality was measured using a large-scale survey
administered to a nationally representative sample
of full-time public school teachers. The
framework for organizing this report began with a
description of different types of full-time public
school teacher learning, continued with a
consideration of the support teachers receive in
their schools and communities, and ended with a
discussion of teachers feelings of preparedness.
This was based on the assumption that the
preparation of high-quality teachers begins prior
to entering their own classrooms (e.g., their
formal postsecondary training) and continues
once they are on the job (e.g., their participation
in professional development activities). In
addition, teacher learning and preparation are
enhanced in environments that support their
learning and work. Finally, teachers’ feelings of
preparedness were included because they are one
important indicator of the extent to which
teachers training has prepared them to meet the
challenges that characterize their profession.

Results of the 1998 survey address some of the
major concerns regarding teacher quality. The
data on preservice learning indicate that full-time
public school teachers possess many of the basic
prerequisites for teaching—advanced degrees and
the appropriate certification and education. For
example, virtualy al the teachers had a
bachelor’'s degree and about half had a master's
degree. Two-thirds of high school teachers and
44 percent of middle school teachers majored in
an academic field. Moreover, most of the

teachers were fully certified in the field of their
main teaching assignment.

Despite the fact that the measure of out-of-field
teaching used in this report is conservative—it
only includes teachers man teaching
assignments in core fields—the results indicate
that a number of educators were teaching out of
field. For example, the percent of teachers in
grades 9 through 12 who reported having an
undergraduate or graduate major or minor in their
main teaching assignment field was 90 percent
for mathematics teachers, 94 percent for science
teachers, and 96 percent for teachers in
English/language arts, social  studies/socid
science, and foreign language. This means that
10 percent of mathematics teachers, 6 percent of
science teachers, and 4 percent of English/
language arts, foreign language, and social
studies/social science teachers in grades 9 through
12 were teaching out of field. The percent of
teachers who reported having an undergraduate or
graduate magjor or minor in their main teaching
assignment field was significantly lower for
teachers of grades 7 through 12 than for teachers
of grades 9 through 12 for mathematics (82
percent), science (88 percent), English/language
arts (86 percent), and social studies/social
sciences (89 percent), indicating that teachers in
grades 7 and 8 are less likely to be teaching in
field than are teachersin grades 9 through 12.

The data suggest that most teachers participate in
activities that provide opportunities for continued
learning: amost al teachers had recently
participated in at least one formal professional
development  activity and one teacher-
collaboration activity. Teachers were more likely
to have had professional development on topics
that emphasize curricula and pedagogical shiftsin
education, including the implementation of state
or district curricula, the integration of technology
into classroom instruction, and the implementa-

tion of new teaching methods. Typicaly,
participation in  professional  development
activities lasted 1 to 8 hours. Moreover,

increased time spent in an activity was
consistently associated with the perception of
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significant improvements in teaching. Similarly,
teachers who participated more frequently in
collaborative activities were more likely than
those who participated less frequently, or did not
participate at all, to report that the experience
improved their teaching “alot.”

Results of the 1998 survey suggest that in many
respects, teachers work in  supportive
environments. For example, most teachers
reported feelings of support from other teachers
and the school administration, and most of them
felt that school goals and priorities were clear.
However, the data also indicate aspects of
teachers work environments that can be
improved. On the issue of providing formal
support for teachers during their early years of
teaching, the survey found that two-thirds of
America’s teachers had not participated in an
induction program, athough participation was
higher for new teachers than for more
experienced teachers. Moreover, teachers
perceived less parental than collegial and school
support.  For example, one-third of teachers
agreed strongly that parents support their work,
although higher levels of parental support were
perceived by elementary school teachers than
high school teachers, and by teachers in schools
with the lowest concentration of poverty
compared to those with the highest concentration
of poverty.

Finally, results presented in this report indicate
that although a majority of teachers felt “very

well prepared” to manage classrooms, and 41
percent felt very well prepared to implement new
teaching methods, relatively few teachers felt
very well prepared for other core classroom
requirements. In particular, about 20 percent of
the teachers felt very well prepared for classroom
requirements that have most recently become part
of the repertoire of expectations for effective
teaching: integrating educational technology, or
addressing the needs of students with limited
English proficiency or from culturaly diverse
backgrounds, or those with disabilities.

This national profile of teacher quality provides
important information regarding the preparation
and qualifications of American teachers—their
preservice learning, teaching assignment, oppor-
tunities for continued learning, work environ-
ment, and feelings of preparedness. However,
this study does not address concerns raised by
individuals such as Mandel (1996, p. 3-31); that
is, that the indicators presented in this report
“provide only the most modest threshold of
confidence regarding the quality of practice in the
nation's schools”  In conjunction with the
Education Statistics Services Institute (ESSI) and
a team of nationally regarded experts, the
National Center for Education Statistics is
currently involved in developing measures of
teaching practices. Future plans may include
combining efforts to provide a profile of teacher
quality that includes both teacher preparation and
qualifications and teaching practices.
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Sample Selection

The sample for the FRSS Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training consisted
of 4,049 full-time teachers in regular public
elementary, middle, and high schools in the 50
states and the District of Columbia. To select the
sample of teachers, a sample of 1,999 public
schools was first selected from the 1994-95
NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) Public
School Universe File.  The sampling frame
constructed from the 1994-95 CCD file contained
79,250 regular public schools. Excluded from the
sampling frame were special education,
vocational, and aternative/other schools, schools
in the territories, overseas Department of Defense
schools, and schools with a high grade lower than
one or ungraded, or that taught only adult
education. The frame contained 49,955 regular
elementary schools, 14,510 regular middle
schools, and 15,785 regular high/combined
schools. A school was defined as an e ementary
school if the lowest grade was less than or equal
to grade 3 and the highest grade was less than or
equal to grade 8. A middle school was defined as
having a lowest grade greater than or equal to
grade 4 and a highest grade less than or equa to
grade 9. A school was considered a high school
if its lowest grade was greater than or equal to
grade 9 and the highest grade was less than or
equal to grade 12. Combined schools were
defined as having a lowest grade less than or
equal to grade 3 and a highest grade greater than
or equal to grade 9. High schools and combined
schools were combined into one category for
sampling.

The public school sampling frame was dstratified
by instructional level (elementary, middle, and
high school/combined), locale (city, urban fringe,
town, and rural), and school size (less than 300,
300 to 499, 500 to 999, 1,000 to 1,499, and 1,500
or more). Within the primary strata, schools were
also sorted by geographic region and percent
minority enrollment in the school to produce
additional implicit stratification. A sample of
1,999 schools was then selected from the sorted
frame with probabilities proportionate to size,
where the measure of size was the estimated
number of full-time-equivalent (FTE) teachers in
the school. The sample contained 665 elementary
schools, 553 middle schools, and 781
high/combined schools.

Each sampled school was asked to send a list of
their teachers, from which a teacher sampling
frame was prepared. The teacher sampling frame
was designed to represent full-time teachers who
taught in any of grades 1 through 12, and whose

main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/socia
sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or
science, or who taught a sef-contained

classroom. To prepare the teacher lists, schools
were asked to start with alist of all the teachersin
the school, and then to cross off the following
types of teachers. part-time, itinerant, and
substitute teachers, teachers aides, unpad
volunteers, principals (even those who teach),
kindergarten or preschool teachers, or anyone on
the list who was not a classroom teacher (e.g.,
librarians, secretaries, or custodians).  Next,
schools were instructed to cross off the list any
teachers whose primary teaching assignments
were any of the following:  art, bilingua
education/English as a second language, business,
computer science, health, home economics,
industrial arts, music, physical education,
remedial or resource, specia education, or any
other teachers who did not primarily teach a core
academic subject or a self-contained class. Then,
schools were asked to code all teachers remaining
on the list to indicate the primary subject taught,
using the general categories of (1) math and
science teachers, (2) other academic teachers
(English/language arts, sociad studies/socid
sciences, or foreign language), or (3) self-
contained, for teachers who teach al or most
academic subjects in a self-contained classroom
setting (including most elementary  school
teachers). Schools were then asked to code the
total years of teaching experience for all teachers
remaining on the list, using the categories of 3 or
fewer years, or 4 or more years teaching
experience, counting the current academic year as
one full year.

Within selected schools, eligible teachers were
dtratified by years of teaching experience (3 or
fewer, or 4 or more), and primary teaching
assgnment  (mathematics/science  or  other
academic/self-contained for middle and high
schools; al elementary school teachers were
treated for sampling as self-contained classroom
teachers, because too few teachers at this level
teach in departmentalized settings). Teacher
sampling rates were designed to select at least one
but no more than four teachers per school, with an



average of about two, and were designed to be
self-weighting (equal probability) samples within
strata. A total of 4,049 teachers were selected.
The sample contained 1,350 elementary school,
1,130 middle school, and 1,569 high
school/combined teachers.

Respondent and Response Rates

A letter and instruction sheet for preparing the list
of teachers was sent to the principal of each
sampled school in September 1997. The letter
introduced the study, requested the principa’s
cooperation to sample teachers, and asked the
principal to prepare alist of teachers that included
only full-time teachers of self-contained classes
or core academic subjects. Telephone followup
was conducted from October 1997 through March
1998 with principals who did not respond to the
initial request for teacher lists. Of the 1,999
schools in the sample, 14 were found to be out of
the scope of the survey (no longer in existence),
for atotal of 1,985 eligible schools. Teacher lists
were provided by 1,818 schools, or 92 percent of
the eligible schools. The weighted response rate*
to the teacher list collection was 93 percent.

Questionnaires were mailed to the teachers in two
phases, so that data collection on the teacher
guestionnaire would not be delayed while the list
collection phase was being completed. The first
phase of questionnaires was mailed in mid-
February 1998, and the second in mid-March
1998. Telephone followup was conducted from
March through June 1998 with teachers who did
not respond the initial questionnaire mailing. In
addition, a postcard prompt was sent to
nonresponding teachers in April 1998. Of the
4,049 teachers selected for the sample, 183 were
found to be out of the scope of the survey, usually
because they were not a regular full-time
classroom teacher, or because their main teaching
assignment was not in a core academic subject or
as a self-contained classroom teacher. This left a
tota of 3,866 eligible teachers in the sample.
Completed questionnaires were received from
3,560 teachers, or 92 percent of the eligible
teachers. The weighted teacher response rate was
also 92 percent. The unweighted overall response
rate was 84 percent (91.6 percent for the list

LAl wei ghted response rates were cal culated using the base weight.
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collection multiplied by 92.1 percent for the
teacher questionnaire). The weighted overall
response rate was 86 percent (93.1 percent for the
list collection multiplied by 92.1 percent for the
teacher  questionnaire). Weighted item
nonresponse rates ranged from O percent to 1.9
percent. Because the item nonresponse was so
low, imputation for item nonresponse was not
implemented.

Sampling and
Nonsampling Errors

The responses were weighted to produce national
estimates (see table A-1). The weights were
designed to adjust for the variable probabilities of
selection and differential nonresponse.  The
findings in this report are estimates based on the
sample selected and, consequently, are subject to
sampling variability.

The survey estimates are aso subject to
nonsampling errors that can arise because of
nonobservation (nonresponse or noncoverage)
errors, errors of reporting, and errors made in data
collection. These errors can sometimes bias the
data. Nonsampling errors may include such
problems as misrecording of responses; incorrect
editing, coding, and data entry; differences related
to the particular time the survey was conducted;
or errors in data preparation. While general
sampling theory can be used in part to determine
how to estimate the sampling variability of a
dtatistic, nonsampling errors are not easy to
measure and, for measurement purposes, usualy
require that an experiment be conducted as part of
the data collection procedures or that data
externa to the study be used.

To minimize the potential for nonsampling errors,
the questionnaire was pretested with respondents
like those who completed the survey. During the
design of the survey and the survey pretest, an
effort was made to check for consistency of
interpretation of questions and to eiminate
ambiguous items. The questionnaire and
instructions were extensively reviewed by the
National Center for Education Statistics and the
Office of the Secretary, U.S. Department of
Education. Manua and machine editing of the



Table A-1.—Number and per cent of responding full-time public school teachersin the study
sample and estimated number and per cent of full-time public school teachersthe
sample represents, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

o Respondent sample National estimate
School and teacher characteristic Number | Percent Number | Percent
All targeted public school teachers'.............ccoovvvveoervveinnreieiennnnes 3,560 100 1,460,261 100
School instructional level
Elementary school... 1,211 34 766,212 52
Middle schoal ...... 983 28 284,776 20
High school... . 1,128 32 338,406 23
COMDINED ..o s 238 7 70,867 5
School enrollment size
LesSthan 300..........ccmeeiiieiiieieissis s 362 10 157,481 11
300t0 499..... 677 19 329,779 23
500 to 999. . 1,517 43 652,949 45
1,000 OF MOTE ...t 1,004 28 320,053 22
Locale
CENtral CItY ..o s 1,048 29 453,094 31
Urban fringe/large tOWN..........ccrrricicrnreeeie i 1,335 38 554,043 38
RUral/small tOWN ..o s 1,177 33 453,124 31
Region
636 18 259,653 18
877 25 357,746 24
1,386 39 563,111 39
661 19 279,751 19
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 PEICENt OF [ESS.....ciiieiiririreecieiireree bbb 926 26 376,307 26
6 to 20 percent..... 888 25 371,809 26
21 to 50 percent....... 856 24 349,323 24
More than 50 percent. 875 25 356,971 25
Percent of public school students in school eligible for free or
reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 PErCent ........ocreninnisnsisssessis s 957 27 368,984 25
1510 32 PErCENE.....cviiiici s 888 25 348,641 24
3310 59 PEICENL.......ccvieeirieie e 872 25 367,132 25
60 PEICENE OF MOIE.......eevreeieeerire sttt 833 24 372,331 26
Main teaching assignment
General EemMENtary?.......coooocvvvvveeneeessesseseesssssessesssssssesesssssssesees 1,210 34 733,651 50
MEEh/SCIENCE. ..ot s 1,041 29 307,840 21
Other targeted academic SUDJECE ..........ocveeerecirireneeicierrereeee s 1,309 37 418,771 29
Teaching experience
B OF FEWEN YEAIS. ...ttt 845 24 202,204 14
B0 QYEAIS ...t 808 23 324,219 22
10to 19 years.. . 745 21 369,393 25
20 OF MOFE YBAIS....c.ererereerereieirtereresesrese sttt nenenis 1,161 33 564,107 39
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.. 3,069 87 1,259,063 87
Black, non-Hispanic... . 243 7 103,552 7
OhEY ..o 227 6 90,082 6
1,093 31 367,638 25
2,467 69 1,092,623 75

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

NOTE: Details may not sum to totals because of rounding or missing data. There were very small amounts of missing data for the following
variables: percent minority enrollment in school (0.4 percent), percent of studentsin school eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (0.2 percent),
and teacher race/ethnicity (0.5 percent). Percents are computed within each classification variable, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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guestionnaire responses were conducted to check
the data for accuracy and consistency. Cases with
missing or inconsistent items were recontacted by
telephone. Data were keyed with 100 percent
verification.

Variances

The standard error is a measure of the variability
of estimates due to sampling. It indicates the
variability of a sample estimate that would be
obtained from al possible samples of a given
design and size. Standard errors are used as a
measure of the precison expected from a
particular sasmple. If al possible samples were
surveyed under similar conditions, intervals of
1.96 standard errors below to 1.96 standard errors
above a particular statistic would include the true
population parameter being estimated in about 95
percent of the samples. This is a 95 percent
confidence interval. For example, the estimated
percentage of teachers who have a master's
degree is 45.3 percent, and the estimated standard
error is 1.1 percent. The 95 percent confidence
interval for the statistic extends from [45.3 — (1.1
times 1.96)] to [45.3 + (1.1 times 1.96)], or from
43.110 47.5 percent. Tables of standard errors for
each table and figure in the report are provided in
the appendices.

Estimates of standard errors were computed using
a technique known as jackknife replication. As
with any replication method, jackknife replication
involves constructing a number of subsamples
(replicates) from the full sample and computing
the statistic of interest for each replicate. The
mean square error of the replicate estimates
around the full sample estimate provides an
estimate of the variances of the statistics. To
construct the replications, 50 stratified
subsamples of the full sample were created and
then dropped one at a time to define 50 jackknife
replicates. A computer program (WesVarPC)
was used to calculate the estimates of standard
errors.  WesVarPC is a stand-alone Windows
application that computes sampling errors for a
wide variety of statistics (totals, percents, ratios,
log-odds ratios, genera functions of estimates in
tables, linear regression parameters, and logistic
regression parameters).

The test statistics used in the anaysis were
calculated using the jackknife variances and thus
appropriately reflected the complex nature of the
sample design. In particular, an adjusted chi-
square test using Satterthwaite' s approximation to
the design effect was used in the anaysis of the
two-way tables. Finally, Bonferroni adjustments
were made to control for multiple comparisons
where appropriate. For example, for an
“experiment-wise” comparison involving ¢
pairwise comparisons, each difference was tested
at the 0.05/g significance level to control for the
fact that g differences were simultaneously tested.

Definitions of
AnalysisVariables
School instructional level — Schools were

classified according to their grade span in the
Common Core of Data (CCD).

Elementary school - lowest grade less
than or equal to grade 3 and highest
grade less than or equal to grade 8.

Middle school — lowest grade greater
than or equal to grade 4 and highest
grade less than or equal to grade 9.

High school — lowest grade greater than
or equa to grade 9 and highest grade
less than or equal to grade 12.

Combined school — lowest grade less
than or equal to grade 3 and highest
grade greater than or equal to grade 9.

School enrollment size — total number of student
enrolled as defined by the Common Core of Data
(CCD).

L essthan 300 students
300 to 499 students
500 to 999 students
1,000 or mor e students

L ocale — as defined in the Common Core of Data
(CCD).

Central city — a large or mid-size
central city of a Metropolitan Statistical
Area(MSA).



Urban fringe/lar ge town — urban fringe
is a place within an MSA of a central
city, but not primarily its centra city;
large town is an incorporated place not
within an MSA, with a population
greater than or equal to 25,000.

Small town/rural — small town is an
incorporated place not within an MSA,
with a population less than 25,000 and
greater than or equal to 2,500; rural is a
place with a population less than 2,500
and/or a population density of less than
1,000 per square mile, and defined as
rura by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Geographic region —

Northeast - Maine, New Hampshire,
Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Connecticut, New York, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania

Midwest - Ohio, Indiana, Illinois,
Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, lowa,
Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota,
Nebraska, Kansas

South - Delaware, Maryland, District of
Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia,

North Carolina, South Carolina,
Georgia, Florida, Kentucky, Tennessee,
Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas,
Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas

West - Montana, Idaho, Wyoming,
Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah,
Nevada, Washington, Oregon,

Cdlifornia, Alaska, Hawaii

Percent minority enrollment in the school —
The percent of students enrolled in the school
whose race or ethnicity is classified as one of the
following: American Indian or Alaskan Native,
Asian or Pacific Idander, black, or Hispanic,
based on data in the 1995-96 CCD file. Data on
this variable were missing for 0.4 percent of the
teachers. The break points used for analysis were
based on empirically developed quartiles from the
weighted survey data.

5 percent or less
6 to 20 percent
21 to 50 per cent

More than 50 per cent

Percent of students at the school eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch — This was based on
information collected from the school during the
teacher list collection phase; if it was missing
from the list collection, it was obtained from the
CCD file, if possible. Data on this variable were
missing for 0.2 percent of the teachers. Thisitem
served as the measurement of the concentration of
poverty at the school. The break points used for
analysis were based on empirically developed
quartiles from the weighted survey data.

Lessthan 15 per cent
15 to 32 percent

33 to 59 per cent

60 percent or more

Main teaching assignment — based on responses
to the survey questionnaire.

Self-contained classroom — The teacher
teaches all or most academic subjects to
the same group of students all or most of

the day (Q1=1).

Math/science — The teacher teaches
mathematics or science in a
departmentalized setting, teaching the
subject to several classes of different
students all or most of the day (Q1=2
and Q4A1=43 or 44).

Other targeted academic subject —
The teacher teaches English/language
arts, sociad studies/socia science, or
foreign language in a departmentalized
setting, teaching the subject to severd
classes of different students all or most
of the day (Q1=2 and Q4A1=41 or 42 or
45).

Teaching experience — total years of teaching
experience, based on responses to question 14 on
the survey questionnaire.

3 or fewer years
4to9years
10to 19 years
20 or moreyears

Teacher race/ethnicity — based on responses to
guestions 12 (Hispanic or Latino origin) and 13
(race) on the survey questionnaire. Question 13
specified that teachers should circle one or more
racial categories to describe themselves. Data on



this variable were missing for 0.5 percent of the
teachers.

White, non-Hispanic — white only, and
not Hispanic.

Black, non-Hispanic — black or African
American only, and not Hispanic.

Other — Hispanic or Latino, American
Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Native
Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, and
multi-racial (i.e., anyone who selected
more than one race to identify
themselves).

Sex — The sex of the teacher, based on question
11 on the survey questionnaire.

Male
Female

It is important to note that many of the school and
teacher characteristics used for independent
analyses may also be related to each other. For
example, enrollment size and instructiona level
of schools are related, with middle and high
schools typically being larger than elementary
schools. Similarly, poverty concentration and
minority enrollment are related, with schools with
a high minority enrollment aso more likely to
have a high concentration of poverty. Other
relationships between anaysis variables may
exist. Because of the relatively small sample size
used in this study, it is difficult to separate the
independent effects of these variables. Their
existence, however, should be considered in the
interpretation of the data presented in this report.

Comparisonsto the 1993-94
Schools and Staffing Survey

Data from the 1993-94 Schools and Staffing
Survey (SASS) teacher questionnaire were
reanalyzed for questionnaire items that are the
same or Smilar to items on the FRSS
guestionnaire. The questionnaire items from the
SASS teacher survey are shown in appendix F,
and the detailed tables from the analyses are
shown in appendix C. As a first step in the
reanalysis process, a subset of teachers and
schools was selected from SASS that was
approximately the same as the teachers and
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schools sampled for FRSS. Regular full-time
teachers who taught in grades 1 through 12 in
regular public schools (i.e, excluding special
education, vocational, and alternative/other
schools) in the 50 states and the District of
Columbia defined the overall eligible group of
teachers.  Within that group, teachers were
selected for inclusion in the subset for these
analyses if their main teaching assignment was
either general elementary or a core academic
subject area (defined here as English/language
arts, social studies/socia science, foreign
language, mathematics, or science), based on
question 21 in the SASS teacher questionnaire.
For comparability to the FRSS survey, a teacher
was considered to be a self-contained classroom
teacher if the main teaching assignment was
specified as general elementary (code 03).2 A
teacher was considered to be a math/science
teacher if the main assignment was specified as
mathematics (33), or one of the sciences (57
through 61 and 09). A teacher was considered to
be a teacher of one of the other targeted academic
subjects if the main teaching assignment was
specified as English/language arts (21),
journalism (16), reading (43), social studies/socia
science (47), or one of the foreign languages (51
through 56).

Teachers were classified for instructional level of
the school based on the categorization used for
the FRSS survey (see above). In addition, the
category splits for the percent minority
enrollment in the school and the percent of
students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
were based on the empirically developed quartiles
from the weighted FRSS survey data
Information about the race of the teacher was
collected in a dlightly different way on the SASS
guestionnaire. Teachers were only alowed to
select one racia category to describe themselves,
and the categories were American Indian or
Alaska Native, Asian or Pacific Idander, black,
and white. The weighted distributions of the
SASS teachers by the various classification
variables are shown in table C-1. Teachers were
assigned as departmentalized or genera
elementary for the average class size calculations
based on their main teaching assignment, with
math/science and other targeted academic

2 For clarity, these teachers are referred to throughout the report as
general elementary teachers for both the 1998 FRSS and 1993-94
SASS studies.



teachers considered departmentalized.
Approximately 5 percent of the teachers were
excluded from the SASS class size analyses,
either because they taught “pull-out” classes,
where they provided instruction to students who
were released from their regular classes (2
percent), or because of reporting problemsin their
class size information (3 percent).

When there are differences between the FRSS
and SASS data, there are a number of possible
reasons for such differences that should be
considered. One possible reason, of coursg, is
that the differences show actual change between
1993-94 and 1998. However, it is also important
to consider other possibilities. While the subset
of schools and teachers from SASS was selected
to be as comparable as possible to the FRSS
sample of schools and teachers, there may still be
some differences in the samples for the two
surveys. In addition, the questionnaires that the
teachers completed were very different. The
FRSS questionnaire was very short, consisting of
three pages of questions and one page of codes.
Information was collected in a very compact
format, and at a fairly aggregated level. For
example, teachers in departmentalized settings
were asked about their main and secondary
teaching assignments, rather than about al the
courses they taught, and were asked about their
teaching assignments and about major and minor
fields of study for degrees held at an aggregated
level (i.e, whether they taught courses or had
degrees in science, rather than in chemistry or
physics). The SASS questionnaire, on the other
hand, was 35 pages long and asked teachers for
very detailed information about courses taught
and degrees held, as well as a lot of other
information about the teacher and his or her job.
Thus, the questionnaires provided very different
response contexts for the teachers.

It is also important to be aware that some of the
guestions asked on the two questionnaires appear
more similar at first glance than they actualy are.
For example, the FRSS questionnaire asked
teachers whether they had participated in
professional development activities in the last 12
months that focused on “new methods of teaching
(e.g., cooperdtive learning).” The SASS
guestionnaire asked teachers whether they had
paticipated in  professonal  development
programs since the end of the last school year that
focused on “methods of teaching your subject
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field” and “cooperative learning in the
classroom” as two separate questions. Another
example is the item on parent support for
teachers. The FRSS survey asked whether
teachers agreed or disagreed with the statement,
“parents support me in my efforts to educate their
children.” The SASS questionnaire asked
whether teachers agreed or disagreed with the
statement, “I receive a great deal of support from
parents for the work | do.” In addition, the FRSS
survey had four statements about parent and
school support, compared with 25 statements
about school climate in the SASS survey, again
creating a very different response context for the
teachers. Thus, while differences between the
FRSS and SASS data may reflect actual change,
measurement issues must also be considered as
possible explanations.

Calculations of Major Field
of Study for a Bachelor’'s
or Graduate Degree

A variable was constructed that combined
information about al the major fields of study for
the bachelor's, master's, and doctorate degrees
into the categories of academic field, subject area
education (i.e., the teaching of an academic field,
such as mathematics education), general
education, and other education fields (e.g., special
education, curriculum and instruction, or
educational administration).  For the analyses
presented in the text (see tables 1 and 2), each
teacher was counted only once, even if he or she
had more than one major or more than one
degree. Mgjor fields of study were selected in the
order of academic field, subject area education,
other education, and general education. For
example, if a teacher had a bachelor’s degree in
general education and a master's degree in
English, he or she was considered for these
analyses to have mgored in an academic field.
Similarly, if a teacher had a bachelor’'s degree in
mathematics and a master’s degree in curriculum
and instruction, he or she was also considered for
these analyses to have majored in an academic
field. Tables A-2 and A-3 provide information
about duplicated degree counts. In these tables,
teachers with more than one major or more than
one degree are counted for each field of study in
which they have a magor or degree. Thus, a



Table A-2—Percent of full-time public school teachers with any undergraduate or graduate major
in variousfields of study, by selected school and teacher characteristics:. 1998

-~ Academic Subject area General Other
School characterisiic field education® education education®

All targeted public School teachers® ............oooeeeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 38 24 62 15
School instructional level

Elementary SChOOL .........cocuiiiiiiiii e 22 11 85 14

Middle SChOOL.........ceeiieireceer e 44 31 52 16

High SChOO ... s 66 44 24 15

COMDINED.......ciiiiiieeriee e 55 48 28 14
Teaching experience

B OF FEOWEN YBA'S.....ecuiiie et 50 16 53 5

A0 D YEAIS. ..ottt e nan e 41 21 59 10

L0 L0 1O YIS ...cecuiueireeereeiee ettt 32 26 66 19

20 OF MOFE YEAIS. .. ueeeueeaseasueesuseaaseasseessesaneesneessesaneessnesnesneasneesnneans 36 28 63 18

'Subject area education is the teaching of an academic field, such as mathematics education.
2Examples of other education fields are special education, curriculum and instruction, and educational administration.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

NOTE: Percentsare duplicated. That is, teachers with more than one major or more than one degree are counted for each field of study in which

they have amajor or degree.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.

Table A-3.—Percent of full-time public school teacherswith any undergraduate or graduate major
in variousfields of study, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

-~ Academic Subject area General Other
School characteristic field education® education education®

All targeted public School teachers® ............oooueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 39 29 61 15
School instructional level

Elementary SChOOI .........cooueoiiiriie e 24 16 84 15

Middl€ SChOOL.........eeeeeeiceeeree e 44 36 51 15

High SChOO ... s 67 50 19 14

COMDINEM.......ciieiiiieee bbb 55 47 31 12
Teaching experience

B OF FEOWEN YBA'S.....eiuiiie ettt 46 22 52 5

A0 D YEAIS. ..ottt e ean e ne s 38 25 60 11

L0 L0 1O YIS . ...cecuineieeeereeiee ettt 35 30 64 17

20 OF MOFE YEAIS. .. ueeeurerteasueesreaaseasseessesaneesneessesaneassnesneaneesneesnneaas 40 33 61 17

'Subject area education is the teaching of an academic field, such as mathematics education.
2Examples of other education fields are special education, curriculum and instruction, and educational administration.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

NOTE: Percentsare duplicated. That is, teachers with more than one major or more than one degree are counted for each field of study in which

they have amajor.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.
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teacher with a bachelor's degree in genera
education and a master’s degree in English would
be counted once under academic field and once
under general education in table A-2 or A-3.
However, a teacher with a bachelor’'s degree in
English and a master’ s degree in history would be
counted only once in table A-2 or A-3, since both
degrees were in an academic field.

Calculations of
In-Field Teaching

A measure of infield teaching was constructed
that compared the fields in which teachers had
undergraduate or graduate majors or minors with
the fields in which they had their main teaching
assignments (i.e., the field in which they reported
that they taught the most courses). A major or
minor was considered in field if it was in either
the academic field (e.g., mathematics) or subject
area education (e.g., mathematics education) that
matched the main teaching assignment. This
measure was constructed for any teacher who
taught English/language arts, foreign language,
social studies/social science, mathematics, or
science in a departmentalized setting in any of
grades 7 through 12. Teachers were defined as
teaching in field if they had an undergraduate or
graduate major or minor in the field of their main
teaching assignment. Details of how this measure
was constructed are provided below.

The in-field teaching analyses were based on
teacher level (grades taught) rather than on the
instructional level of the school. Any teacher
who provided departmentalized instruction and
who taught in grade 7 or above (for the first set of
analyses) or grade 9 or above (for the second set

of analyses) was included, regardless of whether
he or she also taught any lower grades. Teachers
of self-contained classrooms at al levels were
excluded, as were teachers who taught only in
grade 6 or below, even if they provided
departmentalized  instruction. The in-field
teaching measure was constructed only for the
main teaching assignment, because there were too
few teachers in the FRSS sample with a
secondary teaching assignment to provide
meaningful estimates for in-field teaching in the
secondary assignment.

In-field teaching was defined as having a major or
minor at the bachelor's, master's, or doctorate
level in the field of the main teaching assignment.
The in-field teaching measure was constructed at
the aggregate level of English/language arts,
social studies/social science, foreign language,
math, and science. The measure was constructed
this way because the FRSS questionnaire
collected information about degrees and teaching
assignments at this aggregated level, rather than
at a lower level of aggregation (e.g., whether a
teacher had degrees or taught courses in
chemistry or physics) because of space limitations
on the FRSS questionnaire. The main teaching
assignment field was matched against the major
and minor fields of study for the FRSS data as
shown in exhibit A-1, using the categorization
approach from SASS. The numbers in
parentheses indicate the code numbers on the
FRSS questionnaire.

The main teaching assignment field was matched
against the major and minor fields of study for the
SASS data as shown in exhibit A-2. The numbers
in parentheses indicate the code numbers on the
SASS questionnaire.

Exhibit A-1—Match of main teaching assignment field with major and minor fields of study:

FRSS 1998

Teaching assignment

Major and minor fields of study

English/language arts (41)
Foreign languages (42)
Mathematics (43)

English/reading education (54), English (72)
Foreign languages education (55), foreign languages (73)
M athematics education (56), engineering (71),

mathematics (74)

Science (44)
Socia studies/social science (45)

Science education (57), science (75)
Social studies/social sciences education (58),

social sciences (76)
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Exhibit A-2—Match of main teaching assignment field with major and minor fields of study:

SASS 1993-94

Teaching assignment

Major and minor fields of study

English/language arts (21),
journalism (16), reading (43)
Foreign languages (51-56)

English education (22), reading education (43),
English (21), communications and journalism (16)
Foreign languages education (24),

foreign languages (51-56)

Mathematics (33)

Mathematics education (34), engineering (20),

mathematics (33)

Science (57-61, 09)
Social studies/social science (47)

Science education (46), science (57-61)
Social studies/social sciences education (48),

social sciences (62-66), psychology (41), public affairs
and services (42), other area and ethnic studies (87)

Background Information

The survey was performed under contract with
Westat, using the Fast Response Survey System
(FRSS). Westat's Project Director was Elizabeth
Farris, and the Survey Manager was Laurie
Lewis. Bernie Greene was the NCES Project
Officer. The data were requested by Terry
Dozier, Office of the Secretary, U.S. Department
of Education.

This report was reviewed by the following
individuals:

Outsde NCES

m  Susan Choy, MPR Associates

m  Richard Ingersoll, University of Georgia

m David Manddel, MPR Center for Curriculum
and Professional Development

m Judith Thompson, Connecticut State
Department of Education

Insde NCES

m  Shelley Burns, Early Childhood,
International, and Crosscutting Studies
Division

m  Mary Frase, Early Childhood, International,

and Crosscutting Studies Division
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m Kery Gruber, Elementary/Secondary and
Libraries Studies Division

m  Marilyn McMillen, Chief Statistician

m Martin Orland, Associate Commissioner,
Early Childhood, International, and
Crosscutting Studies Division

m John Ralph, Early Childhood, International,

and Crosscutting Studies Division

For more information about the Fast Response
Survey System (FRSS), contact Bernie Greene,
Early Childhood, International, and Crosscutting
Studies Division, National Center for Education
Statistics, Office of Educational Research and
Improvement, U.S. Department of Education, 555
New Jersey Avenue, NW, Washington, DC
20208-5651, e-mail: Bernard Greene@ed.gov,
telephone (202) 219-1366. For more information
about the Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, contact Edith
McArthur, Early Childhood, International, and
Crosscutting Studies Division, National Center
for Education Statistics, Office of Educational
Research and Improvement, U.S. Department of
Education, 555 New Jersey Avenue, NW,
Washington, DC 20208-5651, e-mail:
Edith_McArthur@ed.gov, telephone (202) 219-
1442.
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Detailed Tables of Estimates
and
Tablesof Standard Errors
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Table B-1.—Number and percent of full-time public school teachers, by selected school and teacher
characteristics. 1998

School and teacher characteristic | Number | Percent
All targeted public SChoOl tEACHEIS' ............ovvvveeeeeeeeeeseeeseee e 1,460,261 100
School instructional level
ElemMentary SCHOOL..........coiiciriirirciessree bbb bbb 766,212 52
Middle schoal ...... 284,776 20
High schooal... 338,406 23
COMDINE ..ot 70,867 5
School enrollment size
LSS AN 300.......c.uueiieeiiieiiie e 157,481 11
300 E0 499......ceiei i s 329,779 23
50010 999......cuiiiiiiei s 652,949 45
1,000 OF MOFE ...coueiiiiisici bbb bbb bbb bbb 320,053 22
Locale
CONTAl CILY ..o 453,094 31
Urban friNge/large tOWN.........c.oiiecieirrrecie bbb 554,043 38
RUFAI/SMAEI] LOWN ...t 453,124 31
Region
259,653 18
357,746 24
563,111 39
279,751 19
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or less... 376,307 26
6 to 20 percent..... 371,809 26
21 to 50 percent....... 349,323 24
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......eieeeeeirirereeicte ittt 356,971 25
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESShan 15 PEICENL ....c.vveiiecieirirereeicie ettt 368,984 25
15 to 32 percent....... 348,641 24
33 to 59 percent... 367,132 25
60 percent or more.. 372,331 26
Main teaching assignment
GENENEAl BIEMENLAIY ... 733,651 50
Math/science...........oovvvvenenee 307,840 21
Other targeted academiC SUDJECE ..o 418,771 29
Teaching experience
BOF FEIVEE YBAIS. ...ttt bbbttt 202,204 14
4to9years...... 324,219 22
10to 19 years.. 369,393 25
20 OF MOFE YBAIS....c.everteteititstsesesse e bebeseae st st b bbbt se e sb bbb sttt st e bbbttt e s b enens 564,107 39
Teacher race/ethnicity
Whit€, NON-HISPANIC ......cooiieiieiririeie sttt bbb 1,259,063 87
BlaCk, NON-HISPANIC.....cvcvveiiirieiririricirietee ettt bbb 103,552 7
ONEY .o 90,082 6
Sex
MBIE .. 367,638 25
FOMEIE. ... 1,092,623 75

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

NOTE: Details may not sum to totals because of rounding. Percents are computed within each classification variable, but may not sum to 100
because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-1la—Standard errorsof the number and percent of full-time public school teachers, by
selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

School and teacher characteristic | Number | Percent
All targeted public SChoOl tEACHEIS' ............ovvvveeeeeeeeeeseeeseee e 14,464 *
School instructional level
ElemMentary SCHOOL..........co ittt bbb 12,938 0.5
Middle schoal ...... 5,164 0.4
High schooal... 7,501 0.5
COMDINE ..ot bbb 6,150 0.4
School enrollment size
LSS AN 300.......c.ciueiieeirieiiie e 11,563 0.8
300 T0 499......ceiii e s 11,799 0.7
50010 999......cuiiiiiieie s 14,712 1.0
1,000 OF MOFE ...oueiiiiiici bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb 6,621 0.5
Locale
CONEFAL CITY ..ottt bbb bbbt bbbttt 9,014 0.6
Urban friNge/large tOWN.........c.oieiieirrneece et 13,868 0.8
RUFAI/SMAEI] LOWN ..o 11,505 0.7
Region
13,780 0.9
15,707 1.0
17,723 13
19,201 13
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or less... 15,614 1.0
6 to 20 percent..... 16,000 11
21to 50 percent....... 13,527 0.9
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......oeieeceeiririreeiete sttt 14,233 0.9
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESSThan 15 PEICENL ....cuvveiiereriririreeieteise ettt bbb 16,508 11
15 to 32 percent....... 20,308 13
33 to 59 percent... 17,868 13
60 percent or more.. 14,312 0.9
Main teaching assignment
GENETAl ElEMENIANY........ooevveeeeeeeeeeseeeeesesse s sss s esssss s s ssss s ssss e s aeessnenn 14,149 0.6
Math/science.........cccvvvvenenee 7,695 0.5
Other targeted academiC SUDJECE ..........o e 8,295 0.6
Teaching experience
BOF FEINEE YBAIS. ...ttt bbb bbb bbbt 7,235 0.5
4to9years...... 13,765 0.9
10to 19 years.. 12,308 0.8
20 OF MOFE YBAIS....c.eeeireteitsteseseses bbbttt b bbbttt b bbb bttt st e bbbttt e b b enens 15,615 10
Teacher race/ethnicity
WHhit€, NON-HISPANIC ......coiieieieiiriecie sttt 15,090 0.8
BIaCk, NON-HISPANIC.....c.cvveiiereririririeieteis ettt 8,973 0.6
OENEY .o s 6,644 0.5
Sex
MBIE .. s 11,995 0.8
FOMEIE. ... 17,909 0.8

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment wasin
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-2—Percent of full-time public school teacherswho hold bachelor’s, master’s, doctor ates,
other degrees, and/or other certificates, by selected school and teacher characteristics:
1998

School and teacher characteristic B?hd or's Master's Doctorate Other O_ther
egree degree degree degree certificate
All targeted public school teachers'...... 100%* 45 1 1 5
School instructional level
Elementary school...........ccovvniececnnneenne 100 40 1 1 4
Middle School ..o 100** 46 1 2 5
High SChoOl........covvenercae 100 55 2 1 5
CombiNed ......c.oceniereree s 100 49 3 * 7
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccovemnrmniirneineieinnns 100 37 0 1 6
300 t0499......coii s 100 47 1 1 5
50010 999......ceir s 100 42 1 1 4
1,000 OF MOFE.....cvuririiriirisieiis s 100** 54 2 1 5
Locale
Central City ....coveeeveeerierecreece s 100** 46 2 1 6
Urban fringe/large town. 100 49 1 1 4
Rural/small town..........ccooceuvininininnnn 100 40 * 1 5
Region
Northeast 100** 60 2 1 6
Midwest. 100 51 * 1 4
South 100** 39 1 2 4
West ... 100 38 1 1 5
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or 1€SS.......ocveurvneeeceninnenesinienns 100 49 * 2 5
610 20 PEICENt.....ceoerererererereeeeere e 100 51 1 1 3
21 to 50 percent 100 43 1 1 4
Morethan 50 percent..........cococeeeeeurerereenne 100** 38 1 1 7
Percent of students in school eligible for
free or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .......c.cocvveeeecererereenne 100 57 2 1 4
15 to 32 percent 100 46 1 1 5
33to 59 percent 100** 41 1 2 4
60 percent Or MOre..........cceeeerererererenrerenenns 100 37 1 1 6
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®........ccooo..coovveveevereveenn 100 41 1 1 4
Math/SCIence........cooeuveiniirnienieeeens 100** 49 2 1 4
Other targeted academic subject ................ 100** 50 1 1
Teaching experience
30r fOWEr YEArS......cccceeerreeeieesesenieiine 100** 16 1 2 4
4to9years 100 31 * 1 3
10t0 19 YEAS ..o 100 48 1 1 5
20 OF MOFE YEAIS....c.crvrerererereereresereseseerenenas 100 62 2 1 6
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........ccocvvrenececininenee 100** 46 1 1 5
Black, non-Hispanic... 100 41 2 1 2
Other ... 100** 34 1 2 6
100** 51 2 1 4
100** 43 1 1 5

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.

**Rounds to 100 percent for presentation in the tables.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

NOTE: Zeros indicate that no teacher in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-2a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho hold
bachelor’s, master’s, doctorates, other degrees, and/or other certificates, by selected
school and teacher characteristics: 1998

School and teacher characteristic Bachelor's Master's Doctorate Other O_ther
degree degree degree degree certificate
All targeted public school teachers'...... 0.02 1.1 0.2 0.2 0.3
School instructional level
Elementary school...........ccovvniececnnneenne * 18 0.2 0.3 0.6
Middle SChOOl .........ceeeeeeeieniieieicieeieines 0.1 19 0.2 05 0.7
High SChoOl........covvenercae * 15 0.5 0.3 0.7
ComMBINEd ..o * 37 16 0.2 18
School enrollment size
Less than 300..........ceeereereereenienineeeeenenenns * 2.6 * 05 18
3000 499.......coeerieeeeei e * 21 05 0.3 1.0
5000 999.......coimrrireireeeinei e * 19 0.3 0.3 0.6
1,000 OF MOFE.....cruririririsiirisiisise i 0.1 1.7 0.4 0.3 0.7
Locale
Central City ...c.ceeeeererreereeneeseeeeeeeeeees 0.1 21 0.4 0.3 0.8
Urban fringe/large town. * 16 0.3 0.3 0.5
Rural/small town..........ccoocevcininiininnnns * 15 0.2 0.4 0.7
Region
Northeast 0.1 2.8 0.8 0.3 12
Midwest * 20 0.2 0.4 0.7
South 0.03 16 0.3 0.3 0.7
West ... * 20 0.3 0.3 0.9
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or 1€SS.......occeeuriveneneeceeinnenesieienns * 1.9 0.2 0.6 0.8
610 20 PEICENL.....c.erererererereeeeeeere s * 21 0.5 0.3 0.7
21 to 50 percent * 21 0.4 0.4 0.7
More than 50 percent...........cooeeeeeererereenne 0.1 22 0.3 0.4 0.9
Percent of students in school eligible for
free or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .......c.oocvveeeecrereneenne * 18 0.6 0.3 0.7
15 to 32 percent * 20 0.3 0.3 0.8
33 to 59 percent 0.1 24 0.3 0.4 0.6
60 percent Or MOre..........cceeeerererererenrerenenns * 23 0.2 0.4 11
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®........ccooc..coovvvveineneveinn * 1.8 0.3 0.3 0.6
MELh/SCIENCE......ooevreeeereeienieseieireenereeeines 0.05 18 0.4 0.4 0.8
Other targeted academic subject ................ 0.05 15 0.3 0.3 0.6
Teaching experience
3 0r fOWEr YEArS. ...t 0.1 16 0.3 0.5 0.8
4to9years * 23 0.1 0.4 0.6
1010 1O YEAI'S ...ouvreeeeeeereieineieeseeeneeeiens * 18 0.3 0.3 0.9
20 OF MOFE YEAIS....c.crvrervrrereeeereerereresnenenenes * 15 0.4 0.3 0.7
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........ccocvvneneeecunnenes 0.02 11 0.2 0.2 0.4
Black, non-Hispanic... * 4.2 0.8 0.4 11
OthEr .o 0.2 41 0.9 1.0 18
0.1 18 0.6 0.3 0.6
0.01 14 0.2 0.2 0.4

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-3.—Average number of total years as a teacher and as a teacher in the current school for
full-time public school teachers, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

School and teacher characteristic

Total years as ateacher

Y ears as ateacher in the
current school

All targeted public SChoOl tEACHEIS' ............ovvvveeeeeeeeeeseeeseee e

School instructional level
ElemMentary SCHOOL..........co ittt bbb
MiIdAIE SCROOL ........cvcvcviiiiii et bbb b b b sean e
High school
COMDINED ...ttt sttt b bbb s e e bbbt e b e s e e e s s b betenan

School enrollment size
LESSThan 300.........c.ceuiiiiiiiriisie ettt ettt st bt nn e
B00T0 499......cceceetctceieee e bbbt e e bbbt s e e n e
500 T0 999......ceceeretieiisi sttt b bbb bbb r e e e n e
1,000 OF MOTE ...vuiveiiieiisieie sttt ses et be e s be st e b e b e st st e e s b et s be e s basesbesesbebeseebe s nbanesbenenbane

Locale
CONEFAL CITY vttt bbb bbb bbbt
Urban fringe/large town
RUFAI/SMAEI] LOWN ...t

Region

Percent minority enrollment in school
B PEICENE OF [ESS.....eiieieitirereic ittt
6 to 20 percent....
2010 50 PEICENL......ceeerereteitite sttt b bttt
MOFEthan 50 PEICEN .......cciieceeirirereciete ittt bbbt

Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESSthan 15 PEICENL ....c.vveireceriririreeicte ettt bbb
15 to 32 percent......
33 to 59 percent......
B0 PEICENE OF IMOIE.......evveieitesese ettt b bttt bbbttt b bt

Main teaching assignment

General elementary?..
Math/science.........c.ccoveerniennnee
Other targeted academiC SUDJEC ..o

Teaching experience
BOF FEIVEE YBAIS. ...ttt bbb bbbt bbbt
4to9yeas.........
10to 19 years.....
20 or more years

Teacher race/ethnicity
WHhit€, NON-HISPANIC ......coiieiieiririeciei st
Black, non-Hispanic..
OENEY ..o

15

15
15
16

16
15

10

11
10

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-3a.—Standard errors of the average number of total years as a teacher and as a teacher in
the current school for full-time public school teachers, by selected school and teacher

characteristics; 1998

School and teacher characteristic

Total years as ateacher

Y ears as ateacher in the
current school

All targeted public SChOOl tEACHEIS' ............ovrvveeeeeeeeereeeseee s

School instructional level
Elementary SCHOOL..........coiiiuriirircieiss et
Middle schooal.....
High schoal.....
COMDINED ...ttt sttt et bbbt se bbbt e b e b e e s s s b besenan

School enrollment size
LESSThan 300.........c.ceueiiiiiiiieie ettt
300 to 499
500 to 999
1,000 OF MOTE ...vviveuiieiesieie sttt sttt be e st sbe e e b e b st st e e ba e be st sbasesbesesbebese et e s nbanesbenenbans

Locale
Central City ....cooveveeeeunns
Urban fringe/large town
RUFAI/SMEI] LOWN ..ot

Region

Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or less..
6 to 20 percent....
21 to 50 percent.........
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......oeieeeeririrereciete et bbbt

Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESSthan 15 PEICENL ....c.vveiieeieiririreeietei sttt
15 to 32 percent..
33 to 59 percent......
B0 PEICENE OF MOIE.......eiteieeitesi sttt bbbttt b bttt b bbbt renenas

Main teaching assignment
GENETAl ElEMENIANY........ooeeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesse e seseess s sss s sessssseesssss e ssseenssnean
MELI/SCIENCE. ..ot
Other targeted academiC SUDJEC ..o

Teaching experience
BOF FEIVEE YBAIS. ...ttt bbb bbb bbbt
4to9yeas.........
10to 19 years.....
20 or more years

Teacher race/ethnicity
WHhite, NON-HISPANIC ......coiierieiriririecie st
BlaCk, NON-HISPANIC.....c.cvveiiieiriririreeicie it
OENEY .o

0.2

0.3
0.2

0.2

0.3
0.2

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-4.—Percent of full-time public school teachersin general elementary classrooms with
various types of teaching certificatesin their state, by selected school and teacher

characteristics; 1998

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emercen
School and teacher certificate, or given while Probationary Temporary carti ﬁcg: atecgr No certificate
characteristic advanced participating in certificate certificate .
; « - waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school
teachers! ..o, 93 3 2 1 1 0
School instructional level?
Elementary school...........cccc..... 93 3 2 1 1 0
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cconueeunieeiniens 96 1 1 1 * 0
300t0499......cccmiierrieiieis 94 3 1 1 * 0
500 t0 999..... 92 4 2 2 1 0
1,000 OF MOFe......cccruererririinenes 85 3 7 4 2 0
Locale
Central City .....cocvevvverirriisiinns 91 3 2 2 1 0
Urban fringe/large town............ 92 4 2 2 * 0
Rural/small town..........cccoceuee 96 2 1 * * 0
Region
Northeast 91 5 1 3 0 0
Midwest 96 3 * 1 0 0
South 94 3 2 1 * 0
West 90 3 3 2 2 0
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS......covvineerecnnne 96 2 1 2 0 0
610 20 percent.......c.covevevereene 95 3 1 1 * 0
21 t0 50 percent.........coeveveereene 93 3 2 1 * 0
More than 50 percent................. 88 5 3 2 2 0
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent ................. 94 3 1 2 * 0
1510 32 percent.........coeeeveernnene 95 3 1 1 0 0
33 to 59 percent... 95 2 1 1 1 0
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevnene 90 4 3 2 1 0
Teaching experience
3or fewer years........ccooccuniennee. 65 11 11 8 4 0
4to9years...... 92 5 1 2 * 0
10to 19 years.. 99 1 * * 0 0
20 Or more years.........c.ooveeueae. 99 1 0 0 0 0
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic................ 94 3 2 1 * 0
Black, non-Hispanic... 88 7 1 4 1 0
Other ..o 88 5 3 1 4 0
Sex
Male ..o 91 3 2 3 1 0
Female.......ccooonicniciicnicias 93 3 2 1 1 0

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

Data for general elementary classrooms are reported for elementary schools only. Datafor all school levels are included in the totals and in

analyses by other school and teacher characteristics.

NOTE: Teachersreferred to here as teachersin general elementary classroomsinclude all teachers of self-contained classroomsin the 1998
FRSS study, regardless of instructional level. Almost all (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.
Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Zeros indicate that no teacher in the sample gave the

indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-4a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin general
elementary classrooms with varioustypes of teaching certificatesin their state, by

selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emercen
School and teacher certificate, or given while Probationary Temporary carti ﬁcg: atecgr No certificate
characteristic advanced participating in certificate certificate .
; « - waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school
teachers' .ooooooooovoeiiiiiiinns 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 *
School instructional level?
Elementary school...........cccc..... 0.7 04 0.3 0.3 0.2 *
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cconeeernieenneens 11 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.2 *
300 to 499. 11 0.9 0.4 0.5 0.2 *
500t0 999..... 1.0 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.4 *
1,000 OF MOre......ccvueuerririinenes 2.9 15 2.3 1.9 1.3 *
Locale
Central City .....cccovevverirriisinnns 13 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.6 *
Urban fringe/large town............ 1.0 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.2 *
Rural/small town..........cccocccuee 0.9 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.2 *
Region
1.8 17 0.6 0.8 * *
11 11 0.3 0.4 * *
1.0 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.3 *
14 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.8 *
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS......ccocoveeerecunne 0.8 0.7 04 0.5 * *
6t0 20 percent.......ccoevevirrinnne 11 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.1 *
21 to 50 percent........cccovvvvrennne 1.6 1.0 0.8 0.5 0.4 *
More than 50 percent................. 17 11 0.7 0.7 0.8 *
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent ................. 13 10 0.6 0.8 0.3 *
15 to 32 percent 15 11 0.5 0.6 * *
33to 59 percent 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.3 *
60 percent or MOre.........ccccveune 13 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.7 *
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years... 31 21 21 1.9 15 *
4to9years...... 1.6 14 0.4 0.7 0.3 *
10to 19 years.. 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.2 * *
20 Or MOre YEaAS......ovveveveerrnens 0.5 0.5 * * * *
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic................. 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.2 *
Black, non-Hispanic... 35 2.7 0.6 1.7 0.8 *
Other ..o 3.2 2.0 13 0.6 1.6 *
Sex
Male ..o 2.0 11 0.9 11 0.8 *
Female........oocnicnicniciicies 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.2 *

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

Data for general elementary classrooms are reported for elementary schools only. Datafor all school levels are included in the totals and in

analyses by other school and teacher characteristics.

NOTE: Teachersreferred to here as teachersin general elementary classroomsinclude all teachers of self-contained classroomsin the 1998
FRSS study, regardless of instructional level. Almost all (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.

B-14



Table B-5—Percent of full-time public school teachersin departmentalized settings with various types
of teaching certificatesin their statein their main teaching assignment field, by selected

school and teacher characteristics: 1998

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emergency
School and teacher characteristic certificate, or given W.h'le. Proba_11|_onary Tem_p_orary certificate or No certificate
advanced participating in certificate certificate .
; « - waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school
(G0 = N 92 4 2 1 1 *
School instructional level?
93 3 2 1 1 *
91 4 3 1 1 *
87 4 5 3 * 1
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccconeemnieemniecnnieennes 95 2 2 0 1 *
300t0499.... 89 5 4 1 1 1
5000 999.... . 93 4 2 1 1 *
1,000 OF MOFE......cocuerriiiricicisisisiens 91 3 3 2 1 0
Locale
Central City......oovevvvrrveiirinesees 90 3 3 2 1 *
Urban fringe/large town.... . 92 3 2 1 1 *
Rural/small town .........ccoveccnicrnieennee 92 5 2 1 1 *
Region
Northeast 90 5 4 1 0 *
Midwest 93 4 2 1 0 *
South .. 92 3 2 1 1 *
West 90 1 3 2 3 0
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS......ccocoveeeervnenecininnns 92 3 3 1 * *
610 20 PErCENt .....ceevreerercreieeeereee 94 3 2 1 * *
21to 50 percent...... . 93 3 2 1 1 *
More than 50 percent ........c.cccceueurenenee 87 5 3 2 3 *
Percent of studentsin school eligible
for free or reduced-price school
lunch
Lessthan 15 percent........cococeveeeurenenee 92 3 3 1 * 1
15to 32 percent....... 93 3 2 2 1 *
33to 59 percent .. . 94 3 2 1 * 0
60 percent or MOre.........ccccueeeerererenenns 87 5 3 2 3 1
Main teaching assignment
Math/science.........coocnencnicnnienne. 91 4 3 1 1 *
Other targeted academic subject........ 92 4 2 1 1 *
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years. ......cocervnenesinnnnns 64 13 12 5 6 *
89 5 3 1 * *
97 1 * * * 1
99 1 * 0 0 0
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic .........c.ccccceurenene. 93 3 3 1 * *
Black, non-Hispanic..........cccoecueurenene. 82 7 3 3 4 1
85 5 2 2 5 1
90 4 3 1 1 1
92 4 2 1 1 *

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

Data for departmentalized settings are not reported for elementary schools. Datafor all school levels are included in the totals and in analyses by other
school and teacher characteristics.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Zeros indicate that no teacher in the sample gave the

indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional

Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-5a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin departmentalized
settings with various types of teaching certificatesin their state in their main teaching
assignment field, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emercen
School and teacher certificate, or given while Probationary Temporary carti ﬁcg: atecgr No certificate
characteristic advanced participating in certificate certificate .
; « - waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school
teachers' .ooooooooovoeiiiiiiinns 05 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 01
School instructional level?
Middle school...........ccocccnieeinene 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2
High school... 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.1
Combined ........cooovvvinniinennnnn 29 13 2.0 0.8 0.2 0.5
School enrollment size
Less than 300 17 11 0.8 * 0.5 0.3
300t0 499..... 22 14 15 0.5 0.5 0.5
500t0 999..... 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.2
1,000 OF MOFe......ccrueuerririinenes 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.3 *
Locale
Central City .....coovevvrirriirinnns 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3
Urban fringe/large town............ 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.3 04 0.2
Rural/small town..........cccocccuee 11 0.8 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.1
Region
1.0 0.9 0.7 0.5 * 0.3
15 0.8 0.8 0.3 * 0.3
0.7 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2
14 0.4 0.8 0.7 11 *
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS......cocvveveeieennne 14 0.7 0.8 0.3 0.1 0.3
6t0 20 percent.......cooeveivrinnnee 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.1
21 to 50 percent 1.0 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2
More than 50 percent................. 12 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.3
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent ................. 12 0.6 0.7 04 0.2 0.3
15t0 32 percent........cccovvvurennnee 1.0 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.1
33to 59 percent... 1.0 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.2 *
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevuene 15 0.9 0.7 0.6 11 0.4
Main teaching assignment
Math/science...........ccovenicnnnens 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.2
Other targeted academic
SUDJECE .o 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years... 23 15 15 12 14 0.3
4to9years...... 15 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.3 0.3
10to 19 years.. 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3
20 Or MOre YEaAS......ovvveveveerrnens 04 0.4 0.1 * * *
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic................. 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1
Black, non-Hispanic... 3.0 1.7 14 11 15 1.0
Other ..o 3.0 15 0.9 13 2.7 0.8
Sex
Male ..o 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.3
Female.......ccooiniiciniciicas 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.1

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment wasin

English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.
?Data for departmentalized settings are not reported for elementary schools. Data for all school levels are included in the totals and in analyses by
other school and teacher characteristics.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-6.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersin departmentalized settings with various types
of teaching certificatesin their state in their secondary teaching assignment field, by
selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emergency
School and teacher characteristic ceragflcate, or given W.h'le. Proba_11|_onary Tem_p_orary certificate or No certificate
\vanced participating in certificate certificate .
; « - waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school teachers'.... 85 3 1 2 1 8
School instructional level?
86 2 0 1 1 9
82 3 2 3 * 9
78 8 * 0 0 13
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300.........cooevrmnicrniennienninns 88 3 0 0 0 9
300t0499.....cooiiir s 81 5 3 2 * 9
50010 999.....cooiiririris 87 3 1 1 2 7
1,000 OF MOFE .....cuviriiririiise s 81 2 1 3 3 10
Locale
Central City .....ccoveeerrieenierieneeeeeeens 81 4 1 3 1 10
Urban fringe/large town..........cccocveeereeennne 85 2 2 2 2 7
Rural/small town ...........ccovevnenicnninnnee. 88 3 1 * 1 7
Region
NOIheast.........ccovimniriee e 84 4 2 1 0 10
MIOWESE ... 87 6 1 0 0 6
SOULN ... 88 2 1 2 1 7
WESE ..o e 77 2 2 3 6 12
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [SS.......ccceuevnnciecinirnreeies 84 4 2 * 0 9
6 to 20 percent.... 93 2 1 1 0 3
21 t0 50 PErCENt......coovrererererrerereireererenenns 87 1 * 2 * 9
More than 50 percent .........ccccvvreneeeennnns 75 4 1 3 6 11
Percent of students in school eligible for
free or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent.........ocoeerverenceennnnns 81 4 3 1 0 10
1510 32 PErCaNt......ccoovvererererrerereereerereens 88 3 1 1 0 7
331059 PErCENt.....cooveveeeiirreee 87 2 0 2 * 9
60 percent or MOre.......c.covveeveveererererenens 82 2 1 2 6 7
Main teaching assignment
Math/sCience........covevinicnienieniens 86 3 1 1 1 8
Other targeted academic subject .............. 84 3 2 2 2 8
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years.. 68 6 7 4 6 9
4to9years.......... 74 7 0 4 1 14
10to 19 years..... 92 0 1 * 1 6
20 OF MOFE YEAIS.....cevuvererererrerereireeseresens 94 1 0 0 0 5
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic...........ccc.ecveiucunnn. 86 3 1 2 * 8
Black, non-Hispanic... # # # # # #
Other ... 76 4 0 1 7 11
Sex
Male ..o 81 3 2 2 1 11
Female. ... 87 3 1 1 2 7

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.
#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in English/language

arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

Data for departmentalized settings are not reported for elementary schools. Data for all school levels areincluded in the totals and in analyses by other

school and teacher characteristics.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Zerosindicate that no teacher in the sample gave the

indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional

Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-6a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin departmentalized
settings with various types of teaching certificatesin their state in their secondary
teaching assignment field, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emercen
School and teacher certificate, or given while Probationary Temporary carti ﬁcg: atecgr No certificate
characteristic advanced participating in certificate certificate .
; « - waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school
teachers' .ooooooooovoeiiiiiiinns 1.8 0.8 05 0.6 0.7 15
School instructional level?
Middle school ..........cccceuererinnes 22 0.7 * 0.6 0.7 20
High schoal... 3.0 15 11 15 0.3 2.7
Combined ........cveereerievieeceinnns 89 53 0.4 * * 49
School enrollment size
Less than 300 38 20 * * * 3.0
300 t0 499..... 45 24 24 14 0.4 2.8
500 t0 999..... 25 1.0 05 05 12 21
1,000 OF MOT€.....couverrereercrrennis 48 1.0 0.7 1.6 1.6 37
Locale
Central City ...cveeveereevcevieeeienns 34 15 0.7 1.6 0.8 29
Urban fringe/large town............ 31 0.9 14 1.0 1.7 2.3
Rural/small town.........ccccveunennee 2.6 13 05 0.2 0.6 21
Region
45 21 1.6 0.7 * 41
41 20 0.6 * * 29
2.6 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.6 18
41 1.0 11 15 3.2 3.2
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS......covvieereennne 3.8 16 16 0.3 * 29
610 20 PErcent........covveererrennns 18 11 0.8 0.8 * 14
21 to 50 percent 3.0 0.6 05 14 0.3 2.8
More than 50 percent................. 5.6 19 0.9 18 31 3.6
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent ................. 48 20 20 0.9 * 33
15t0 32 percent........ccoeeeerennns 31 14 0.7 0.9 * 2.8
33 to 59 percent... 2.6 13 * 12 0.3 23
60 percent or MOre........ccccvevune 4.6 13 0.8 13 3.0 23
Main teaching assignment
Math/SCIeNnCe..........ovevveeerererinnns 2.6 12 05 0.7 0.7 17
Other targeted academic
SUDJECE .. 23 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.0 19
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years... 4.8 25 34 22 4.0 25
4to9years...... 4.2 24 * 16 1.0 3.2
10to 19 years.. 24 * 0.7 0.4 0.8 21
20 Or MOrE YEaAS......vvvveveveerernene 22 0.7 * * * 21
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic................. 1.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.2 16
Black, non-Hispanic... # # # # # #
Other ... 7.3 2.6 * 14 6.6 45
Sex
Mal€ ..o 3.0 11 15 11 0.8 29
FEMale.. ... 2.0 0.9 0.4 0.7 0.9 15

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.
#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment wasin

English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.
?Data for departmentalized settings are not reported for elementary schools. Data for all school levels are included in the totals and in analyses by
other school and teacher characteristics.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-7—Per cent of full-time public school teachersin grades 7 through 12 who reported having
an undergraduate or graduate major or minor in their main teaching assgnment
field, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

School and teacher characteristic Englist/ Foreign SOC.'aI Stgd'w Mathematics Science
language arts language social science
All targeted public school teachers'...... 86 96 89 82 88

School enrollment size

Lessthan 300..........ccovemnimniirniineireines 85 # # 82 88

300t0 499....... 79 # 91 87 86

500t0 999....... 83 94 87 78 87

1,000 or more 92 99 91 85 91
Locale

Central City ....coveeevieereerecreee s 82 99 85 81 79

Urban fringe/large town 91 97 90 83 94

Rural/small town..........ccoocevininiinnnn 85 94 91 82 89
Region

Northeast 85 99 87 87 89

Midwest 89 97 82 86 93

South.. 87 90 92 80 88

West 84 # 92 78 80
Percent minority enrollment in school

5 percent or 1€SS.......occururireneeeceeinneneeieienns 87 94 88 85 93

6 to 20 percent.... 89 95 88 81 89

21 t0 50 PErcent......ccooueneeenieenieerniecniens 86 100 93 87 88

More than 50 percent..........coveeeeecurrereenne 83 # 86 76 81
Percent of students in school eligible for
free or reduced-price school lunch

Lessthan 15 percent .........cocvveeeecerereneennes 90 96 91 87 93

15 to 32 percent.. 89 99 87 89 92

33t0 59 percent...... 86 # 89 81 81

60 percent Or MOre..........cceveerererererenrerenenns 76 # 86 69 83
Teaching experience

3.0r fOWEr YEArS......ccocceeerreeeieereseeieiins 85 # 89 79 82

40 QYEAS ..o 79 95 87 86 83

10to 19 years 85 96 86 77 88

20 OF MOFE YEAIS....c.crvrervrerereeriereseresesnerenenas 90 100 91 85 96
Teacher race/ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic..... 87 96 88 81 88

Black, non-Hispanic.. 70 # 96 90 #

Other ..o # # # 87 93
Sex

MalE ... 91 95 93 87 92

Female. ..o 85 97 81 79 84

#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-7a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin grades 7 through
12 who reported having an under graduate or graduate major or minor in their main
teaching assignment field, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

School and teacher characteristic Englisiv Foreign Social studies Mathematics Science
language arts language social science
All targeted public school teachers'...... 1.4 1.3 1.6 21 1.8

School enrollment size

Lessthan 300..........ccvemnirmnierninineeieinns 52 # # 8.2 6.8

300t0 499....... 5.0 # 4.6 5.7 6.0

500t0 999....... 2.8 34 32 36 31

1,000 or more 15 0.8 1.8 3.0 2.4
Locale

Central City ....coveeveeereerecreec s 34 14 3.7 4.4 38

Urban fringe/large town 18 2.2 25 33 1.8

Rural/small town..........ccoocevvininiinnnn 25 29 2.8 4.4 25
Region

Northeast 36 13 4.2 4.8 39

Midwest 33 2.0 43 3.7 22

South.. 1.9 52 24 34 2.7

West 43 # 3.7 4.9 59
Percent minority enrollment in school

5 percent Or 1€SS.......ouceeurrneeeceninnenesieienns 3.0 3.2 3.8 44 2.2

6 to 20 percent.... 2.6 2.8 36 3.7 31

21 t0 50 PErcent......cccouenieeenieinieennieniiens 2.6 * 2.7 39 34

More than 50 percent..........cooeeeecurerereenne 37 # 3.6 5.6 4.7
Percent of students in school eligible for
free or reduced-price school lunch

Lessthan 15 percent .......c.cocvveeeecerereneenne 20 23 2.6 34 21

15 to 32 percent.. 2.7 11 36 31 2.8

33t0 59 percent...... 31 # 3.2 41 4.9

60 percent Or MOre..........cceeeerererererenrerenenns 5.0 # 44 6.4 6.0
Teaching experience

3 0r feWEr YEArS......cccceeerrreeeieeseseeieiins 3.6 # 3.6 3.9 3.3

4I0 QYOS ..o 43 3.7 34 4.0 4.8

10to 19 years 33 2.7 4.3 53 34

20 OF MOFE YEAIS....ccrvrererrerereereesereresrenenenas 19 * 2.6 35 20
Teacher race/ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic..... 13 14 1.7 2.3 2.0

Black, non-Hispanic.. 10.2 # 33 5.3 #

Other ..o # # # 7.2 52
Sex

MalE ..o 2.6 39 17 2.6 1.6

Female. ... 17 13 3.6 3.2 3.3

#Too few cases for areliable estimate.
*Standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 100 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-8.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersin grades 9 through 12 who reported having
an undergraduate or graduate major or minor in their main teaching assignment field,
by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

School and teacher characteristic Englisiv Foreign Social studies Mathematics Science
language arts language social science
All targeted public school teachers'...... 96 96 96 90 94

School enrollment size

Lessthan 300..........ccovemnimniirniineireines # # # # #

300t0 499....... 97 # # 91 #

500t0 999....... 97 # 95 94 96

1,000 or more 95 99 96 88 94
Locale

Central City ....coveeevieereerecreee s 94 100 96 88 90

Urban fringe/large town 97 96 95 90 98

Rural/small town..........ccoocevininiininnnn 97 93 97 90 93
Region

Northeast 98 98 92 89 90

Midwest 94 97 94 93 97

South.. 97 # 97 90 94

West 96 # 100 84 94
Percent minority enrollment in school

5 percent or 1€SS.......ouceeuriveneneeceeinnenesieienns 96 93 95 90 95

6 to 20 percent.... 99 95 93 91 94

21 t0 50 PErcent.......ccoueveeernieeinieerniecniens 95 # 98 94 95

More than 50 percent ..........coveeeecererereenne 94 # 97 82 92
Percent of students in school eligible for
free or reduced-price school lunch

Lessthan 15 percent .......c.oocvveeeecrenereenne 97 96 97 90 94

15 to 32 percent.. 96 99 94 92 96

33t0 59 percent...... 96 # 97 91 90

60 percent or MONE.........coeueveerererereresrerenenes 93 # # 81 #
Teaching experience

3 0r fOWEr YEArS......ccoeceeeerreeeierseseeieiens 92 # 93 88 91

4I0 QYOS ...ovrrr e 97 # 98 85 94

10to 19 years 97 96 98 79 91

20 OF MOFE YEAIS....ccrvrererrerereerieresereresnerennes 96 100 95 98 98
Teacher race/ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic..... 97 96 95 89 94

Black, non-Hispanic.. # # # # #

Other ..o # # # # #
Sex

MalE ..o 95 # 96 89 95

Female. ..o 96 96 96 90 93

#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-8a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin grades 9 through
12 who reported having an under graduate or graduate major or minor in their main
teaching assignment field, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

School and teacher characteristic Englisiv Foreign Social studies Mathematics Science
language arts language social science
All targeted public school teachers'...... 1.0 15 1.2 2.0 1.4

School enrollment size

Lessthan 300..........ccovemnimnicrneinssieenns # # # # #

300t0 499....... 33 # # 5.7 #

500t0 999....... 15 # 29 3.7 21

1,000 or more 1.4 0.8 1.6 31 1.9
Locale

Central City ....coveeveeereerecreec s 23 * 22 4.6 45

Urban fringe/large town 16 29 2.3 35 13

Rural/small town..........ccoocevvininiinnnn 1.6 33 1.9 2.6 23
Region

Northeast 1.9 17 39 52 4.4

Midwest 2.6 22 33 2.8 1.9

South.. 15 # 1.6 2.8 21

West 23 # * 4.9 4.0
Percent minority enrollment in school

5 percent Or 1€SS.......oueeeurirneneeceninnenesieienns 1.9 3.8 2.7 4.0 24

6 to 20 percent.... 14 33 3.2 2.8 3.0

21 t0 50 PErcent......cccoueneerrieinieernieeniens 2.7 # 1.9 2.6 25

More than 50 percent...........cooeeeecererereenne 2.6 # 2.3 6.3 37
Percent of students in school eligible for
free or reduced-price school lunch

Lessthan 15 percent .......c.oocvveeeecnerereenne 15 27 18 3.9 24

15 to 32 percent.. 18 13 2.7 25 3.0

33to 59 percent...... 23 # 21 35 4.2

60 percent Or MOre..........cceueerererereresrerenenns 3.9 # # 8.8 #
Teaching experience

3 0r feWEr YEArS......ccoceeeerrreecierresesieieins 3.2 # 3.9 45 3.2

410 QYEAS ..ot 24 # 24 54 4.6

10to 19 years 2.0 32 25 53 36

20 OF MOFE YEAIS....c.crvrererrerereerererereresnenenenas 15 * 20 13 17
Teacher race/ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic..... 11 1.7 14 21 15

Black, non-Hispanic.. # # # # #

Other ... # # # # #
Sex

MalE ... 21 # 14 2.7 15

Female. ... 1.2 1.6 25 2.6 2.6

#Too few cases for areliable estimate.
*Standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 100 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-9.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional
development activities of variouslengthsin the last 12 monthsthat focused on various
topics, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

In-depth study in the subject area of New methods of teaching
your main teaching assignment (e.g., cooperative learning)
School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent Total hours spent
More More
0 1to8 9to 32 than 32 0 1to8 9to 32 than 32
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvvveeeeeeessvvennns 27 32 24 17 23 47 21 8
School instructional level
Elementary school..........cccoceuniennee. 25 32 26 17 22 48 20 9
Middle school 27 33 23 16 23 45 24 8
High school..........ccccovninniiinne, 33 31 19 17 24 47 22 6
Combined ........ccooemienieenicnieneas 29 30 23 19 22 47 20 11
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cccouuvervnenvneennnn. 28 34 22 16 25 46 19 11
300 to 499 28 33 22 17 25 48 20 8
500 to 999 26 32 26 17 23 47 22 9
1,000 OF MOTE......cecvriecrricrriecirieeiieas 30 30 21 18 21 49 23 8
Locale
Central City .....ccovveernienienienicneeas 24 32 26 18 22 48 22 9
Urban fringe/large town. 28 31 23 18 23 47 22 9
Rural/small town..........c.cccovivniennnee. 30 34 21 15 25 47 20 8
Region
Northeast 29 31 23 18 23 46 22 9
Midwest 31 35 19 14 25 47 20 8
South 26 32 25 16 22 50 21 7
West 24 28 26 22 22 44 23 11
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovevieennininnne 31 36 20 14 25 48 20 7
610 20 percent........occneenecrnicnnieas 24 34 25 17 25 49 20 7
21t0 50 percent........ccovenicirieciniens 29 29 25 16 23 45 22 10
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 25 29 25 21 19 48 23 11
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccveennee. 28 33 21 18 23 49 21 7
15t0 32 percent........ccoveniciniicininas 30 30 23 16 25 45 22 7
33to 59 percent... 27 34 25 14 22 49 20 9
60 percent or MOre.........cccveererereenn 25 30 25 20 22 46 22 10
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 25 32 26 17 22 48 20 10
Math/science.........ccovervvrninininnn. 28 31 22 19 27 46 20 7
Other targeted academic subject ..... 31 33 20 15 22 47 24 7
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years........ccoovnvninennnne 23 33 27 16 18 47 26 9
4to9years 22 32 28 18 21 48 23 8
10t0 19 YEarS ... 26 32 25 17 22 49 20 10
20 OF MOrE YEAIS......ovvvveveeeerrerereens 33 32 19 16 27 46 19 8
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 28 32 23 16 24 47 21 8
Black, non-Hispanic... 19 33 28 21 17 44 26 12
24 29 24 24 15 49 22 14
30 32 21 17 24 46 23 7
27 32 24 17 23 48 21 9
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Table B-9.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional
development activities of variouslengthsin the last 12 monthsthat focused on various
topics, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

State or district curriculum and Integration of educational technology
performance standards in the grade or subject you teach
School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent Total hours spent
More More
0 1to8 9to 32 than 32 0 1to8 9to 32 than 32
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvvveeeeeeessvvennns 19 50 25 7 22 49 22 7
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cooceeuninenee 17 50 25 7 21 49 23 7
Middle school 19 48 27 6 20 50 23 7
High school..........ccccovviniinne, 21 50 22 7 25 48 19 8
Combined ........ccovenienicnicnienens 18 53 17 11 22 47 24 6
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccooumvermninrniennnns 18 48 29 5 23 50 21 6
300 to 499 16 52 26 7 18 51 24 7
500 to 999 18 50 25 8 22 47 23 7
1,000 OF MOTE.....ccecvrieerriecrrieciriieieas 23 49 21 7 24 49 20 8
Locale
Central City .....ccovernienierienicnens 20 51 22 7 22 51 19 8
Urban fringe/large town. 18 51 25 7 22 47 24 7
Rural/small town..........c.ccoviuninnnee. 18 48 27 7 22 49 22 7
Region
Northeast 17 50 26 7 23 48 22 7
Midwest ... 20 50 23 7 20 49 23 8
South 19 53 22 6 21 51 22 6
West 18 44 29 9 25 45 23 8
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS.......ocoveeeurereneceninnns 18 50 25 7 22 46 25 7
610 20 percent........oocccvcniciniicnnieas 15 49 28 8 21 51 22 6
21 to 50 percent........ccovernieirieeineeas 21 49 23 7 22 47 23 8
More than 50 percent.........cccocurenene. 21 52 21 6 23 52 18 7
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccveennee. 18 50 24 8 19 47 27 7
15t0 32 percent........ccovenicinicinieas 17 51 26 6 23 48 23 6
33to 59 percent... 20 48 25 7 22 51 19 8
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrerereenn 19 51 23 6 23 49 20 7
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 17 50 26 7 20 50 23 7
Math/science.........ccovvevcrniiininnns 20 53 21 7 23 49 19 9
Other targeted academic subject ..... 21 49 24 7 24 47 23 6
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years.........oeevnneeinennns 22 55 19 4 28 49 18 5
4to9years 16 51 25 8 21 46 23 10
10t0 19 YEarS...cvvevicrricrieireiceas 16 48 28 8 21 48 23 7
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvvverererrrerererene 20 49 24 7 21 51 22 6
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 19 50 25 7 22 48 23 7
Black, non-Hispanic... 20 51 21 8 16 56 20 8
16 50 24 10 22 52 18 8
23 47 24 5 23 48 21 8
17 51 25 7 22 49 22 7
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Table B-9.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional
development activities of variouslengthsin the last 12 monthsthat focused on various
topics, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Classroom management,

Student performance assessment including student discipline

School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent Total hours spent
More More
0 1to8 9to 32 than 32 0 1to8 9to 32 than 32
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvvveeeeeeessvvennns 33 47 15 5 51 38 8 3
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cooceeuninenee 28 49 17 6 46 43 8 3
Middle school 35 48 13 3 53 36 8 3
High school..........ccccovviniinne, 39 45 11 4 60 31 6 2
Combined ........ccovenienicnicnienens 39 40 16 5 55 34 9 3
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccooumvermninrniennnns 34 47 13 6 52 40 8 1
300 to 499 31 48 16 4 48 41 8 3
500 to 999 32 47 15 6 50 39 8 3
1,000 OF MOTE.....ccecvrieerriecrrieciriieieas 35 46 13 5 56 34 7 3
Locale
Central City .....ccovernienierienicnens 31 48 16 5 47 40 9 3
Urban fringe/large town. 31 49 15 5 53 37 7 3
Rural/small town..........c.ccoviuninnnee. 36 45 13 5 53 38 2
Region
Northeast 35 46 15 5 54 36 6 4
Midwest ... 37 48 12 4 56 36 7 1
South 32 49 15 4 46 42 9 3
West 28 45 19 8 54 36 7 3
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS.......ocoveeeurereneceninnns 37 47 11 5 58 35 5 2
610 20 percent........oocccvcniciniicnnieas 31 50 15 4 57 34 6 3
21 to 50 percent........ccovernieirieeineeas 35 44 15 6 48 42 8 2
More than 50 percent.........cccoeurenene. 28 49 18 6 41 43 12 4
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccveennee. 34 47 14 4 60 31 6 3
15t0 32 percent........ccovenicinicinieas 36 46 13 4 56 36 7 1
33to 59 percent... 32 48 14 6 51 38 8 3
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrerereenn 29 48 18 6 39 47 10 4
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 28 49 17 6 47 43 8 3
Math/science.........ccovvevcrniiininnns 41 44 12 3 60 31 6 2
Other targeted academic subject ..... 35 46 14 5 53 35 4
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years.........oeevnneeinennns 34 48 15 3 35 46 14 4
4to9years 28 48 18 6 47 42 7 4
10t0 19 YEarS...cvvevicrricrieireiceas 31 48 16 4 54 36 7 2
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvvverererrrerererene 36 46 12 5 57 35 6 2
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 34 48 14 4 54 37 7
Black, non-Hispanic... 24 47 20 9 33 48 13 6
27 42 23 8 37 46 12 5
39 45 12 4 55 36 6 3
31 48 16 5 50 39 8 3
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Table B-9.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional
development activities of variouslengthsin the last 12 monthsthat focused on various
topics, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Addressing the needs of students with
limited English proficiency or from Addressing the needs of students with disabilities
o diverse cultural backgrounds
School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent Total hours spent
More More
0 1to8 9to 32 than 32 0 1to8 9to 32 than 32
All targeted public school
teaChers' .oooooooovoveicinns 69 22 6 4 52 39 6 2
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cococeeurenenee 69 21 6 4 50 41 6 3
Middle school...........ccccviiviiininnnee. 66 26 5 2 50 40 7 3
High school... 68 22 5 4 59 33 6 1
Combined ........ccooenienienicnienens 75 17 5 3 52 35 8 5
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccoeuuvervninrniennnns 80 16 3 1 52 38 7 4
300t0 499..... 74 20 4 2 51 41 6 2
500t0 999..... 67 23 6 4 51 39 7 3
1,000 OF MOTE.....cecvieeriecrrieerrieeieeas 60 26 9 6 57 35 6 2
Locale
Central City .....ccoveernienienierienens 58 29 8 5 53 38 6 2
Urban fringe/large town................... 67 22 7 4 52 39 6 3
Rural/small town............ccoviuninnnee. 82 15 2 2 53 38 7 2
Region
Northeast 78 17 3 2 51 39 7 3
Midwest 78 17 3 2 54 38 6 3
South 67 23 6 3 51 40 7 2
West ... 49 31 12 8 54 37 6 3
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€SS.......oceeeeerirenecininnns 86 12 1 1 50 41 7 2
610 20 percent........occnenicrniecinieas 71 23 3 3 53 38 6 3
21 to 50 percent....... 66 24 6 4 54 37 7 2
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 49 31 13 7 53 38 6 3
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........ccoceeuvenene. 75 20 3 2 52 39 7 2
15t0 32 percent........ccoverniciniicnnieas 74 19 5 2 53 37 7 3
33to 59 percent... 70 22 4 4 52 38 7 3
60 percent or MOre.........cccveererererenn 56 27 11 6 52 40 6 3
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 70 20 7 4 51 40 6 3
Math/science.........ccovvverniiininnn. 74 21 3 2 58 36 4 2
Other targeted academic subject ..... 63 27 6 4 51 37 8 3
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years.........oeevnneeinennns 64 25 8 4 51 39 7 3
410 QYEAS ..ot 66 23 7 4 53 38 7 3
10to 19 years.. 64 25 7 4 50 40 8 3
20 OF MOrE YEAIS......cvvvveveeeerererereens 75 19 4 3 54 38 5 2
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccocuvuene. 72 21 5 3 54 38 6 3
Black, non-Hispanic... 50 36 10 4 46 41 10 3
Other ... 44 28 17 11 44 44 10 1
Sex
Male ..o 67 23 6 4 55 37 6 2
Female.......ccooviiiiiiiices 69 22 6 3 52 39 7 3

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row for each type of professional development program, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-9a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in
professional development activities of various lengthsin thelast 12 monthsthat
focused on varioustopics, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

In-depth study in the subject area of New methods of teaching
your main teaching assignment (e.g., cooperative learning)
School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent Total hours spent
More More
0 1to8 9to 32 than 32 0 1to8 9to 32 than 32
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvvveeeeeeessvvennns 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.7 1.0 0.8 0.5
School instructional level
Elementary school..........cccocevniennee. 15 12 11 1.0 13 1.6 13 0.9
Middle school...........ccccviuniiininnnee. 1.6 17 15 12 1.6 1.6 15 0.9
High school..........ccccvniniinne, 14 14 12 13 1.6 1.6 12 0.8
Combined ........ccooenenienicnienens 3.0 29 3.0 2.6 31 2.6 3.0 4.0
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccoouvverrninnniennnne 24 2.8 2.2 23 2.6 2.8 2.8 22
300t0499......ccmnns 2.0 2.0 17 13 14 23 1.6 12
50010 999......cccmiierireis 13 12 13 1.0 13 15 13 0.9
1,000 OF MOTE.....ccecviecrriecrrieeiriieiieas 15 14 12 14 13 1.6 14 11
Locale
Central City .....ccoveerrierienicnienens 13 15 15 14 14 1.9 1.6 1.0
Urban fringe/large town. 15 12 13 13 12 13 12 0.7
Rural/small town..........c.ccviuninnnee. 15 14 13 13 14 17 14 1.0
Region
Northeast 23 22 18 1.6 2.0 25 2.0 13
Midwest 17 1.9 1.6 13 17 1.9 1.6 11
South 14 14 14 12 15 14 13 0.9
West ... 2.0 21 21 1.8 17 21 1.9 13
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovenieennininnnnes 1.9 1.6 14 15 1.8 17 1.6 11
6 to 20 percent 15 1.6 1.6 13 14 17 14 0.9
21 to 50 percent........ccoveunicnriicnninns 15 1.6 1.6 14 17 21 17 15
More than 50 percent.........ccceuvenene. 17 16 20 17 15 20 13 11
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccveennee. 1.6 1.6 14 15 17 1.9 1.6 0.7
15t0 32 percent........ccovenicnniecinnens 17 17 14 13 15 2.0 14 1.0
33to 59 percent... 1.8 2.0 17 14 15 17 15 12
60 percent or MOre.........cccveveerererenn 17 16 17 16 18 2.3 16 12
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®........cccooocevvvvennn. 1.6 12 12 1.0 13 1.6 13 0.9
Math/science. 14 14 14 11 15 1.8 12 0.9
Other targeted academic subject ..... 14 16 12 1.0 12 15 11 0.8
Teaching experience
3or fewer years........ccoouvvivnininnnne 18 18 15 15 13 1.6 17 1.0
410 QYEAS ..ot 1.9 2.0 1.9 1.6 15 2.0 18 11
10to 19 years.. 17 1.6 1.6 13 18 2.0 1.6 1.0
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......ovvveveeeerererereens 16 12 12 11 14 15 13 0.9
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 0.8 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.8 11 0.8 0.5
Black, non-Hispanic... 34 36 3.7 36 29 34 31 2.7
Other ... 29 33 29 34 2.6 39 3.0 2.8
Sex
Male ..o 16 1.6 13 12 14 15 13 1.0
Female.......ccooviiiiiiiiiice, 11 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.9 11 0.8 0.6
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Table B-9a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in
professional development activities of various lengthsin thelast 12 monthsthat
focused on varioustopics, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

(continued)
State or district curriculum and Integration of educational technology
performance standards in the grade or subject you teach
School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent Total hours spent
More More
0 1to8 9to 32 than 32 0 1to8 9to 32 than 32
All targeted public school
tEAChErS" .....ooovveeereeeeereree 0.8 11 0.8 0.4 0.8 1.0 0.8 0.5
School instructional level
Elementary school...........ccoocevniennee. 12 1.9 14 0.7 14 1.6 12 0.7
Middle schoal ...... 14 18 18 0.9 15 18 12 0.9
High school... 15 14 12 0.8 15 17 13 0.9
Combined ........ccooenienicnicnienens 34 35 25 2.6 31 35 2.6 21
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccoorvverrninvneennne 2.6 3.7 3.0 14 29 33 23 15
300 to 499 13 21 2.0 1.0 17 2.0 1.6 11
500 to 999 12 1.6 12 0.7 13 1.6 13 0.7
1,000 OF MOTE.....cccvrieerrieeirieirieeiieas 15 17 12 1.0 15 18 13 1.0
Locale
Central City .....ccoveerneenicniericnens 15 2.0 18 0.9 1.6 21 13 0.9
Urban fringe/large town. 15 16 13 0.7 15 15 14 0.8
Rural/small town..........c.ccoviuninnnee. 13 15 1.6 0.9 13 15 14 0.9
Region
Northeast..........cocovvivcincinsniins 2.0 24 1.9 12 21 25 17 13
17 1.9 15 0.8 17 1.9 15 1.0
13 1.6 13 0.7 14 15 14 0.6
1.8 24 22 14 22 25 21 12
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or less... 1.6 1.8 17 1.0 17 1.9 15 1.0
6 to 20 percent..... 15 1.9 1.6 1.0 1.6 17 13 0.8
21 to 50 percent....... 17 22 15 11 17 2.2 1.8 11
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 17 22 19 0.9 19 22 14 0.9
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccveunnee. 15 1.6 14 1.0 1.6 15 17 11
15 to 32 percent....... 14 1.8 14 0.9 1.9 2.0 15 1.0
33to 59 percent... 14 2.0 18 1.0 1.6 1.9 12 0.9
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrererenene 15 23 19 0.8 19 21 18 0.9
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccoooevvvvvennn. 14 2.0 14 0.7 14 17 11 0.7
Math/science.........c.ocvvvvenenee 11 15 12 0.9 13 17 13 12
Other targeted academic subject ..... 13 12 12 0.7 13 14 12 0.8
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years........ccoouvvvnnnennnne 15 21 17 0.8 1.8 25 18 1.0
410 QYEAS ..ot 15 2.2 17 13 1.9 1.9 1.6 12
10t0 19 YEArS ..o 13 22 2.0 11 15 2.0 17 1.0
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvveveeeerererereens 14 14 16 0.7 13 14 15 0.7
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic............cccoccune.. 0.8 12 0.9 0.5 0.9 1.0 0.8 0.5
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccovunnee. 33 5.0 38 1.9 25 39 35 17
Other ... 3.0 45 32 24 29 36 31 1.9
Sex
Male ..o 15 1.6 14 0.7 1.6 1.6 12 11
Female.......coooiiiiiiiicies 1.0 14 11 0.5 1.0 11 0.9 0.5
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Table B-9a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in
professional development activities of various lengthsin thelast 12 monthsthat
focused on varioustopics, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

(continued)
Student performance assessment . cl assroom ma”age”?e”."
including student discipline
School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent Total hours spent
More More
0 1to8 9to 32 than 32 0 1to8 9to 32 than 32
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvveeeeeeeessvvennns 0.9 1.0 0.7 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.4 0.4
School instructional level
Elementary school...........ccoocevniennee. 15 1.6 13 0.7 1.6 17 0.8 0.6
Middle schoal ...... 17 17 11 0.7 17 1.6 0.9 0.6
High school... 17 15 11 0.6 15 12 0.7 0.5
Combined ........ccooenienicnicnienens 36 32 2.2 1.6 3.7 2.7 18 12
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccoorvverrninvneennne 31 32 18 13 33 3.0 1.8 0.5
300 to 499 22 23 17 0.9 2.0 23 1.0 0.8
500 to 999 15 14 11 0.7 14 14 0.7 0.6
1,000 OF MOTE.....cccvrieerrieeirieirieeiieas 17 17 13 0.7 1.6 1.6 0.7 0.7
Locale
Central City .....ccoveerneenicniericnens 1.6 18 14 0.8 21 2.2 1.0 0.6
Urban fringe/large town. 15 14 12 0.7 15 13 0.8 0.5
Rural/small town..........c.ccoviuninnnee. 15 13 11 0.8 1.6 17 0.9 0.5
Region
Northeast..........cocovvivcincinsniins 22 21 1.6 12 2.0 1.9 1.0 0.9
1.8 1.8 11 0.7 2.0 21 0.9 0.4
1.6 17 12 0.7 1.8 17 0.8 0.7
25 23 2.0 14 21 23 1.0 0.7
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or less... 2.0 1.8 13 0.8 2.0 17 0.7 0.5
6 to 20 percent..... 17 2.0 14 0.8 15 1.6 0.9 0.8
21 to 50 percent....... 21 1.8 14 12 1.9 21 11 0.6
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 17 18 15 0.9 22 25 12 0.8
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccveunnee. 1.8 1.8 14 0.7 1.8 14 0.8 0.6
15 to 32 percent....... 1.8 1.6 13 0.7 1.6 15 0.8 0.4
33to 59 percent... 22 22 1.6 0.9 21 1.9 1.0 0.7
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrererenene 18 15 15 0.9 22 23 12 0.8
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccoooevvvvvennn. 15 15 13 0.7 15 17 0.8 0.5
Math/science.........c.ocvvvvenenee 1.6 18 12 0.6 1.6 17 0.8 0.4
Other targeted academic subject ..... 14 14 0.9 0.7 14 11 0.8 0.6
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years........ccoouvvvnnnennnne 15 17 1.6 0.8 1.8 1.8 15 0.9
410 QYEAS ..ot 18 2.2 17 11 1.9 18 1.0 0.8
10t0 19 YEArS ..o 17 22 12 0.9 1.9 18 1.0 0.6
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvveveeeerererereens 16 15 10 0.8 13 13 0.8 0.6
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic............cccoccune.. 1.0 11 0.8 0.5 0.9 0.9 0.4 0.4
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccovunnee. 35 39 31 21 4.0 4.3 2.6 1.9
Other ... 41 3.7 36 21 3.7 4.2 23 17
Sex
Male ..o 1.6 17 11 0.7 18 1.9 0.7 0.6
Female.......coooiiiiiiiicies 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.5 11 1.2 0.5 0.4
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Table B-9a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in
professional development activities of various lengthsin thelast 12 monthsthat
focused on varioustopics, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

(continued)
Addressing the needs of students with
limited English proficiency or from Addressing the needs of students with disabilities
o diverse cultural backgrounds
School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent Total hours spent
More More
0 1to8 9to 32 than 32 0 1to8 9to 32 than 32
All targeted public school
tEAChErS" .....ooovveeereeeeereree 11 0.8 0.4 0.4 11 0.9 0.4 0.3
School instructional level
Elementary school..........ccooeevniunnee. 17 13 0.7 0.7 17 15 0.7 0.5
Middle school .. 17 15 0.7 0.5 17 15 0.8 0.6
High school... 17 14 0.8 0.6 1.9 17 0.7 0.3
Combined ........ccooenienienicnieneas 3.7 32 1.6 14 2.6 33 1.9 1.6
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccceevverrninrniennnns 31 23 11 0.8 33 3.0 15 11
300 to 499 21 17 0.8 0.7 23 23 1.0 0.6
500 to 999 1.8 13 0.6 0.8 17 1.6 0.7 0.5
1,000 OF MOTE.....cecvrieerrieciriicirieeieeas 17 17 11 0.7 15 15 0.7 0.4
Locale
Central City .....ccovverniericnicricnens 2.0 17 1.0 0.9 1.9 1.6 0.9 0.5
Urban fringe/large town. 15 12 0.8 0.7 18 16 0.7 0.5
Rural/small town..........ccccoviuninnnee. 15 13 0.4 0.4 17 15 0.6 0.4
Region
22 17 0.7 0.6 2.7 2.7 1.0 0.9
1.9 1.6 0.6 0.6 17 2.0 0.7 0.6
17 15 0.8 0.6 1.9 17 0.8 0.4
24 1.9 13 14 2.0 1.9 11 0.7
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovvnieiininennnne 15 13 0.3 0.3 1.9 2.0 0.8 0.5
610 20 percent........occcneniecinicininns 1.9 17 0.6 0.5 22 21 0.8 0.6
21to 50 percent........ccoveuniciriicininas 2.0 17 1.0 0.9 24 24 1.0 0.5
More than 50 percent...........ccoouennee. 2.5 2.0 11 11 21 1.7 1.0 0.6
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 17 15 0.6 0.3 24 21 0.9 0.5
15 to 32 percent... 1.8 1.6 0.9 0.6 1.9 1.8 0.8 0.7
33to 59 percent... 1.9 14 0.7 0.8 17 17 0.9 0.6
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrererenenn 23 19 11 11 24 21 0.9 0.6
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 17 13 0.7 0.7 1.8 1.6 0.7 0.5
Math/science.........ccoviviniiininnnes 1.6 14 0.7 0.5 1.6 1.6 0.6 0.4
Other targeted academic subject ..... 16 15 0.8 04 1.8 15 0.9 0.5
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years.......ccoovvivnnnnnnne 22 1.8 1.0 0.8 17 1.6 1.0 0.7
4to9years 2.2 1.9 1.0 0.8 2.6 24 0.8 0.6
10to 19 years 21 17 1.0 0.8 21 17 1.0 0.6
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cccuieerrieerriienieas 14 11 0.5 0.6 1.6 15 0.7 0.5
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic............ccocunee. 11 0.9 0.4 0.4 12 12 0.4 0.3
Black, non-Hispanic... 35 36 25 1.9 35 39 25 12
Other ... 4.0 38 29 2.6 31 31 23 0.9
Sex
Male ..o 16 15 0.7 0.6 1.9 18 0.7 0.6
Female......coooviiiiiiis 14 0.9 0.5 0.6 1.2 1.2 0.6 0.3

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-10.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional
development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating the extent to which they
believe the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected school and teacher
characteristics. 1998

In-depth study in the subject area of New methods of teaching
your main teaching assignment (e.g., cooperative learning)
School and teacher characteristic Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall
All targeted public school
tEAChErS" .....ooovveeereeeeereree 28 44 26 2 22 42 31 4
School instructional level
Elementary school...........ccccceeuninenee 30 44 25 1 27 43 27 3
Middle schoal...... 25 46 27 2 18 43 35 5
High school... 29 41 27 3 18 40 37 5
Combined ........ccovemienienicnieniens 27 44 27 2 13 36 44 7
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cccoeuvervninrniennnes 30 36 30 4 23 36 38 3
300 to 499 33 40 26 1 25 43 28 3
500 to 999 26 48 24 2 23 43 30 4
1,000 OF MOTE......ccvrieerricrriieiriieieas 28 41 28 3 19 41 34 6
Locale
Central City .....cccovveerneerniericnicnens 28 43 26 3 25 42 29 4
Urban fringe/large town. 30 44 25 1 24 42 30 5
Rural/small town..........c.ccovivninnnee. 27 44 27 2 19 42 35 4
Region
Northeast..........ccovvivnivincricns 29 44 25 2 22 43 32 3
25 45 28 2 22 41 34 4
27 45 26 2 22 42 31 5
36 38 25 1 25 44 28 4
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or less... 24 46 26 3 19 43 35 4
6 to 20 percent..... 27 44 28 1 20 42 33 6
21 to 50 percent....... 31 43 24 1 24 42 30 3
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 31 41 25 3 27 41 28 4
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 29 44 26 2 20 41 32 6
15 to 32 percent....... 28 45 25 1 18 46 32 4
33to 59 percent... 26 44 27 3 24 39 33 5
60 percent or MOre.........cocveeverereene. 31 42 26 1 28 42 28 2
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 30 44 25 1 27 43 26 3
Math/science.........c.coonivvenenee 26 40 31 3 16 39 40 5
Other targeted academic subject ..... 27 45 24 3 19 42 34 5
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years........oceevnneeeninnns 33 42 23 2 24 48 25 3
410 QYEAS ..ot 31 42 26 1 24 40 33 3
10t0 19 YEAS ..o 28 43 27 2 23 42 31 4
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvvverevevrererereens 26 46 26 2 21 41 34 5
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuveene. 27 45 26 2 20 43 33 4
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccoeuvuene. 36 34 28 2 41 33 24 1
Other ... 38 43 17 2 32 45 17 7
Sex
Male ..o 23 43 32 3 16 38 37 8
Female.......coooiiiiiiiies 30 44 24 2 24 43 29 3

B-31



Table B-10.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional
development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating the extent to which they

believe the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected school and teacher

characteristics: 1998 (continued)

State or district curriculum and
performance standards

Integration of educational technology
in the grade or subject you teach

School and teacher characteristic

Improved my teaching

Improved my teaching

A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall
All targeted public school
tEAChErS" .....ooovveeereeeeereree 12 36 39 13 21 38 34 6
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cococceeuninenee 14 40 38 8 23 40 33 4
Middle schoal ...... 13 33 41 13 18 36 39 6
High school... 7 28 40 24 21 36 34 10
Combined ........ccooenienicnicnienens 8 35 39 18 18 43 31 8
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccoorvverrninvneennne 12 35 43 10 20 41 34 5
300 to 499 12 35 42 11 21 41 33 5
500 to 999 13 39 37 12 22 39 34 5
1,000 OF MOTE.....cecvrieerriecirieeiriecieas 10 32 39 20 22 34 34 9
Locale
Central City .....ccoveerrienicnierienens 14 37 36 12 24 36 34 7
Urban fringe/large town. 11 37 39 13 21 38 35 5
Rural/small town..........c.cccoviuninnnee. 12 33 41 14 20 41 33 6
Region
Northeast..........cocovvivnivininies 13 35 39 13 20 39 35 6
12 34 38 16 21 37 35 6
11 38 41 11 22 39 33 6
13 37 36 14 21 38 34 7
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or less... 12 30 42 16 21 39 36 4
6 to 20 percent..... 11 37 39 14 19 40 33 7
21 to 50 percent....... 12 37 39 12 23 37 34 5
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenenee 14 40 36 10 22 37 33 8
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 11 32 40 17 23 37 33 7
15 to 32 percent....... 10 38 39 14 18 42 34 6
33to 59 percent... 12 36 40 12 22 35 37 6
60 percent or MOre.........cccveererereenn. 15 39 37 9 23 39 32 5
Main teaching assignment
General dementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 14 40 38 8 22 40 33 5
Math/science.........ccoonvuvennnee 10 32 39 19 22 36 34 8
Other targeted academic subject ..... 10 32 40 18 20 38 35 7
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years........cccovvvrnininnnne 12 39 39 10 19 38 37 6
410 QYEAS ..o 12 38 40 10 23 37 34 6
10t0 19 YEArS ... 14 33 39 14 23 39 32 6
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......covvveverevrererereens 11 35 39 16 21 39 34 6
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuveene. 11 35 40 14 20 39 34 6
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccocuvuene. 22 44 30 3 33 34 30 2
Other ... 17 34 34 14 25 33 34 8
Sex
Male ..o 8 30 43 18 20 37 35 8
Female......coooviiiiiiiinces 13 38 38 12 22 39 34 6
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Table B-10.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional
development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating the extent to which they
believe the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected school and teacher
characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Classroom management,

Student performance assessment including student discipline

School and teacher characteristic Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall

All targeted public school
tEAChErS" .....ooovveeereeeeereree 17 39 38 6 19 39 35 7
School instructional level

Elementary school...........ccccceeuninenee 21 40 35 5 20 42 31 6
Middle schoadl....... 14 37 43 6 20 39 35 6

High school... 11 35 43 10 15 32 42 11
Combined ........ccooenienienicnieniens 13 45 35 8 13 39 45 3
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cccoeuveruniirniennnes 16 42 38 4 15 38 42 5
300 to 499 18 40 37 5 23 39 33 6
500 to 999 18 39 37 6 19 43 30 8
1,000 OF MOrE......ccvrieerriecrriiciriieiieas 15 35 40 9 15 34 42 9
Locale
Central City .....ccoveeerneenieriericnens 19 36 39 5 21 39 31 9
Urban fringe/large town. 18 40 35 6 19 42 32 6
Rural/small town..........c.cccovivninnnee. 14 39 40 7 16 37 41 6
Region
Northeast..........coovvivvivininies 18 40 38 4 20 37 35 8
14 39 40 8 18 35 40 7
19 38 37 6 19 42 32 7
18 39 37 7 18 40 34 8
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or less... 14 38 42 6 13 37 44 6
6 to 20 percent..... 17 38 38 7 18 40 34 7
21 to 50 percent....... 18 40 37 5 17 42 35 7
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 21 38 36 6 25 40 27 8
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee 18 37 38 7 18 39 36 7
15 to 32 percent....... 13 43 37 6 13 42 39 5
33to 59 percent... 18 36 40 6 18 39 34 9
60 percent or MOre.........cocveererererenn 20 39 36 5 24 39 30 7
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®........cccoooeevvvvennn. 21 39 35 5 21 40 32 6
Math/science.........cocvivvenenee 12 33 46 9 16 39 36 9
Other targeted academic subject ..... 15 40 38 7 17 38 38 7
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years.........oeevnneeenennns 20 39 36 5 28 39 30 3
410 QYEAS ... 16 40 38 7 18 43 35 4
10t0 19 YEArS ... 18 38 36 7 17 37 38 8
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvvvereveererirereens 17 38 40 5 16 40 34 10
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuveene. 15 39 40 6 16 39 37 8
Black, non-Hispanic...........cccoeuvuene. 36 37 24 3 36 39 20 5
Other ..o 26 37 30 7 27 40 30 4
Sex
Male ..o 13 36 42 9 13 36 41 10
Female.......coooviiiiiiiis 19 39 37 5 21 41 33 6
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Table B-10.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in professional
development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating the extent to which they
believe the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected school and teacher
characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Addressing the needs of students with
limited English proficiency or from Addressing the needs of students with disabilities
diverse cultural backgrounds
School and teacher characteristic - -
Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall
All targeted public school
teachers' .....ooveeeevvvveeeeeeessvvennns 18 34 40 9 14 36 44 6
School instructional level
Elementary school...........ccccceeuninenee 20 33 38 8 15 37 43 5
Middle schoal...... 14 36 40 10 16 35 44 5
High school... 18 32 42 8 11 36 46 8
Combined ........ccooenienienicnieens 11 35 43 11 9 30 50 12
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cccoeuvermninininnnes 17 25 48 10 15 33 47 5
300t0499......ccis 21 31 39 8 16 32 47 5
50010 999......ccmmrrirrirnis 17 35 38 9 13 40 40 7
1,000 OF MOT€......cecvrieerriecrriieiriieieeas 16 34 41 8 14 31 47 7
Locale
Central City .....ccoveeernienierienicnens 17 33 39 11 13 36 44 6
Urban fringe/large town................... 19 34 41 7 17 36 42 5
Rural/small town..........ccccvivninnnee. 17 36 40 7 12 35 46 7
Region
16 37 38 8 17 30 44 8
17 28 45 10 14 35 46 6
17 36 38 9 15 38 42 6
20 32 40 8 11 38 46 6
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovvniceniinininne 18 26 42 13 14 35 43 7
6 to 20 percent..... 15 34 44 8 16 35 44 5
21 to 50 percent....... 15 36 42 7 13 39 44 4
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenenee 21 35 35 9 14 34 44 8
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 17 31 44 8 18 35 40 6
15 to 32 percent....... 14 33 44 9 14 34 47 6
33to 59 percent... 12 34 43 11 13 37 45 5
60 percent or MOre.........coeveveerererenes 24 36 33 8 13 37 44 7
Main teaching assignment
General elementary? 21 33 38 9 15 35 44 5
Math/science.........cccovvvvennnee 10 35 45 10 9 34 51 5
Other targeted academic subject ..... 17 35 40 8 16 37 39 8
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years.........oeevnneeenennns 18 36 38 8 18 34 42 6
4to9years...... 17 33 40 10 13 37 43 7
10to 19 years.. 17 35 37 10 15 37 42 6
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvvveveveerrerereens 18 31 43 7 13 35 47 6
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeveene. 15 34 43 9 14 36 45 5
Black, non-Hispanic... 28 29 33 10 26 28 36 10
Other ... 28 38 28 6 8 41 41 9
Sex
Male ..o 16 29 44 11 10 33 48 8
Female......coooviiiiiiins 18 35 38 8 15 37 43 5

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row for each type of professional development program, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-10a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated
in professional development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating the extent to
which they believe the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected
school and teacher characteristics: 1998

In-depth study in the subject area of New methods of teaching
your main teaching assignment (e.g., cooperative learning)
School and teacher characteristic Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall
All targeted public school
tEAChErS" .....ooovveeereeeeereree 12 1.0 1.0 0.3 0.8 11 1.0 0.4
School instructional level
Elementary school...........ccoocevniennee. 1.6 18 14 0.4 15 17 17 0.6
Middle schoal ...... 22 22 1.9 0.6 1.6 18 22 0.8
High school... 15 18 12 0.5 13 18 18 0.8
Combined ........ccooenienicnicnienens 38 38 39 15 29 4.9 41 2.0
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccoorvverrninvneennne 38 33 2.8 14 34 3.7 38 11
300 to 499 29 2.7 23 0.3 25 2.7 3.0 0.9
500 to 999 17 1.9 1.6 0.4 14 1.6 15 0.6
1,000 OF MOTE.....cccvrieerrieeirieirieeiieas 23 2.2 17 0.6 1.6 2.0 1.9 1.0
Locale
Central City .....ccoveerneenicniericnens 17 17 1.6 0.6 18 17 14 0.7
Urban fringe/large town. 2.0 2.2 16 0.3 15 19 15 0.6
Rural/small town..........c.ccoviuninnnee. 17 1.9 18 0.6 14 21 17 0.8
Region
Northeast..........cocovvivcincinsniins 2.8 23 25 0.7 2.0 21 22 0.7
22 22 1.8 0.7 1.8 2.2 21 1.0
1.8 15 17 0.5 14 1.9 1.6 0.7
23 25 15 0.4 22 2.6 2.0 0.9
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or less... 19 22 19 0.8 18 23 21 0.8
6 to 20 percent..... 25 21 2.0 0.4 1.6 17 17 1.0
21 to 50 percent....... 23 24 21 0.4 2.2 21 2.0 0.8
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 20 16 19 0.6 21 24 19 0.8
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccveunnee. 23 25 2.0 0.6 1.6 21 1.8 1.0
15 to 32 percent....... 21 21 1.8 0.3 1.6 22 1.9 0.7
33to 59 percent... 1.8 2.0 1.9 0.8 2.0 17 1.8 0.9
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrererenene 21 21 20 04 19 23 20 0.5
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccoooevvvvvennn. 1.6 1.9 15 0.4 14 17 17 0.6
Math/science.........c.ocvvvvenenee 22 21 2.0 0.6 21 21 21 11
Other targeted academic subject ..... 14 14 13 0.6 12 18 1.7 0.8
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years........ccoouvvvnnnennnne 1.9 23 2.0 0.5 17 2.2 18 0.7
410 QYEAS ..ot 25 25 2.0 0.4 17 23 21 0.8
10t0 19 YEArS ..o 21 23 23 0.6 21 23 22 0.7
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvveveeeerererereens 20 19 15 0.6 15 15 18 0.7
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic............ccocunee. 13 12 1.0 0.3 0.9 12 11 0.5
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccovunnee. 41 33 39 0.8 4.7 36 34 0.7
Other ... 45 4.2 36 13 4.4 4.3 29 1.9
Sex
Male ..o 17 22 1.9 0.7 14 18 1.9 11
Female.......coooiiiiiiiicies 14 14 13 0.4 1.0 11 11 0.4
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Table B-10a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated
in professional development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating the extent to
which they believe the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected
school and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

State or district curriculum and Integration of educational technology
performance standards in the grade or subject you teach
School and teacher characteristic Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall
All targeted public school
tEAChErS" .....ooovveeereeeeereree 0.6 11 11 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 05
School instructional level
Elementary school...........ccoocevniennee. 0.9 1.9 17 11 1.6 17 1.6 0.8
Middle schoal ...... 12 2.0 1.9 14 18 18 1.9 0.9
High school... 0.9 1.6 17 14 14 2.0 1.9 1.0
Combined ........ccooenienicnicnienens 23 4.0 41 2.6 35 35 33 1.9
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccoorvverrninvneennne 21 3.7 35 18 31 34 2.8 13
300 to 499 17 23 22 12 21 23 21 0.9
500 to 999 12 17 1.6 11 15 14 14 0.7
1,000 OF MOTE.....cccvrieerrieeirieirieeiieas 15 17 1.9 14 1.6 1.9 21 13
Locale
Central City .....ccoveerneenicniericnens 13 2.0 18 12 18 1.6 2.0 11
Urban fringe/large town. 0.9 1.7 1.7 13 15 15 13 0.7
Rural/small town..........c.ccoviuninnnee. 11 18 1.9 13 17 21 1.8 0.9
Region
Northeast..........cocovvivcincinsniins 1.8 23 2.0 1.6 2.0 2.6 24 12
14 1.9 23 14 17 17 15 11
0.9 1.8 17 11 15 15 17 0.8
1.6 24 22 1.8 21 23 24 12
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or less... 15 2.0 22 15 1.9 2.0 2.0 0.7
6 to 20 percent..... 13 18 17 15 1.9 23 22 13
21 to 50 percent....... 14 22 21 14 2.2 21 1.8 11
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 14 24 18 13 22 19 21 13
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccveunnee. 13 2.0 22 15 1.6 2.0 1.8 0.8
15 to 32 percent....... 13 2.0 24 11 17 2.0 2.0 11
33to 59 percent... 15 17 17 13 2.0 2.0 23 1.0
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrererenene 16 27 22 13 19 18 20 11
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccoooevvvvvennn. 1.0 1.9 1.8 12 1.6 17 17 0.8
Math/science.........c.ocvvvvenenee 15 2.0 1.9 13 15 17 18 12
Other targeted academic subject ..... 0.9 16 15 13 14 1.7 16 0.9
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years........ccoouvvvnnnennnne 13 2.0 23 12 1.8 2.0 21 1.0
410 QYEAS ..ot 1.6 2.7 21 13 1.9 23 22 12
10t0 19 YEArS ..o 15 17 24 15 1.6 24 21 1.0
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvveveeeerererereens 12 18 18 12 18 17 20 0.8
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic............cccoccune.. 0.7 12 11 0.8 1.0 11 11 0.6
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccovunnee. 29 4.3 4.4 1.0 4.2 4.2 35 11
Other ... 3.7 35 39 29 36 36 4.2 22
Sex
Male ..o 11 21 21 1.6 18 1.6 14 1.0
Female.......coooiiiiiiiicies 0.7 1.2 13 0.9 11 13 1.2 0.6
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Table B-10a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated
in professional development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating the extent to
which they believe the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected
school and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Classroom management,

Student performance assessment including student discipline

School and teacher characteristic Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall

All targeted public school
teaChers! ... 0.9 12 1.0 0.6 11 1.2 1.3 0.8
School instructional level

Elementary school...........ccooeureennee. 15 1.9 1.9 0.9 16 15 1.8 11
Middle schoadl...... 15 25 2.2 1.0 1.9 2.1 2.0 1.3

High school... 13 22 18 12 15 2.2 23 14
Combined ........ccooenienienicnieens 29 54 4.7 24 32 5.0 55 1.6
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cccoruveirniirniennne 31 4.2 45 15 3.7 45 4.2 2.0
300 to 499 22 25 24 11 3.0 2.6 2.6 14
500 to 999 11 2.0 18 0.9 17 17 2.0 12
1,000 OF MOTE.....ccecvieerriecrriecirieeiieas 15 2.2 2.2 11 1.9 24 2.7 15
Locale
Central City .....ccoveerniernienierienens 1.6 2.0 23 0.8 21 2.6 22 11
Urban fringe/large town. 15 21 14 0.8 1.9 21 2.0 12
Rural/small town..........c.ccoviuninnnee. 15 24 22 12 1.8 1.9 2.6 12
Region
Northeast..........cocovvivnivcininiens 25 31 3.0 1.0 2.6 24 2.6 1.9
18 24 24 14 24 2.6 29 17
14 1.8 1.9 0.8 1.9 1.9 23 1.0
2.0 2.8 2.6 12 25 31 31 18
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or less... 17 25 24 14 2.0 2.8 31 18
6 to 20 percent..... 17 21 2.0 12 21 23 2.6 17
21 to 50 percent....... 17 2.2 23 0.9 2.0 2.6 25 1.6
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 20 25 23 0.9 22 27 23 14
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 22 2.7 23 12 22 2.7 2.8 21
15 to 32 percent....... 17 21 24 1.0 2.0 2.6 2.8 14
33to 59 percent... 18 2.2 23 13 1.6 24 24 15
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrererenene 18 2.6 25 0.8 22 25 25 13
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 15 18 18 0.9 1.6 1.6 1.9 11
Math/science.........cccccnvvvenenee 18 17 21 13 1.9 2.8 25 15
Other targeted academic subject ..... 11 2.0 1.7 0.8 15 2.2 1.9 11
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years.......cccouvvivnnninnnne 2.0 23 24 0.9 23 23 2.0 0.8
410 QYEAS ... 1.9 25 24 12 23 2.8 31 11
10t0 19 YEArS ..o 1.9 24 23 13 24 29 36 1.6
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......covvvevevevrrirererens 16 17 18 0.8 22 23 24 17
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic............ccoocunee. 1.0 13 12 0.7 11 12 14 0.9
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccovuennee. 4.2 4.6 39 13 52 52 35 18
Other ... 4.2 4.8 45 21 4.8 4.9 4.9 22
Sex
Male ..o 17 2.2 21 11 1.9 2.6 2.6 14
Female......ccooviiiiiiiiics 1.0 14 14 0.7 13 1.2 15 0.8
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Table B-10a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated
in professional development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating the extent to
which they believe the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected
school and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Addressing the needs of students with
limited English proficiency or from Addressing the needs of students with disabilities
diverse cultural backgrounds
School and teacher characteristic - -
Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvveeeeeeeessvvennns 14 1.6 1.6 0.9 0.9 1.6 16 0.6
School instructional level
Elementary school..........ccooeevniunnee. 24 2.6 2.6 14 15 25 23 1.0
Middle school .. 1.9 29 35 1.9 17 22 24 11
High school... 1.9 24 25 14 14 23 25 14
Combined ........ccooenienienicnieneas 4.3 6.4 6.8 39 34 4.6 4.4 35
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccceevverrninrniennnns 6.4 5.7 59 38 29 39 4.2 1.6
300 to 499 33 38 38 21 2.7 34 32 12
500 to 999 1.9 24 24 14 14 21 1.9 11
1,000 OF MOTE.....cecvrieerrieciriicirieeieeas 21 23 21 13 1.9 23 25 1.6
Locale
Central City .....ccovveerneerienienienens 21 2.6 29 17 17 24 2.6 13
Urban fringe/large town. 2.3 2.6 2.8 11 14 24 2.3 11
Rural/small town..........ccccoviuninnnee. 2.6 34 35 1.9 1.6 25 22 13
Region
31 45 41 2.7 3.0 2.8 3.7 1.8
2.6 41 41 21 2.0 2.8 25 11
23 2.2 2.6 15 12 2.0 21 1.0
3.0 3.0 29 14 21 32 33 17
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovvnieiininennnne 39 3.7 4.7 3.7 2.0 23 24 12
610 20 percent........occcneniecinicininns 3.0 4.2 39 17 22 34 34 11
21to 50 percent........ccoveuniciriicininas 2.8 32 35 15 1.6 24 23 11
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 24 3.0 25 17 19 24 29 15
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 2.6 34 39 1.8 21 33 32 13
15 to 32 percent... 2.7 31 3.6 21 1.6 23 2.8 13
33to 59 percent... 22 35 34 18 21 2.8 33 11
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrererenenn 28 28 2.6 17 19 3.0 3.2 14
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 24 2.6 2.6 13 15 2.6 23 1.0
Math/science.........ccoviviniiininnnes 1.9 34 33 15 1.9 23 31 11
Other targeted academic subject ..... 18 21 24 14 15 25 25 12
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years.......ccoovvivnnnnnnne 23 36 34 17 22 31 32 1.6
4to9years 31 3.2 38 2.0 18 25 3.0 16
10to 19 years 25 36 31 1.9 23 2.6 2.7 15
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cccuieerrieerriienieas 25 29 32 1.6 18 24 2.6 1.0
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic............ccocunee. 16 1.9 1.9 0.9 11 18 18 0.6
Black, non-Hispanic... 52 5.0 4.9 35 5.0 3.6 55 34
Other ... 54 5.0 53 24 25 51 45 31
Sex
Male ..o 25 2.6 25 1.9 13 25 2.7 15
Female......coooviiiiiiis 1.6 1.9 2.1 1.0 11 2.0 17 0.7

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-11.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated with various frequency in the last 12
monthsin various activitiesrelated to teaching, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

Common planning period for team teachers Regularly scheduled collaboration with other teachers,
excluding meetings held for administrative purposes
School and teacher Frequency of activity Frequency of activity
characteristic A few 2t03 At least A few 2t03 At least
- Oncea . - Oncea :
Never timesa month timesa oncea Never timesa month timesa oncea
year month week year month week
All targeted public school
teachers' .......ccooovevvvviiee. 38 9 7 9 38 19 19 17 18 27
School instructional level
Elementary school 27 11 9 12 40 15 18 18 20 29
Middle school.... 21 4 3 8 64 13 15 18 18 36
High schoal ... 69 8 4 5 15 29 23 16 13 19
Combined........coccnenienienniens 65 10 4 4 16 30 27 14 11 18
School enrollment size
Less than 300 44 6 6 10 34 28 20 13 15 24
300t0 499...... 32 10 7 9 41 16 21 18 16 29
500 to 999...... 31 10 7 10 42 16 17 17 20 29
1,000 OF MOre......conveeirieeiriieinns 54 7 6 6 27 24 19 19 15 24
Locale
Central City .....cooeevierierienneens 34 9 8 9 40 16 17 18 21 28
Urban fringe/large town ........... 35 10 6 9 39 19 18 18 17 28
Rural/small town...........cccoceenee. 44 8 5 8 34 22 22 15 15 26
Region
Northeast ........coocevenieninnne. 39 8 4 11 39 21 18 15 16 31
MidWeSE ... 42 9 5 8 35 20 23 17 16 23
SOULN ..o 35 9 6 8 42 18 17 17 18 30
WESE ... 35 10 12 12 31 18 19 21 19 24
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€ss........ccvivrennnee 45 8 4 9 34 21 24 15 15 26
6 to 20 percent.. 35 9 7 9 40 18 20 18 19 26
21 to 50 percent........ 37 9 7 9 38 19 17 16 18 30
More than 50 percent................ 33 10 8 10 38 17 15 20 19 28
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent ................. 42 7 6 8 37 19 21 18 16 26
15 to 32 percent.... 39 10 7 9 36 21 21 16 17 26
33to 59 percent.... 40 8 6 9 37 17 20 16 19 27
60 percent or more..........c.ee..... 29 11 8 10 41 19 14 19 18 30
Main teaching assignment
General elementary? 28 11 10 12 39 15 18 17 20 30
Math/science 48 6 3 6 37 23 19 18 15 24
Other targeted academic
SUDJECE ..o 47 8 4 5 36 22 21 17 15 26
Teaching experience
3or fewer years........ccoovvvenne. 39 7 7 9 38 19 14 16 19 32
4109 YEAS....oiviiras 35 8 8 8 40 18 18 18 18 28
10t0 19 years.....ccooueuniverriienniens 36 10 6 8 39 18 22 18 15 28
20 Or MOre YEarS.......ccoueurieeueens 40 10 6 10 35 20 20 17 18 25
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic................. 39 9 6 9 37 19 20 17 17 27
Black, non-Hispanic ................. 35 9 7 9 41 14 11 18 23 34
Other ... 26 12 10 12 40 17 20 17 22 24
Sex
Male....ooiiic s 49 9 5 7 30 22 20 18 15 25
Female.......coovinicinicininne, 34 9 7 10 40 18 18 17 18 28
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Table B-11.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated with various frequency in the last 12
monthsin various activitiesrelated to teaching, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

(continued)
Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship
School and teacher Frequency of activity Frequency of activity
characteristic A few 2to3 At least A few 2to3 At least
Never timesa ?nr(])(;ir? timesa oncea Never timesa ?nr(])(;ir? timesa oncea
year month week year month week
All targeted public school
teachers! ... 81 9 3 3 5 74 7 3 4 1
School instructional level
Elementary school.............ccc..... 81 9 2 4 4 74 8 3 4 11
Middle school...........ccoocceuniennee. 80 8 4 3 5 73 7 3 5 12
High schoal ... 82 9 2 3 4 76 7 4 4 10
80 10 3 3 5 75 8 4 7 7
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300 ........c.cccveerniennee. 84 9 2 2 4 78 8 1 3 10
300 to 499.. 82 8 2 2 5 78 5 3 4 11
500t0 999...... 80 9 3 4 4 72 9 3 5 11
1,000 OF MOr€......conveerrieeiriienens 80 9 3 3 4 74 7 4 5 10
Locale
Central City .....cooeerierierieiniens 78 9 3 4 5 71 8 4 5 13
Urban fringe/large town ........... 82 8 2 3 5 74 8 3 4 11
Rural/small town...........cccocennee. 82 9 2 2 4 78 7 3 4 8
Region
Northeast ........coocevenernicnne. 86 7 2 2 4 76 5 2 4 12
Midwest. 87 5 2 2 3 78 6 2 3 10
SOULN ..o 77 10 3 4 6 71 9 4 5 11
WESE ... 76 12 3 5 4 74 8 4 4 10
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS.......cccevevereneee 85 8 2 2 4 79 6 3 4 8
6t0 20 percent........ccoveenienneens 85 6 2 2 4 77 6 3 4 11
21 to 50 percent........coocevieenneens 80 10 2 3 5 71 8 3 5 12
More than 50 percent................ 73 12 4 6 6 69 10 4 5 12
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent ... 84 7 2 3 4 75 7 3 4 12
15 to 32 percent.... 84 8 2 2 4 76 7 3 5 10
33to 59 percent.... 82 8 2 4 4 74 8 4 3 11
60 percent or more..........c.coeu... 74 11 4 4 6 72 9 3 5 11
Main teaching assignment
General dementary®.................. 81 9 3 3 4 74 8 3 4 11
Math/science.........cccverniecnnne 81 9 3 3 4 76 7 4 4 9
Other targeted academic
SUDJECE ..o 81 8 3 3 5 74 8 3 5 11
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years 42 18 8 14 18 88 5 2 2 2
4to9years....... 79 11 3 4 4 75 7 3 5 10
10to 19 years... 88 7 1 1 2 68 9 4 5 14
20 or more years. 91 5 1 1 2 73 8 3 4 12
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic................. 83 8 2 3 4 75 7 3 4 10
Black, non-Hispanic 64 11 4 7 14 61 9 8 6 16
Other ... 72 12 3 5 8 75 7 4 3 10
Sex
Male....ooiiii 79 10 3 4 5 79 7 3 4 7
Female.......oovinicinicninne, 81 8 3 3 4 73 8 3 5 12
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Table B-11.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated with various frequency in the last 12
monthsin various activitiesrelated to teaching, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

(continued)
Networking with teachers outside your school Indi Vi dual_ or collaborative resea_\rch ona
topic of interest to you professionally
School and teacher Frequency of activity Frequency of activity
characteristic A few 2t03 At least A few 2t03 At least
- Oncea . - Oncea :
Never timesa month timesa oncea Never timesa month timesa oncea
year month week year month week
All targeted public school
teachers' .......ccooovevvvviise. 39 37 11 7 6 47 25 8 9 10
School instructional level
Elementary school..................... 38 37 11 7 7 47 26 8 9 10
Middle school...........ccooccevniennee. 37 37 11 9 6 43 28 7 10 11
High school ... 41 35 11 7 6 50 23 8 9 11
Combined.......ccoccnenienienniens 39 39 10 5 7 46 20 11 9 14
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300 ........c.cccveerniennee 44 37 7 7 5 50 23 8 10 9
300 to 499...... 39 39 10 5 7 46 26 9 9 10
500t0 999...... 38 36 12 8 6 46 26 8 9 10
1,000 OF MOr€......corveeirieeiriienens 37 35 12 9 7 47 24 8 10 11
Locale
Central City .....coocerienierienniens 34 37 12 8 9 46 25 9 10 11
Urban fringe/large town ........... 36 38 12 8 5 46 26 9 9 10
Rural/small town...........cccocecnee. 46 35 8 5 5 49 24 8 9 9
Region
Northeast ........ccooceveniernicnn. 39 38 9 8 7 42 27 7 13 12
Midwest. 41 35 10 8 6 49 25 7 8 10
South... 42 36 11 6 5 49 25 8 8 9
West.... 30 39 14 8 9 43 24 11 11 12
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccvieninne 45 37 8 5 5 49 25 7 9 10
6t0 20 percent........ccovvenienniens 36 40 12 7 5 46 26 9 8 11
21 to 50 percent........ 39 35 11 9 7 47 24 8 10 10
More than 50 percent................ 35 35 12 9 9 46 26 9 10 10
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .................
15t0 32 percent........cooccevieennenae 35 39 12 8 6 44 27 8 9 12
33to 59 percent.... 41 36 11 6 6 48 24 9 10 10
60 percent or more..........c.eeu.... 41 36 9 7 7 50 24 7 10 10
39 36 11 8 7 46 26 10 9 9
Main teaching assignment
General dementary®.................. 38 36 11 8 7 46 26 9 9 9
Math/science.........cccverniennnee 39 37 12 7 6 54 22 6 8 11
Other targeted academic
SUDJECE ... 40 37 10 7 6 43 26 9 11 11
Teaching experience
34 32 14 9 10 45 23 12 9 12
32 38 16 8 6 40 30 8 10 11
37 40 10 8 6 48 23 8 10 11
46 35 8 6 6 51 25 7 9 8
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 39 37 11 7 6 47 25 8 10 10
Black, non-Hispanic 33 34 13 12 8 43 28 14 7 9
Other ... 39 32 13 9 8 43 24 10 9 14
Sex
Male. ... 44 31 10 7 8 50 20 8 9 13
Female.......coovinicinicininne, 37 39 11 7 6 46 27 8 10 9

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachersin grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in English/language arts, social
studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional level.
Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row for each type of professional development program, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional Development and
Training, 1998.
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Table B-11a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated with various
frequency in thelast 12 monthsin various activitiesrelated to teaching, by selected school and
teacher characteristics: 1998

Common planning period for team teachers

Regularly scheduled collaboration with other teachers,
excluding meetings held for administrative purposes

School and teacher

Frequency of activity

Frequency of activity

characteristic

A few 2t03 At least A few 2t03 At least
- Oncea . - Oncea :
Never timesa month timesa oncea Never timesa month timesa oncea
year month week year month week
All targeted public school
teachers' .......ccooovevvvviiee. 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.9
School instructional level
Elementary school..................... 13 12 0.9 1.0 1.6 12 14 14 1.0 14
Middle school...........ccoocevniennee. 1.6 0.8 0.7 1.0 17 12 15 12 12 1.9
High schoal ... 1.6 0.8 0.5 0.7 12 14 12 12 11 13
Combined 4.3 23 17 13 33 35 33 2.0 2.6 4.0
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300 ..........cccvevniennee. 31 13 15 23 31 2.7 31 2.0 24 2.8
300 to 499.. 1.9 1.6 12 14 25 1.6 21 15 1.6 1.9
500to0 999...... 15 11 0.8 1.0 1.6 11 11 13 13 13
1,000 OF MOr€......corveeirieerriierens 15 1.0 1.0 0.8 14 1.6 14 13 14 15
Locale
Central City .....coocerieerierienneens 13 11 11 1.0 17 11 12 14 14 14
Urban fringe/large town ........... 1.7 12 0.9 11 1.7 14 14 13 12 14
Rural/small town...........cccoceenee. 1.9 0.9 0.8 12 15 15 15 15 12 15
Region
Northeast ........ccoocevenernicnne. 23 12 11 17 2.6 1.9 17 1.9 2.0 2.2
Midwest. 17 11 0.9 1.0 2.0 1.6 1.9 1.6 14 18
SOULN....ccviiicie e 1.6 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.6 13 11 14 12 17
WESE ... 25 2.0 14 15 23 14 1.6 17 1.9 17
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€ss........ccvivrinnnee 22 0.9 0.7 12 1.8 17 1.8 14 14 15
6t0 20 percent........ccoveerrienneens 22 15 12 13 23 17 17 14 1.8 1.8
21 to 50 percent........coocevieenneene 1.6 11 11 11 22 1.6 1.6 17 1.6 1.6
More than 50 percent................ 22 14 12 14 22 12 14 1.9 15 1.6
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent ... 1.9 1.0 12 11 21 15 1.6 15 15 17
15 to 32 percent.... 22 17 12 13 2.0 15 18 13 13 1.6
33to 59 percent.... 18 12 12 12 17 14 18 18 15 1.6
60 percent or more..........c.coeu.... 16 13 12 13 21 15 14 16 12 18
Main teaching assignment
General dementary®.................. 13 12 1.0 11 1.6 13 14 14 11 15
Math/science........coccvierniennnee 14 0.9 0.7 0.9 14 1.6 1.6 13 15 14
Other targeted academic
SUDJECE ... 14 0.8 0.5 0.7 12 12 12 11 11 13
Teaching experience
3or fewer years........ccoovvuveene 2.0 12 12 12 2.0 18 14 1.0 15 17
4to9years....... 21 13 14 12 25 15 17 17 14 13
10to 19 years... 1.6 14 11 12 23 1.6 1.6 17 15 1.9
20 or more years 17 12 0.8 1.0 15 13 13 11 12 15
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic................. 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.7 1.0
Black, non-Hispanic 38 24 2.0 24 4.4 2.6 22 31 29 38
Other ... 2.8 2.6 24 29 38 25 3.7 29 35 31
Sex
Male. ... 17 1.0 0.7 1.0 17 15 13 13 12 15
Female......ccoooiiiniiniciine, 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.8 11 0.9 11 11 0.9 11
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Table B-11a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated with various
frequency in thelast 12 monthsin various activitiesrelated to teaching, by selected school and
teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship

Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship

Frequency of activity

Frequency of activity

School and teacher

characteristic A few Oncea 2 to3 At least A few Oncea 2 to3 At least
Never timesa month timesa oncea Never timesa month timesa oncea
year month week year month week
All targeted public school
teachers' .......cooovveeeeveveennne. 0.6 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.8 0.5 0.3 05 0.6
School instructional level
Elementary school..................... 11 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.6 13 0.9 0.5 0.7 1.0
Middle school...........ccoocceuniennee. 1.6 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.8 1.6 0.9 0.6 0.8 11
High schoal ... 11 0.8 0.3 0.5 0.6 12 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.8
3.0 2.2 13 1.0 1.6 36 1.9 1.6 2.0 1.9
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300 ........c.ccoverriennee 1.9 1.6 0.7 0.7 14 2.8 23 0.4 11 17
300 to 499.. 15 1.0 0.4 0.6 0.9 1.9 11 0.7 0.8 14
500t0 999...... 11 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.5 14 0.9 0.6 0.7 1.0
1,000 OF MOr€......corveeirieeiriienens 11 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.6 15 0.9 0.7 0.7 11
Locale
Central City .....cooeevrienierieniens 14 1.0 0.5 0.6 0.7 1.6 0.9 0.7 0.7 12
Urban fringe/large town ........... 11 11 0.3 0.5 0.6 14 1.0 0.6 0.8 11
Rural/small town...........cccocec..e. 11 0.9 0.5 0.4 0.7 1.6 1.0 0.5 0.7 12
Region
Northeast ........cooceveniernicnne. 13 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.6 22 1.0 0.7 1.0 14
Midwest. 1.0 0.9 0.4 0.5 0.5 1.6 0.9 0.6 0.6 13
SOULN ..o 13 1.0 0.4 0.7 0.8 14 11 0.5 0.7 1.0
WESE ... 1.8 14 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.8 11 0.8 1.0 15
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€ss........ccvierennnee 13 11 0.4 0.4 0.7 14 0.8 0.6 0.7 11
6t0 20 percent........ccovuerieenneens 12 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.6 1.6 0.9 0.6 0.8 12
21 to 50 percent........cooceveeennene 14 11 0.5 0.6 0.7 1.6 11 0.7 0.8 11
More than 50 percent................ 17 15 0.6 11 0.9 21 15 0.7 0.9 1.6
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent ... 12 0.9 0.5 0.4 0.6 14 0.9 0.7 0.8 12
15 to 32 percent.... 12 1.0 0.4 0.4 0.7 15 1.0 0.6 0.9 12
33to 59 percent.... 17 1.0 0.5 0.8 0.8 1.9 1.0 0.8 0.8 15
60 percent or more..........c.coe..... 17 14 0.6 0.9 0.9 20 17 0.6 0.8 15
Main teaching assignment
General dementary®.................. 1.0 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.5 13 0.8 0.5 0.7 1.0
Math/science.........ooccverninnnee. 14 0.9 0.4 0.5 0.5 13 0.9 0.7 0.7 1.0
Other targeted academic
SUDJECE ..o 0.9 0.9 0.4 0.5 0.7 12 0.7 05 0.6 0.8
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years 18 17 0.9 14 15 13 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.5
4to9years....... 17 12 0.6 0.7 0.7 2.0 1.6 0.6 1.0 15
10to 19 years... 14 11 0.5 0.4 0.7 18 11 0.8 1.0 14
20 or more years 0.8 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.4 12 0.9 0.5 0.7 1.0
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic................. 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.9 0.6 0.3 0.5 0.7
Black, non-Hispanic 41 23 12 1.9 29 41 24 22 1.6 4.2
Other ... 31 21 11 15 2.0 34 1.9 17 1.6 21
Sex
Male. ..., 14 1.0 0.5 0.6 0.6 1.0 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.8
Female.......cooovincinicninne, 0.9 0.7 0.3 0.4 0.4 1.0 0.7 0.4 0.5 0.7
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Table B-11a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated with various
frequency in thelast 12 monthsin various activitiesrelated to teaching, by selected school and
teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Networking with teachers outside your school

Individual or collaborative research on a

topic of interest to you professionally

School and teacher

Frequency of activity

Frequency of activity

characteristic A few 2103 At least A few 2103 At least
. Oncea : . Oncea .
Never timesa month timesa oncea Never timesa month timesa oncea
year month week year month week
All targeted public school
teachers! ..., 0.9 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.9 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.5
School instructional level
Elementary school.............ccc..... 14 17 11 0.8 0.7 14 14 1.0 1.0 0.9
Middle schoal... 1.8 20 12 0.9 0.6 1.8 17 0.9 0.9 11
High schoal ........cccocvvnnicininnne 15 16 0.8 0.8 0.8 15 12 0.8 0.8 1.0
Combined .......ccovverereeierirerean 3.9 3.2 3.0 15 17 3.6 3.0 2.8 17 2.6
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300 .......cccevvevervevennnee 3.6 34 17 14 12 3.2 2.6 1.8 19 20
300 to 499 2.3 22 14 0.9 1.0 17 1.8 15 12 12
500 to 999 11 14 0.8 0.8 0.7 16 16 0.9 0.8 0.9
1,000 OFr MOY€......cevevereeierenan 19 19 12 1.0 0.8 16 13 0.9 11 11
Locale
Central City ....cccervneneccieirinenes 16 20 11 1.0 0.8 20 1.8 0.9 11 1.0
Urban fringe/large town ........... 14 15 11 0.9 0.7 16 13 0.8 1.0 0.9
Rural/small town..............c.c..... 16 15 0.9 0.6 0.7 16 16 1.0 1.0 0.9
Region
Northeast .........ccccoevveevevvisierennns 2.3 19 12 13 1.0 25 20 15 14 15
Midwest. 1.8 19 13 1.0 0.9 19 17 11 12 12
South... 16 16 0.8 0.7 0.6 15 17 1.0 0.9 0.9
WES ..ot 2.3 25 16 1.0 12 21 1.8 14 1.8 14
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS.......cccevvenenneee 19 19 11 0.8 0.8 17 16 11 1.0 1.0
610 20 percent........cooeeeeeeurenenes 1.8 19 14 0.9 0.7 17 16 11 1.0 1.3
2110 50 percent......c.oceeeeurerenes 17 1.8 11 1.3 0.9 17 19 12 12 11
More than 50 percent................ 17 20 12 1.0 1.0 2.3 1.8 12 1.3 0.9
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent ................. 17 24 1.3 1.3 1.0 1.8 14 1.0 1.0 14
1510 32 percent......c.oceeereeurerenes 1.8 19 1.0 0.7 0.9 19 15 12 11 1.0
33to 59 percent.... 21 19 11 1.0 0.9 21 1.8 0.9 14 11
60 percent or more..........c.oe..... 19 21 12 10 0.9 21 18 12 12 0.9
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®................. 14 1.8 1.0 0.8 0.7 14 13 11 1.0 0.9
Math/science........ccevvveviirevenenes 16 17 0.9 1.0 0.9 19 14 0.9 0.7 1.0
Other targeted academic
SUDJECE ..o 16 18 0.8 0.7 0.6 14 1.3 0.8 0.9 0.9
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years........ccocovveneneee 16 17 1.3 1.0 14 1.8 17 12 1.0 11
410 9 YOAS. ..o 1.8 1.8 14 11 1.0 20 20 11 1.3 1.3
10t0 19 YEarS..cocovuvreenrereririrenes 1.8 19 0.9 11 0.8 19 1.8 12 13 14
20 OF MOre YEarS.....ocouururerrrerenes 14 13 0.9 0.7 0.7 15 12 0.8 0.9 0.8
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic... 0.9 1.0 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.9 1.0 0.6 0.7 0.6
Black, non-Hispanic 3.9 4.0 2.6 20 22 35 35 3.0 19 17
Other ..o 37 34 24 21 2.3 3.7 35 22 2.3 24
Sex
Mal€...coiiiieeeeee e 17 14 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.8 14 0.8 0.9 11
Female......coocvvevveveiiicrene, 1.0 1.3 0.8 0.6 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.8 0.6

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachersin grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in English/language arts, social
studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional level.
Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional Development and

Training, 1998.
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Table B-12.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in various activities

related to teaching in thelast 12 monthsindicating the extent to which they believe

the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected school and teacher
characteristics. 1998

Common planning period for team teachers

Regularly scheduled collaboration with
other teachers, excluding meetings held
for administrative purposes

School and teacher characteristic

Improved my teaching

Improved my teaching

A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall
All targeted public school
teachers' .....ooveeeevvvveeeeeeessvvennns 40 33 23 4 29 35 31 5
School instructional level
Elementary school...........ccccceeuninenee 40 33 24 4 32 36 27 4
Middle schoal...... 46 33 18 4 29 37 30 4
High school... 30 35 27 7 23 32 39 7
Combined ........ccovenienienicnienens 33 27 33 7 18 27 49 6
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cccoeuvervninrniennnes 35 37 24 4 25 34 33 7
300t0499.....ccmiees 43 33 20 3 33 33 31 3
50010 999......ccmiririrres 40 33 23 4 29 37 29 5
1,000 OF MOTE......ccvrieerricrriieiriieieas 38 31 24 6 27 33 34 6
Locale
Central City .....ccoveerneenierienicnens 38 32 26 4 32 35 28 6
Urban fringe/large town................... 42 31 22 5 30 34 32 4
Rural/small town..........c.ccovivninnnee. 39 37 20 4 25 36 35 4
Region
38 36 23 4 32 34 30 4
40 33 23 4 25 32 36 6
41 31 23 4 29 37 29 4
41 33 21 4 31 34 30 5
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€SS.......ocoeeeeerrenecenennns 39 34 24 3 27 31 36 6
6 to 20 percent..... 44 32 20 4 33 34 30 3
21 to 50 percent....... 42 35 19 4 27 39 29 4
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 36 30 27 6 29 36 29 6
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........ccccvvennee. 45 30 22 3 33 32 30 5
15 to 32 percent....... 40 35 22 4 28 34 34 4
33to 59 percent... 39 33 23 4 24 36 34 5
60 percent or MOre.........cccveerererenenn 37 34 24 5 32 37 26 5
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccoooeevvvvennn. 41 32 23 3 33 36 27 4
Math/science. 35 37 23 5 22 33 38 7
Other targeted academic subject ..... 41 31 22 6 27 34 34 6
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years........oceevnneeeninnns 46 28 23 4 32 35 28 4
410 QYEAS ...t 41 35 21 4 34 32 31 4
10to 19 years.. 41 33 22 4 28 37 29 6
20 Or MOrEYEAIS......covvveveveerrerereens 37 34 24 5 26 35 34 5
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuvuene. 40 33 23 4 28 35 32 5
Black, non-Hispanic...........cccoeuvuene. 41 32 24 3 33 37 26 4
Other ... 46 27 21 7 36 30 31 3
Sex
Male ..o 30 34 29 6 20 33 40 7
Female........cooiiiiiiiiice, 43 32 21 4 32 36 28 4
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Table B-12.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in various activities
related to teaching in thelast 12 monthsindicating the extent to which they believe
the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected school and teacher
characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Being mentored by another teacher

in aformal relationship Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship

School and teacher characteristic Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall
All targeted public school
tEAChErS" .....ooovveeereeeeereree 34 27 32 7 19 30 39 11
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cococeeurenenee 37 24 32 7 23 31 37 9
Middle schoal ...... 32 28 33 6 18 30 42 10
High school... 31 32 29 8 14 31 38 16
Combined ........ccooenienienicnieniens 27 28 36 8 11 25 52 12
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cccoeuveruniirniennnes 31 30 36 3 12 25 55 8
300 to 499 42 21 29 7 26 30 35 9
500 to 999 31 28 34 7 20 30 39 11
1,000 OF MOrE......ccvrieerriecrriiciriieiieas 36 27 28 9 15 33 38 15
Locale
Central City .....ccoveeerneenieriericnens 36 28 30 7 20 36 32 12
Urban fringe/large town. 37 23 30 9 19 31 40 10
Rural/small town..........c.cccoviuninnnee. 29 29 35 6 20 22 47 11
Region
Northeast..........cocovvivninininiens 31 39 22 8 19 32 39 9
33 24 38 4 21 30 41 8
35 26 33 6 17 31 38 14
35 23 32 11 22 29 40 9
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or less... 30 31 36 3 17 27 43 13
6 to 20 percent..... 44 22 27 7 25 32 34 8
21 to 50 percent....... 28 31 32 8 19 28 40 13
More than 50 percent.........cccoeurenenee 37 23 31 9 16 34 39 11
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccveennee. 38 27 30 5 23 25 41 11
15 to 32 percent....... 29 30 37 4 19 33 36 12
33to 59 percent... 30 28 33 9 17 31 42 11
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevverereenn 38 24 29 9 19 32 38 11
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccoooeevvvvennn. 36 25 31 8 23 31 37 9
Math/science...........ocvvvvennnee 30 29 38 4 15 27 46 13
Other targeted academic subject ..... 35 28 28 9 16 31 40 14
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years........oeevnneeenennns 45 26 25 5 19 35 41 6
410 QYEAS ... 31 26 36 8 18 29 42 11
10t0 19 YEArS ... 32 28 35 5 18 35 33 14
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvveveeevrererererens 18 27 39 15 21 27 42 10
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuvuene. 31 27 35 7 17 31 40 11
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccocuvuene. 50 23 21 6 31 24 35 10
Other ..o 41 24 24 11 25 28 36 12
Sex
Male ..o 29 31 31 9 18 29 42 10
Female.......cooiiiiiiiiies 37 25 32 7 20 31 39 11
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Table B-12.—Per cent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in various activities
related to teaching in thelast 12 monthsindicating the extent to which they believe
the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected school and teacher
characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Networking with teachers outside your school

Individual or collaborative research on atopic
of interest to you professionally

School and teacher characteristic Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvvee v 23 33 41 4 34 35 29 2
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cooceeurinenee 25 32 40 3 35 35 29 1
Middle schoal....... 22 32 43 3 34 33 31 2
High schooal... 19 35 42 5 34 37 27 2
Combined ..... 20 38 37 5 29 a7 22 2
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccccvveveviveviirerennes 26 27 46 2 30 43 26 1
300 to 499 24 32 39 5 40 34 25 1
500 to 999 23 33 41 3 32 34 32 1
1,000 OF MOYE....ovvrerrerererereeeeeeneane 21 35 39 5 35 35 27 2
Locale
Central City ..o 25 32 38 4 36 34 28 2
Urban fringe/large town................... 20 35 41 4 35 35 29 1
Rural/small town..........ccccevvvivveveneee 24 31 43 2 32 37 29 2
Region
NoOrtheast.........cocovveverereeiireiersererenas 22 36 40 2 37 36 26 1
MiIdWESE ...t 26 32 39 4 32 40 27 *
SOULN ..o 21 32 42 4 34 32 32 2
WESE ...t 23 32 40 5 36 34 28 2
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€SS.......ocoeeeeerrenecenennns 25 29 42 4 31 42 27 1
6 to 20 percent..... 20 34 43 3 36 33 31 1
21 to 50 percent....... 21 31 44 4 35 34 28 2
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 26 35 34 4 37 32 29 2
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........ccceeuvenenee 22 30 42 5 38 34 27 1
15 to 32 percent....... 21 36 40 3 32 39 27 1
33to 59 percent... 22 33 43 2 33 37 29 1
60 percent or more.. 25 33 38 4 35 31 32 2
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®..............ccouvvveen. 25 32 39 4 35 35 29 1
Math/science.........cccccevvrvnnnae. 21 32 45 3 31 35 33 *
Other targeted academic subject ..... 20 35 41 4 36 36 26 3
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years.......c.oeevnneeecennns 27 37 33 3 32 34 31 2
4to9years...... 25 32 41 2 31 36 31 1
10to 19 years.. 21 32 42 4 40 32 26 2
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......ovvvveveeeerererererens 21 32 43 5 34 37 28 1
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuveene. 22 33 42 3 33 36 29 2
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccoeuvuene. 33 27 37 4 46 24 29 1
Other ..o 29 34 31 7 37 35 27 *
Sex
Mal€...overeeieeece e 22 31 42 5 31 36 32 2
Female. ..o 23 33 40 3 36 35 28 2

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row for each type of professional development program, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-12a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated
in various activitiesrelated to teaching in thelast 12 monthsindicating the extent to
which they believe the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected school
and teacher characteristics. 1998

Regularly scheduled collaboration with
Common planning period for team teachers other teachers, excluding meetings held
for administrative purposes
School and teacher characteristic - .
Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall
All targeted public school
teachers' .....ooveeeevvvveeeeeeessvvennns 15 11 11 0.5 0.9 1.0 0.8 0.5
School instructional level
Elementary school...........ccoocevniennee. 22 1.6 15 0.7 1.6 15 11 0.7
Middle schoal ...... 1.9 1.9 15 0.7 18 1.6 17 0.9
High school... 23 23 22 14 1.6 17 18 1.0
Combined ........ccooenienenicnienens 10.4 6.0 7.4 33 32 31 4.4 21
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cccouuverrninrninnnns 4.2 4.7 39 15 33 36 32 21
300t0499......ccmies 29 2.6 25 0.9 2.7 2.6 1.9 0.7
50010 999......ccmiirrirrirs 21 17 1.6 0.7 15 1.6 14 0.7
1,000 OF MOTE.....cccvrieerrieeirieirieeiieas 2.6 2.2 22 14 18 17 18 1.0
Locale
Central City .....ccovveerrierrierienicnias 21 1.6 17 0.9 18 17 15 0.9
Urban fringe/large town................... 24 1.9 18 0.7 1.7 1.7 16 0.7
Rural/small town..........c.ccovivninnnee. 21 21 1.6 0.9 1.8 1.8 17 1.0
Region
3.0 32 25 1.0 24 25 23 0.9
2.8 23 22 0.8 1.9 1.8 21 11
17 15 15 1.0 15 1.6 14 0.8
33 32 2.2 13 24 22 1.6 1.0
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovenieiniinennnne 25 24 21 0.7 17 21 22 11
6 to 20 percent..... 32 24 2.0 1.0 21 1.9 1.6 0.7
21 to 50 percent....... 2.7 2.6 2.0 1.0 2.0 21 17 0.9
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 23 21 19 13 19 20 19 11
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 24 23 17 0.7 2.0 2.0 1.6 0.9
15 to 32 percent....... 31 23 23 0.8 1.9 1.8 17 0.7
33to 59 percent... 3.0 2.7 2.0 11 15 17 1.6 1.0
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrerereene 22 23 20 11 21 20 17 10
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccoooeevvvvennn. 23 1.9 15 0.7 1.6 14 13 0.6
Math/science. 22 24 2.0 0.9 17 1.8 2.0 1.0
Other targeted academic subject ..... 18 21 14 0.9 1.7 18 15 0.8
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years........ccoouvvvnnnennnne 2.8 2.7 25 11 2.2 1.9 21 0.8
410 QYEAS ..ot 25 23 2.0 12 22 21 23 11
10to 19 years.. 33 22 24 0.9 21 18 17 12
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvveveeeerererereens 23 20 15 0.8 18 21 15 0.7
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic...........cccocunee. 16 12 12 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.8 0.6
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccovunnee. 4.6 4.3 4.0 13 45 33 34 17
Other ... 45 39 41 2.6 5.0 4.0 38 17
Sex
Male ..ot 22 23 23 12 15 1.9 18 1.0
Female........coooiiiiiiiiiice, 1.8 1.2 1.2 0.6 1.2 11 0.8 0.6
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Table B-12a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated
in various activitiesrelated to teaching in thelast 12 monthsindicating the extent to
which they believe the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected school
and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Being mentored by another teacher

in aformal relationship Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship

School and teacher characteristic Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall

All targeted public school
teaChers! ... 18 1.7 20 11 16 2.1 1.9 11
School instructional level

Elementary school...........ccooeureennee. 2.7 2.4 3.0 1.8 2.6 3.3 31 1.8
Middle schoadl...... 34 35 3.2 15 2.7 34 3.3 25

High school... 25 32 3.0 17 21 2.7 35 1.9
Combined ........ccooenienicnicnienens 6.6 8.8 85 4.4 4.9 6.1 55 45
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccceuuveriniirneennnne 6.5 6.5 7.6 2.8 45 6.3 7.6 38
300 to 499 4.4 41 4.4 24 4.3 55 4.7 2.8
500 to 999 2.7 25 2.8 15 1.9 29 2.7 1.6
1,000 OF MOTE.....cccvrieerrieeirieirieeiieas 2.7 29 3.0 2.0 24 31 3.7 21
Locale
Central City .....ccoveerneenicniericnens 3.0 23 2.8 17 29 3.7 32 2.0
Urban fringe/large town. 3.6 25 3.8 24 2.2 35 34 15
Rural/small town..........c.ccoviuninnnee. 34 33 3.7 2.2 36 2.7 34 1.9
Region
Northeast..........cocovvivcincinsniins 4.3 54 51 25 36 5.0 4.7 29
58 52 51 15 4.0 4.7 45 21
2.8 23 2.6 15 21 29 25 2.0
41 4.2 39 31 41 4.8 5.0 21
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or less... 36 3.6 4.0 15 29 38 36 32
6 to 20 percent..... 3.7 39 39 23 33 39 4.3 2.0
21 to 50 percent....... 32 33 45 24 2.8 34 3.0 25
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 3.7 3.0 34 22 31 43 3.6 22
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccveunnee. 41 39 4.3 1.9 2.6 4.0 35 2.0
15 to 32 percent....... 41 41 39 12 34 38 4.0 1.9
33to 59 percent... 33 3.7 3.7 2.7 29 39 33 22
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrererenene 3.7 3.0 33 23 33 3.7 3.7 22
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccoooevvvvvennn. 25 25 2.8 1.8 2.6 33 3.0 18
Math/science.........c.ocvvvvenenee 3.7 36 38 12 22 32 31 22
Other targeted academic subject ..... 29 2.7 34 1.7 1.9 29 3.2 1.7
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years........ccoouvvvnnnennnne 24 1.9 2.2 1.0 4.0 58 54 2.6
410 QYEAS ..ot 4.4 36 4.6 18 36 3.7 36 24
10t0 19 YEArS ..o 45 4.8 5.0 2.8 2.8 36 32 24
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvveveeeerererereens 43 5.2 51 43 21 33 34 16
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic............cccoccune.. 17 18 22 11 17 23 21 12
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccovunnee. 6.1 52 4.3 29 51 55 6.0 39
Other ... 6.0 52 6.2 55 6.9 6.9 7.5 38
Sex
Male ..o 2.7 2.6 32 15 31 34 35 21
Female.......coooiiiiiiiicies 2.2 1.9 2.3 15 2.0 2.6 2.0 13
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Table B-12a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated
in various activitiesrelated to teaching in thelast 12 monthsindicating the extent to
which they believe the activity improved their classroom teaching, by selected school
and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Individual or collaborative research on atopic

Networking with teachers outside your school of interest to you professionally

School and teacher characteristic Improved my teaching Improved my teaching
A Moder- Some- Not A Moder- Some- Not
lot ately what atall lot ately what atall
All targeted public school
teaChers! ... 12 1.0 12 0.4 12 11 1.2 0.3
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cococceeurenenee 17 17 20 0.7 19 17 20 0.4
Middle schoal....... 17 17 19 0.7 2.3 22 25 0.6
High schooal... 16 20 25 0.8 22 22 21 0.5
Combined ..... 4.3 44 45 2.3 6.0 5.2 4.0 1.3
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccccvvvveriveririerennas 3.7 41 4.9 1.0 3.7 4.2 33 11
300 to 499 24 2.3 2.8 12 29 24 3.2 0.6
500 to 999 17 17 19 0.6 1.8 1.8 17 0.4
1,000 OF MOYE....ovvrerrrrererereerirereeane 16 19 21 0.8 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.6
Locale
Central City ..o 19 22 21 0.9 2.3 19 22 0.5
Urban fringe/large town................... 16 18 2.0 0.8 1.7 18 2.0 0.3
Rural/small town..........ccccevvvvivereneee 22 21 2.3 0.6 22 2.3 22 0.6
Region
NoOrtheast.........cccoeveverereverenivrsererenn 19 24 25 0.6 24 27 21 0.3
MIAWESE ... 27 24 2.6 0.9 22 2.8 24 0.3
SOULN ..o 19 20 21 0.8 19 19 20 0.6
WESE ...t 2.3 2.6 3.0 11 29 25 29 0.7
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€SS.......oceueeeuvnenecinennns 22 21 2.6 0.9 22 25 2.3 0.3
6 to 20 percent..... 21 22 25 0.8 2.8 24 2.3 0.4
21 to 50 percent....... 21 21 22 0.9 25 2.6 22 0.8
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 23 22 24 0.9 27 2.6 2.6 0.7
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........ccccceuvenenee 20 22 22 12 22 24 22 0.4
15 to 32 percent....... 19 21 24 0.9 25 2.6 2.3 0.4
33to 59 percent... 25 21 22 0.8 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.7
60 percent or more.. 24 21 22 0.9 25 21 25 0.7
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.............ccouvvveen. 17 1.8 21 0.7 21 17 20 0.4
Math/science.........c.ccceevvuennae. 20 1.8 21 0.8 24 27 27 0.3
Other targeted academic subject ..... 15 15 21 0.8 1.9 18 18 0.5
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years........oceevnenecieennns 2.3 24 25 0.9 27 25 25 0.7
4to9years...... 25 2.3 2.6 0.6 2.3 25 22 0.6
10to 19 years.. 24 2.3 2.6 1.0 25 27 25 0.7
20 OF MOFE YEAIS....cocvrereerrieerererereens 17 19 24 1.0 2.3 22 1.8 0.5
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuvenene. 11 11 12 0.5 12 12 1.3 0.3
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccoeunuene. 5.2 3.9 5.2 16 5.6 41 4.3 0.9
Other ..o 3.7 4.3 4.2 2.6 4.6 51 4.6 0.4
Sex
Mal€....cvereeiieiece e 21 21 24 11 21 21 21 0.5
Female. ..o 14 12 15 0.5 14 1.3 14 0.3

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment wasin
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-13.—Percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in a formal induction
program when they first began teaching, by selected school and teacher
characteristics. 1998

School and teacher characteristic | Participated in induction program
All targeted public SChoOl tEACHEIS' ............ovvvveeeeeeeeereeeeeee e 34
School instructional level
Elementary SCHOOL..........coiiiuriirircieiss et 33
MidAIE SCROOL ...t 36
HIGN SCNOOL.......eeiicict bbb bbb 34
COMDINE ..ot bbb 32
School enrollment size
LSS AN 300........c.uemieeiieiiie e e 27
300 to 499 31
500 to 999 35
1,000 OF MOFE ...ouiiiiiiici bbb bbb bbb bbb 39
Locale
CONEIAL CITY ..ttt bbb bbb bbbt 37
Urban fringe/large town 37
RUFAI/SMAEI] LOWN ..ot 27
Region
29
26
38
39
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or less.. 25
6 to 20 percent.... 34
21 to 50 percent......... 37
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......oeieeeeeirirereeeete sttt 39
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESShan 15 PEICENL ....c.vveiieeiriririreeieie sttt bbbt 35
15 to 32 percent..... 32
33 to 59 percent...... 32
B0 PEICENE OF MOIE......eiveitetesi sttt b bttt b bbbt enenas 37
Main teaching assignment
GENETAl ElEMENIANY........ooevveeeeeeeeeeeeee s sss s sss s s sesss s ssss e ssennssnenn 33
Math/science.........c.ccoverniennnee 35
Other targeted academiC SUDJECE ..ot 35
Teaching experience
BOF FEIEN YEAIS. ...ttt bbb bbb bbbt 65
4to9yeas......... 55
10to 19 years..... 28
20 or more years 14
Teacher race/ethnicity
Whit€, NON-HISPANIC ......coiieriiiririecie it 32
BlaCk, NON-HISPANIC......c.cvreiiecieiriririeicieisi s 48
OENEY .o 45
Sex
MBIE .. 39
FOMELE. ..o 32

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-13a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated
in a formal induction program when they first began teaching, by selected school
and teacher characteristics. 1998

School and teacher characteristic | Participated in induction program
All targeted public SChOO! tEBCNEIS™..........o...eeeeeveeeisssesesee s sesssess s ssesseeess 0.8
School instructional level
Elementary SCHOOL..........coiiiuriirircieiss et 14
MiIdAIE SCNOOL ...t 18
HIGN SCNOOL. ...t bbb 15
COMDINE ..ot 35
School enrollment size
LSS AN 300.......c.uueiieeiiieiriie bbb 2.7
300 to 499 2.0
500 to 999 15
1,000 OF MOFE...coueiiiiiriie bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb 2.0
Locale
CONEIAL CITY vttt bbb bbbt bbbttt 16
Urban fringe/large town 16
RUFAI/SMEI] LOWN ..ot 14
Region
21
14
13
25
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or less.. 1.2
6 to 20 percent.... 20
21 to 50 percent......... 20
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......oeieeeeririrereeiete ettt bbb bbb 1.9
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESSThan 15 PEICENL ....cvvveiieeiriririreceete sttt bbb bbbt 18
15 to 32 percent..... 19
33 to 59 percent...... 18
B0 PEICENE OF MOIE.......evveeeretesese sttt b ekttt b bbbt nenenas 16
Main teaching assignment
GENETAl EEMENIANY........ooreveeeeeeeeeeeseeeeesesse e s sss s sss s s eesssss e ssseenssnean 1.3
Math/science.........coccoverniennnee 1.6
Other targeted academiC SUDJECE ..ot 13
Teaching experience
BOF FEINEE YBAIS. ...ttt bbb bbb bbb bbbt 1.9
4to9yeas......... 21
10to 19 years..... 17
20 or more years 11
Teacher race/ethnicity
WHhit€, NON-HISPANIC ......coiieiieiririecie st 0.9
BlaCK, NON-HISPANIC.....c.evveiieceeiririrecicte st 34
OENEY .o s 39
Sex
MBIE .. s 1.6
FOMELE. ..o 0.9

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-14.—Average class size for full-time public school teachersin general elementary
classrooms and departmentalized settings, by selected school and teacher
characteristics. 1998

Teaching assignment
School and teacher characteristic General Departmentalized settings
elementary 2 -
classroomt Tota Main Secondary
All targeted public school teachers®............cco.......... 23 24 24 24
School instructional level
Elementary SChOOL..........cccovneirinnnniceerseseeee e 23 # # #
Middle SChOOL ..........coiuriiirir e # 25 25 25
High SChOOL........c.cuiiecier s # 24 24 23
COMDINED ..o # 22 22 21
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300.........ccuveiiniiniiesseses s 20 19 19 18
30010 499......ceciieirire s 22 22 22 22
50010 999......cuciieirrir s 23 24 24 24
1,000 OF MOFE...ccuiriiriirii s 26 26 26 27
Locale
Central City ....occvieeiierierie e 23 25 25 24
Urban fringe/large town. . 23 25 25 25
Rural/small toWN ..o 21 22 22 22
Region
Northeast 23 23 23 23
Midwest 22 23 23 23
South 22 23 23 23
West ... 23 28 28 26
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 PErCent OF [€SS........oviiururirirrecieieie st 22 23 23 23
610 20 PEICENE.....c.eirerereeiereeceeee et 23 24 24 26
21 to 50 percent . 23 24 24 23
More than 50 Percent.........ocoeeerreneeeseeneneneesieseres 23 25 25 23
Percent of students in school eligible for free or
reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 Percent .........coeeerreneeeeeseneneseesiesenens 23 24 24 24
15 to 32 percent 22 24 24 25
33 to 59 percent 22 24 24 23
60 PEICENt OF MONE.......veveecerie et 23 24 24 22
Teaching experience
3 OF FEOWEN YEAIS. ...t 22 24 24 23
4to9years...... 23 24 24 25
10to 19 years.. . 23 24 24 23
20 OF MOFE YEAIS....c.crvreverereeeirtreseresessere et sesnenenenes 23 24 24 23
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.. 23 24 24 24
Black, non-Hispanic... . 23 25 25 *
OthEr ..o 23 24 25 22
24 25 24 25
22 23 24 23

#Data for general elementary classrooms are reported for elementary schools only; data for departmentalized settings are not reported for
elementary schools. Datafor all school levels are included in the totals and in analyses by other school and teacher characteristics.

*Too few cases for areliable estimate.

The category |abeled general elementary classrooms includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of
instructional level. Almost all (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

2Total includes class size information for main, secondary, and other teacher assignments. Data for other teaching assignments are not shown
separately because few teachersin this study reported other teaching assignments.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-14a.—Standard errors of the average class size for full-time public school teachersin
general elementary classrooms and departmentalized settings, by selected school
and teacher characteristics. 1998

Teaching assignment
School and teacher characteristic General Departmentalized settings
elementary 2 -
classrooms* Total Main Secondary
All targeted public school teachers®............cco.......... 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.4

School instructional level

Elementary SChOOL..........cccovneirinnnniceerseseeee e 0.1 # # #
Middle SChOOL .........ccoivriir e # 0.2 0.2 0.5
High SChOOL........c.cuiriiciiei s # 0.2 0.2 11
COMDINE ... # 0.6 0.6 1.9
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300.........ccuveiiniiniiesseses s 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0
30010 499......ceciirr s 0.2 0.5 0.5 1.0
50010 999......ceciiirir s 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5
1,000 OF MOFE...cocuririiriirii s 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.9
Locale
Central CitY ....occvvieerricrene e 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.9
Urban fringe/large town. . 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.9
Rural/small toWN. ..o 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.6
Region
Northeast 0.4 0.3 0.3 12
Midwest 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.6
South 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.7
West ... 0.3 0.4 0.4 12
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 PErCent OF [€SS........oiiurueirirrieieieie st 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.7
610 20 PEICENL.....c.eoirirereerereteitere s 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.7
21 to 50 percent . 0.3 0.3 0.3 10
More than 50 Percent.........ooeeeeeurerereeeseeisseseeeseesenens 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.9
Percent of students in school eligible for free or
reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 Percent .........coeerreneeeseseneseeesieisenens 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.8
15 to 32 percent 0.4 0.3 0.3 10
33 to 59 percent 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.7
60 PEICENE OF MONE.......vveeeecirie et 0.3 0.4 0.4 10
Teaching experience
3 OF fEOWEN YEAIS. ...t 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.9
4to9years...... 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.9
10to 19 years.. . 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0
20 OF MOFE YEAIS....c.erirereererereirese st ssenenenas 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.7
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.. 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.5
Black, non-Hispanic... . 0.5 0.6 0.6 *
OthEr ..o 0.6 0.7 0.7 1.9
0.4 0.2 0.2 1.0
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5

#Data for general elementary classrooms are reported for elementary schools only; data for departmentalized settings are not reported for
elementary schools. Datafor all school levels are included in the totals and in analyses by other school and teacher characteristics.

*Too few cases for areliable estimate.

The category |abeled general elementary classrooms includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of
instructional level. Almost all (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

2Total includes class size information for main, secondary, and other teacher assignments. Data for other teaching assignments are not shown
separately because few teachersin this study reported other teaching assignments.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-15.—Per cent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by selected school and

teacher characteristics: 1998

Parents support me in my efforts
to educate their children

The school administration
supports me in my work

School and teacher characteristic Strongl Some- Some- Strongl Strongl Some- Some- Strongl
agre?ey what what disag?e)é agre?ey what what disag?e)é
agree disagree agree disagree
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvveeeeeeeesssvoonns 32 54 11 3 55 36 7 2
School instructional level
Elementary school... 36 52 9 3 56 36 6 2
Middle schoal ...... 30 56 11 2 59 33 7 1
High school... 24 58 14 4 49 39 9 3
Combined ........ccooemienienicnienens 25 59 13 2 48 42 6 4
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccceeuvervninrniennnns 36 54 9 1 57 37 5 1
300t0 499..... 34 56 8 2 54 38 6 3
500t0 999..... 32 53 11 3 57 35 7 2
1,000 OF MOTE.....cccvieeiriecrrieeiriieiieas 26 56 13 4 50 37 9 3
Locale
Central City .....cccoveernienierienienns 31 50 14 6 53 36 8 4
Urban fringe/large town................... 33 55 9 2 55 36 8 2
Rural/small town..........cccccvivninnnee. 30 58 10 2 56 37 6 1
Region
Northeast..........coovvivvivininiens 34 55 8 3 46 43 9 2
MIOWESE ... 34 54 10 1 52 39 7 2
SOULN ... 28 56 12 5 60 32 6 2
WESE ..ot 34 52 12 2 55 34 8 3
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS.......ocoeurueirenenececennns 33 58 8 1 50 42 7 1
610 20 percent........occvenicnniieinnnns 39 53 7 1 57 33 8 2
21 to 50 percent....... 31 55 11 3 61 32 6 2
More than 50 percent.........cccoeurenene. 24 51 18 8 51 37 8 4
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........ccceeurenenee 41 53 5 1 56 34 8 2
15 to 32 percent....... 34 56 9 1 53 38 8 1
33to 59 percent... 29 57 11 3 55 36 6 3
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrererenenn 23 53 17 7 54 36 7 3
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccoooeevvvvennn. 37 51 9 3 56 35 7 2
Math/science.........cccocnivvennnee 28 57 12 4 53 39 6 2
Other targeted academic subject ..... 25 58 14 3 54 35 8 3
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years.......c.oeevnneeecennns 26 55 14 5 60 32 7 2
4to9years...... 32 55 11 2 56 34 7 2
10to 19 years.. 32 54 10 3 53 38 6 3
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......covvvverevrererereens 33 54 10 3 52 38 8 2
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuveene. 31 56 11 3 54 36 7 2
Black, non-Hispanic... 36 47 13 4 58 35 4 2
Other ..o 42 43 12 3 59 33 7 1
Sex
Male ..o 31 52 13 4 51 38 8 3
Female.......ccooiiiiiiiiies 32 55 10 3 56 35 7 2
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Table B-15.—Per cent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by selected school and

teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Other teachers share ideas that

are helpful to mein my teaching

Goals and priorities for the school are clear

School and teacher characteristic Stronal Some- Some- Stronal Stronal Some- Some- Stronal
e | what what | e | ey | W what |G
agree disagree agree disagree
All targeted public school
tEAChErS" ......oovveeeereeeeereree 63 33 4 1 47 38 11 4
School instructional level
Elementary school...........coccceeunenenee 69 28 2 1 52 36 9 3
Middle schoal ...... 60 36 3 1 48 39 11 3
High school... 53 40 7 1 37 42 16 5
Combined ........ccovemienienicnieniens 49 43 5 3 32 41 17 9
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccooervermninrninnnns 61 35 2 2 45 40 9 6
300t0 499..... 65 31 4 1 48 37 12 3
500t0 999..... 65 32 3 1 49 37 10 4
1,000 or more.... 58 36 6 1 42 40 14 4
Locale
Central City .....ccoveeerneerienienieneins 64 31 4 1 48 37 10 5
Urban fringe/large town................... 64 32 4 1 47 37 12 4
Rural/small town..........ccccovivninnnee. 60 36 3 1 46 40 11 3
Region
61 36 2 1 42 40 14 5
61 34 4 1 39 43 13 4
62 33 4 1 56 34 7 3
68 27 5 1 44 38 13 5
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS.......ocoeuvueirirenecininnns 59 37 3 1 40 44 12 4
610 20 percent........ccconernierniiciniens 66 29 4 1 48 37 12 3
21 to 50 percent....... 64 31 4 1 54 36 8 3
More than 50 percent.........cccocurenene. 61 34 4 1 46 36 12 6
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Less than 15 percent .. 63 33 3 1 44 39 12 4
15 to 32 percent....... 62 34 3 1 47 39 11 4
33to 59 percent... 62 32 5 1 48 39 11 2
60 percent or MOre.........cccveveererenenn. 63 33 3 1 50 35 11 5
Main teaching assignment
Genera elementary? 70 27 2 1 52 36 9 3
Math/science................... 55 40 4 1 41 41 14 4
Other targeted academic subject ..... 56 38 5 1 43 39 13 5
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years........oceevnneeenennns 67 28 4 1 46 39 10 5
4to9years...... 66 29 5 1 46 39 11 4
10to 19 years.. 62 33 4 1 48 37 11 4
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvvveveveerrerereens 60 36 3 1 48 38 11 3
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuveene. 62 33 4 1 45 39 11 4
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccocuvuene. 63 34 2 1 61 29 7 2
Other ... 67 30 3 1 52 32 11 4
Sex
Male ..o 52 41 5 2 37 43 15 5
Female........cooiiiiiiiiice, 66 30 3 1 50 36 10 4

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in

English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row for each statement, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-15a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or

disagreeing with selected statements about parent and school support for teachers,
by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998

Parents support me in my efforts
to educate their children

The school administration
supports me in my work

School and teacher characteristic Stronal Some- Some- Stronal Stronal Some- Some- Stronal
e | what what | o | Cagee | Wh what |
agree disagree agree disagree
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvveeeeeeeesssvoonns 11 11 0.6 0.3 11 1.0 0.5 0.3
School instructional level
Elementary school.... 17 17 0.8 0.5 19 17 0.8 0.4
Middle schoal ...... 1.6 17 11 0.5 1.6 17 0.9 0.4
High school... 14 17 1.0 0.7 17 1.6 0.9 0.4
Combined ........ccooenienicnicnienens 33 41 23 0.9 38 32 29 18
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccceeuveirniirninnnns 2.8 32 17 0.7 32 25 2.0 0.6
300t0 499..... 2.0 1.9 12 0.6 2.8 2.6 12 0.8
500t0 999..... 1.6 1.6 1.0 0.6 17 14 0.8 0.3
1,000 OF MOTE.....cccvieerrieerrieeirieciieas 12 17 11 0.7 17 17 0.9 0.5
Locale
Central City .....ccovverrienicricnienins 18 17 12 0.8 2.0 1.9 0.9 0.6
Urban fringe/large town................... 14 1.7 0.8 0.4 16 16 0.8 0.3
Rural/small town............ccovivninnnee. 15 17 0.9 0.4 1.8 1.6 0.9 0.4
Region
Northeast..........coovvivcivcininicns 24 24 1.0 0.8 2.6 21 14 0.5
MIOWESE ... 1.9 21 13 0.5 21 18 1.0 0.4
SOULN ...t 1.6 1.6 0.9 0.7 15 15 0.7 0.5
WESE ..ottt 24 2.6 15 0.7 24 1.9 13 0.9
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovenieeniinennnne 2.0 1.8 0.9 0.3 2.0 1.8 12 0.4
610 20 percent........occvenicinieiniens 2.0 1.8 11 0.4 2.0 17 11 0.5
21 to 50 percent....... 1.9 22 13 0.7 2.0 1.9 0.9 0.5
More than 50 percent........cccceurunene. 17 19 17 10 18 15 10 0.7
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 1.9 2.0 0.5 0.4 2.6 22 12 0.5
15 to 32 percent....... 2.0 1.8 1.0 0.4 17 1.9 11 0.4
33to 59 percent... 2.2 21 12 0.8 2.2 1.9 12 0.6
60 percent or MOre.........cccveervrereenn 18 22 17 0.9 19 19 0.8 0.7
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 18 18 0.8 0.5 1.9 16 0.9 0.4
Math/science...........ocnvvvenenee 15 16 12 0.7 15 16 0.7 0.5
Other targeted academic subject ..... 1.2 1.7 11 0.6 15 15 0.7 0.5
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years.......ccoovvnvninnnnne 17 18 13 0.9 2.6 21 15 0.4
4to9years...... 21 21 12 0.7 2.0 17 11 0.6
10to 19 years.. 2.0 21 13 0.6 21 1.9 1.0 0.6
20 OF MOrE YEAIS......cvvvveverevrererereens 16 17 10 0.6 14 16 0.8 0.6
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic............cccoun... 12 12 0.6 0.4 12 11 0.5 0.3
Black, non-Hispanic... 38 38 23 15 4.0 3.7 13 12
Other ... 35 3.7 25 1.0 36 35 17 0.7
Sex
Male ..o 1.9 2.0 13 0.6 1.9 17 0.9 0.6
Female.......cooiiiiiiiiiies 1.2 1.2 0.7 0.4 14 13 0.6 0.3

B-57



Table B-15a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or

disagreeing with selected statements about parent and school support for teachers,
by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Other teachers share ideas that
are helpful to mein my teaching

Goals and priorities for the school are clear

School and teacher characteristic Stronal Some- Some- Stronal Stronal Some- Some- Stronal
e | what what | o | Cagee | Wh what |
agree disagree agree disagree
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvveeeeeeeesssvoonns 0.9 0.9 0.3 0.1 11 1.0 0.6 0.4
School instructional level
Elementary school.... 15 15 0.4 0.2 17 17 1.0 0.7
Middle schoal ...... 18 17 0.6 0.3 15 15 11 0.6
High school... 15 14 0.7 0.3 1.6 15 13 0.7
Combined ........ccooenienicnicnienens 38 31 15 12 36 36 2.8 2.6
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccceeuveirniirninnnns 29 29 0.8 0.7 33 2.7 15 15
300t0 499..... 22 23 0.7 0.3 2.7 22 1.6 0.8
500t0 999..... 12 13 0.4 0.2 14 14 0.8 0.6
1,000 OF MOTE.....cccvieerrieerrieeirieciieas 15 15 0.7 0.3 17 17 11 0.6
Locale
Central City .....ccovverrienicricnienins 18 1.6 0.6 0.3 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7
Urban fringe/large town................... 14 14 04 0.3 15 14 11 0.6
Rural/small town............ccovivninnnee. 1.9 1.9 0.4 0.2 17 1.6 12 0.6
Region
Northeast..........coovvivcivcininicns 2.0 1.9 0.6 0.5 29 2.7 1.6 11
MIOWESE ... 22 21 0.6 0.3 22 21 15 1.0
SOULN ...t 15 14 0.6 0.3 12 14 0.8 0.5
WESE ..ottt 24 21 0.7 0.3 3.0 23 1.6 0.9
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovenieeniinennnne 21 22 0.5 0.4 2.0 1.9 13 0.9
610 20 percent........occvenicinieiniens 17 17 0.6 0.3 21 17 13 0.8
21 to 50 percent....... 17 1.8 0.6 0.3 1.9 1.8 0.9 0.6
More than 50 percent........cccceurunene. 18 16 0.7 0.3 22 18 11 0.8
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 2.0 1.9 0.5 0.3 22 1.8 13 0.8
15 to 32 percent....... 1.6 17 0.5 0.4 1.6 1.9 11 0.9
33to 59 percent... 18 18 0.6 0.4 2.2 21 12 0.6
60 percent or MOre.........cccveervrereenn 20 19 0.6 0.2 22 19 11 0.7
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 14 15 0.4 0.2 17 16 0.9 0.6
Math/science...........ocnvvvenenee 16 15 0.7 0.3 1.9 2.0 0.9 0.6
Other targeted academic subject ..... 13 13 0.5 0.3 16 16 11 0.6
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years........cccouvnvnininnnne 1.6 15 0.7 0.4 2.8 2.0 12 1.0
4to9years...... 1.6 17 0.8 0.4 2.0 21 14 0.9
10to 19 years.. 1.9 1.9 0.7 0.3 2.0 2.0 12 0.7
20 OF MOrE YEAIS......cvvvveverevrererereens 14 15 0.4 0.3 16 16 11 0.7
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic............cccoun... 1.0 1.0 0.3 0.2 11 11 0.7 0.5
Black, non-Hispanic... 3.7 3.7 0.7 0.5 4.2 39 17 0.8
Other ... 35 34 11 0.5 4.0 33 21 15
Sex
Male ..o 14 15 0.6 0.4 15 15 13 0.7
Female.......cooiiiiiiiiiies 11 11 0.4 0.2 1.2 11 0.7 0.5

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in

English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

2The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-16.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersindicating how well prepared they fedl to
do various activitiesin the classroom, by selected school and teacher characteristics:

1998

Implement new methods of teaching
(e.g., cooperative learning)

Implement state or district curriculum
and performance standards

School and teacher characteristic v ol Moder- Some- Not v dl Moder- Some- Not
p‘fg;;’r" o | adywel | whatwell | atall p‘fg;;’r" o | adywel | whatwell | atall
prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared
All targeted public school
tEAChErS? ....vooeeevveeeeeeessrveonne 41 41 16 2 36 41 20 3
School instructional level
Elementary school... 42 42 15 1 35 42 21 3
Middle school....... 45 40 14 2 41 41 16 2
High schoal.... 38 40 19 3 38 37 20 5
Combined ..o, 26 47 21 6 27 45 25 3
School enrollment size
Less than 300..........cvweveeeveeereeeenennns 36 41 21 2 32 39 26 3
300 t0 499..... 39 42 17 2 31 47 20 2
500 t0 999..... 42 41 15 2 38 40 19 3
1,000 OF MOT€.....coreereeieeeererrenrennenne 42 41 15 2 40 38 19 4
Locale
Central City ..., 44 41 14 1 38 40 18 4
Urban fringe/large town................... 43 40 15 2 38 41 19 2
Rural/small town ..........coveevrernennes 35 43 20 2 32 42 22 3
Region
NOMHEASE.......oevreeeeeereeseieeieeeeeieis 44 38 15 2 32 42 22 5
MIOWESE ..o 39 41 18 2 30 41 25 4
SOULH ... 40 43 16 1 43 40 15 2
WESE ..o 43 42 13 1 35 41 21 3
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS.......ocoeurueirenenececennns 35 43 19 3 30 42 24 4
610 20 PEICENt ....cvvcerceeereererreerennnne 44 37 16 2 38 39 20 3
21 to 50 percent....... 41 44 14 1 40 43 15 2
More than 50 percent.........cccoeurenene. 43 40 15 1 37 39 21 3
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Less than 15 percent .........ccccveeennee. 45 38 14 2 38 39 19 4
15 to 32 percent....... 40 41 16 3 37 41 19 4
33 to 59 percent... 39 43 17 1 35 43 19 2
60 percent or MOre.........cccvevrererenenn 39 42 17 1 35 40 22 3
Main teaching assignment
General dementary®.........ccooocovvvvnnne. 42 42 15 1 35 42 21 3
Math/science...........cceeeunnn. 34 43 21 2 35 42 20 3
Other targeted academic subject ..... 44 39 15 2 40 39 17 4
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years.......c.oeevnneeecennns 37 45 16 1 28 47 22 3
4to9years...... 44 42 13 1 36 41 20 3
10to 19 years.. 41 41 15 2 37 41 19 3
20 OF MOrE YEAIS......cvvvvevevevrererererens 40 39 18 3 39 39 19 3
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuveene. 40 41 17 2 35 41 20 3
Black, non-Hispanic... 46 42 11 1 43 40 16 2
Other ..o 43 42 13 2 44 36 17 3
Sex
MEIE ... 34 40 22 3 34 41 21 4
FEMAlE.. .. 43 41 14 1 37 41 19 3
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Table B-16.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersindicating how well prepared they fedl to
do various activitiesin the classroom, by selected school and teacher characteristics:
1998 (continued)

Integrate educational technology

Use student performance assessment techniques

into the grade or subject taught
School and teacher characteristic v ol Moder- Some- Not v dl Moder- Some- Not
p‘fg;;’r" o | adywel | whatwell | atall p‘fg;;’r" o | adywel | whatwell | atall
prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared
All targeted public school
tEAChErS? ....vooeeevveeeeeeessrveonne 20 37 34 9 28 41 26 4
School instructional level
Elementary school... 18 37 36 9 28 43 25 3
Middle school....... 23 38 31 8 30 42 23 5
High schoal.... 24 36 31 10 29 36 29 6
Combined ..o, 23 38 31 8 20 44 30 5
School enrollment size
Less than 300..........cvweveeeveeereeeenennns 20 34 35 11 27 38 29 6
300 t0 499..... 18 37 37 8 26 44 27 3
500 t0 999..... 19 39 34 9 27 44 25 4
1,000 OF MOT€.....coreereeiereeererrenrennenns 26 35 29 9 34 35 25 6
Locale
Central City ..., 22 37 32 9 32 41 23 4
Urban fringe/large town................... 20 39 32 9 29 42 25 4
Rural/small town .........ccoveevrernennnes 18 36 38 8 24 41 30 5
Region
NOIHEASE......ooeveeeeeereeseieeieeeeeis 22 36 35 8 29 37 29 5
MIOWESE ... 17 38 35 10 23 43 29 5
SOULH ... 22 38 31 8 33 41 22 4
WESE ..o 20 35 35 9 26 43 27 4
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€SS.......ococeuevrenecenennns 17 36 37 9 24 42 30 4
610 20 PEICENt ....cvvcereeeereererrerrennne 20 38 34 9 28 41 26 6
21 to 50 percent....... 23 39 31 8 29 42 25 4
More than 50 percent.........cccoeurunene. 22 36 33 9 33 40 22 4
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Less than 15 percent .........cccveeeenee. 23 38 31 8 28 39 27 5
15 to 32 percent....... 20 36 36 8 26 42 27 4
33 to 59 percent... 18 38 34 10 28 44 25 4
60 percent or MOre.........cocvevevrerenenn 20 37 33 9 32 40 24 3
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 18 37 36 9 29 44 25 3
Math/science...........cceueunnn. 25 38 30 8 24 41 30 6
Other targeted academic subject ..... 21 37 33 9 31 38 25 5
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years.........ovevreneeenennns 24 38 32 7 23 44 29 4
4to9years...... 23 41 30 7 27 44 26 3
10to 19 years.. 19 36 35 10 29 40 26 5
20 Or MOrE YEAIS....ccvvvveveveerrerereens 19 36 36 10 30 40 25 5
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuveene. 19 37 34 9 27 42 27 4
Black, non-Hispanic... 30 38 27 4 46 38 16 *
Other ..o 23 33 31 13 33 40 20 7
Sex
MEIE ... 24 37 30 8 23 40 31 6
FEMAlE.. ..o 19 37 35 9 30 42 24 4
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Table B-16.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersindicating how well prepared they fedl to
do various activitiesin the classroom, by selected school and teacher characteristics:
1998 (continued)

Maintain order and discipline in the classroom

Address the needs of students with limited
English proficiency or from diverse cultura

- backgrounds'
School and teacher characteristic Ve vl Moder- Some. Not Vary vl Moder- Some. Not
prepared ately well | what well atall prepared ately well | what well atall
prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared
All targeted public school
tEACHErS” ....ooooeveeeeeeeeeeeeree 71 24 4 1 20 33 30 17
School instructional level
Elementary school...........coccceeurinenee 71 24 3 1 21 35 28 16
Middle schoal ...... 73 22 4 1 18 36 29 17
High school... 69 24 6 1 19 28 35 18
Combined ........ccooernienienienieneas 62 29 7 2 21 35 26 18
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccoovuverrnininiennnn. 66 27 6 1 13 24 43 20
300 to 499 68 27 5 1 18 28 32 21
500 to 999 73 23 3 1 19 37 27 17
1,000 OF MOTE......cecvrieerriecrrieeirieeieas 72 22 4 1 24 33 30 13
Locale
Central City .....ccoveeniernicnicricnens 71 23 5 1 24 36 29 11
Urban fringe/large town. 73 22 4 1 18 34 30 18
Rural/small town..........ccccoviuninnnee. 67 27 4 1 15 28 32 25
Region
73 22 5 * 18 35 28 19
70 23 5 2 15 27 32 26
69 27 4 1 19 32 32 17
73 23 3 * 26 39 27 9
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€SS.......ocoeueeeuvrenecinennns 69 26 4 2 10 25 34 31
6 to 20 percent..... 74 22 3 * 15 33 33 19
21 to 50 percent....... 73 22 4 1 20 34 31 15
More than 50 percent.........ccceeurunene. 68 26 6 1 27 37 25 11
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 74 22 3 1 17 32 32 20
15 to 32 percent....... 72 23 4 1 17 31 34 18
33to 59 percent... 69 26 4 1 16 34 32 17
60 percent or MOre.........ccvevrerererenn 68 26 5 1 27 35 24 13
Main teaching assignment
General elementary® 71 25 4 1 22 35 28 16
Math/science...........coovivvenenee 68 26 5 1 13 28 37 21
Other targeted academic subject ..... 73 22 5 1 22 35 28 15
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years........oceevneneeenennns 54 36 9 1 18 35 34 13
4to9years...... 70 25 3 1 21 32 30 17
10to 19 years.. 72 24 3 1 22 37 28 13
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvvvevevevrererererens 76 20 3 1 18 31 30 21
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuvenene. 71 24 4 1 17 33 31 19
Black, non-Hispanic...........cccoeuruene. 69 25 5 1 26 33 35 7
Other ... 72 21 6 * 43 31 19 7
Sex
Male ..o 68 24 5 2 17 29 36 18
Female......cooviiniiiiis 72 24 4 1 21 35 28 16
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Table B-16.—Per cent of full-time public school teachersindicating how well prepared they fedl to
do various activitiesin the classroom, by selected school and teacher characteristics:

1998 (continued)
Address the needs of students with disabilities*
School and teacher characteristic Very well Moderately Somewhat Not at all
prepared well prepared well prepared prepared
All targeted public school teachers?.......... 21 41 30 7
School instructional level
Elementary school...........coconiecnnniccecninenes 22 42 30 7
Middle school 23 44 27 6
High schoal..... 19 36 35 10
CombINEd ..o 17 45 31 7
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300.........ccevimreiiniiinseenes 25 42 30 4
300 to 499 21 41 31 7
500 to 999 21 43 29 7
1,000 OF MOFE....ccuiriririririeis s 21 37 32 10
Locale
Central City .....ccvvernicrricneere e 21 37 33 9
Urban fringe/large town.... 21 42 30 8
Rural/small town..........ocoevininiiin, 22 44 29 5
Region
NOIhEaSE. ..o 22 38 32 9
Midwest ... 19 44 30 6
South.... 23 40 31 7
West ..... 19 43 30 8
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [€SS.......ouueerurirrineesicinnresesieieens 20 45 29 5
610 20 PEICENE.....covreeerereerierre e 23 43 27 7
21 to 50 percent......... 23 38 32 7
More than 50 percent 18 37 34 11
Percent of students in school eligible for free
or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........cooeevrenececeeerenens 22 43 28 6
15 to 32 percent.. 20 42 31 7
33 to 59 percent...... 22 41 31 6
60 PErcent Or MONE.......ccveeerererenrereeererererens 20 37 33 10
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.......c..c..cooovvveevnmeeeernnerrennn 21 43 30 6
Math/SCIenCe.........ouvvineireirirce 19 40 31 10
Other targeted academic subject .................... 22 40 31 8
Teaching experience
30r fOWEr YEAIS. ... 15 41 34 9
4to9years......... 21 39 33 8
10to 19 years..... 25 44 25 6
20 or more years 21 40 32 7
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........cccccceevvnecricininenes 21 41 31 7
Black, Non-HispanicC..........cocoueuerneneseceeininenes 24 37 31 8
Other ... 21 40 30 9
Sex
M€ 17 37 37 9
Female........cooviiiiiiii s 22 43 28 7

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.
Percents are based on teachers who teach students with these characteristics.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

*The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row for each type of professional development program, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table B-16a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating how
well prepared they feel to do various activities in the classroom, by selected school
and teacher characteristics. 1998

Implement new methods of teaching
(e.g., cooperative learning)

Implement state or district curriculum

and performance standards

School and teacher characteristic v ol Moder- Some- Not v dl Moder- Some- Not
p‘fg;;’r" o | adywel | whatwell | atall p‘fg;;’r" o | adywel | whatwell | atall
prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared
All targeted public school
tEAChErS? ....vooeeevveeeeeeessrveonne 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.3 0.9 11 1.0 0.3
School instructional level
Elementary schoal... 13 12 11 0.4 14 17 14 0.6
Middle schoal....... 14 17 11 0.4 18 18 11 05
High schoal... 15 17 14 05 12 15 14 0.7
Combined ..o 2.7 38 3.0 19 34 43 33 1.0
School enrollment size
Less than 300..........cveeveerreeererernennns 21 2.6 22 11 2.6 2.8 3.2 11
300 t0 499..... 18 20 17 05 20 24 2.0 0.6
500 t0 999..... 16 15 1.0 0.3 15 18 12 05
1,000 OF MOT€.....coreereeiereererrenrennens 15 17 13 05 15 14 14 0.6
Locale
Central City ... 16 16 12 0.3 15 20 13 0.6
Urban fringe/large town................... 1.7 1.7 11 0.4 16 16 14 0.4
Rural/small town .........ccovvevrernennnes 16 17 12 05 17 15 16 0.6
Region
NOFHEASE......ooevreeeereereeseieeieeeeeis 23 21 18 0.8 21 19 18 0.9
MIOWESE ... 15 19 16 05 17 23 20 0.9
SOULH ... 16 16 12 0.4 14 17 15 0.4
WESE ..o 23 2.6 18 0.4 17 19 17 0.6
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€SS........vuveeveevveerennenns 2.0 2.0 16 0.6 17 21 21 0.7
610 20 PEICENt ....cvucercecereererrenrennnne 21 17 14 05 19 20 15 0.6
21 to 50 percent....... 18 18 13 0.3 19 21 15 0.6
More than 50 percent.........ccceuvenene. 22 21 14 0.3 20 21 22 0.6
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Less than 15 percent .........cccveeeenee. 22 17 13 0.8 19 16 17 0.8
15 to 32 percent....... 19 23 14 0.6 16 18 15 0.6
33 to 59 percent... 18 21 14 0.4 18 25 20 05
60 percent Or MOre.........ccceevrererenenn 20 17 14 04 18 22 21 0.7
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccooocevvvvnnnn. 13 14 11 0.4 13 17 15 0.6
Math/science. 16 16 12 05 15 15 15 0.6
Other targeted academic subject ..... 14 14 1.0 0.4 12 16 11 0.6
Teaching experience
30r feWer Years......vveveeveerennenns 20 19 13 0.4 19 22 21 0.7
409 YEAS ..ot 18 20 12 0.3 17 19 22 0.7
10to 19 years.. 19 19 14 05 20 2.0 18 0.6
20 OF MOrE YEAIS......cvvvvevevevrererereens 18 18 13 0.5 13 17 15 0.6
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuevnee. 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.9 1.0 11 0.4
Black, non-Hispanic..........ccccoeueenee. 44 38 2.6 0.8 35 3.6 29 11
Other ..o 37 34 25 0.9 35 35 25 12
Sex
MEIE ... 17 15 13 0.6 15 17 16 0.6
FEMAlE. ... 1.0 11 0.8 0.3 11 1.3 11 0.4
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Table B-16a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating how
well prepared they feel to do various activities in the classroom, by selected school
and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Integrate educational technology

Use student performance assessment techniques

into the grade or subject taught
School and teacher characteristic v ol Moder- Some- Not v dl Moder- Some- Not
p‘fg;;’r" o | adywel | whatwell | atall p‘fg;;’r" o | adywel | whatwell | atall
prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared
All targeted public school
tEAChErS? ....vooeeevveeeeeeessrveonne 0.8 1.0 1.0 05 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.4
School instructional level
Elementary schoal... 11 16 15 0.9 16 16 14 0.7
Middle school....... 15 18 16 11 17 18 18 0.7
High schoal... 12 11 13 0.7 16 16 12 0.7
Combined ..o 3.2 39 31 19 3.0 44 3.0 16
School enrollment size
Less than 300..........cveeveerreeererernennns 24 33 35 2.6 24 29 3.0 17
300 t0 499..... 19 22 21 1.0 21 21 2.0 0.6
500 t0 999..... 12 15 13 0.8 15 16 13 0.6
1,000 OF MOT€.....coreereeiereererrenrennens 15 16 17 0.9 19 18 11 0.8
Locale
Central City ... 16 20 15 1.0 18 18 14 0.7
Urban fringe/large town................... 14 14 18 0.9 15 15 14 0.8
Rural/small town .........cccveevrernennnes 12 16 16 12 13 17 17 0.7
Region
NOFHEASE......ooevreeeereereeseieeieeeeeis 18 20 17 11 21 22 15 11
MIOWESE ... 16 19 22 13 13 17 16 0.9
SOULH ... 13 17 15 11 16 15 15 0.6
WESE ..o 19 17 20 14 23 25 17 0.9
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€SS........vuveeveevveerennenns 15 17 17 13 1.6 2.0 15 0.7
610 20 PEICENt ....cvucercecereererrenrennnne 15 15 18 12 22 18 15 0.9
21 to 50 percent....... 17 19 18 11 17 18 15 0.7
More than 50 percent.........ccceuvenene. 16 21 18 10 22 21 18 0.8
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Less than 15 percent .........cccveeeenee. 14 13 17 0.8 22 19 14 1.0
15 to 32 percent....... 16 18 18 12 15 17 13 0.8
33 to 59 percent... 16 17 19 12 19 21 20 0.7
60 percent or MOre.........cccveveererenene. 14 19 16 10 19 21 20 0.7
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccooocevvvvnnnn. 11 15 15 1.0 15 16 14 0.7
Math/science. 16 17 14 12 14 16 15 0.8
Other targeted academic subject ..... 13 15 14 0.8 13 13 12 0.7
Teaching experience
30r feWer Years......vveveeveerennenns 17 19 22 1.0 17 23 21 0.7
409 YEAS ..ot 18 18 14 1.0 15 18 15 0.6
10to 19 years.. 19 20 22 12 17 18 19 1.0
20 OF MOrE YEAIS......cvvvvevevevrererereens 14 16 17 0.9 15 14 12 0.7
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeuevnee. 0.8 1.0 1.0 0.6 1.0 0.9 0.8 05
Black, non-Hispanic..........ccccoeueenee. 31 35 3.6 12 38 34 25 0.2
Other ..o 2.6 34 34 22 3.2 34 2.7 24
Sex
MEIE ... 15 18 17 1.0 16 15 14 0.8
FEMAlE...coi s 0.8 1.2 1.2 0.6 1.2 1.3 1.0 0.5
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Table B-16a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating how
well prepared they feel to do various activities in the classroom, by selected school
and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Maintain order and discipline in the classroom

Address the needs of students with limited
English proficiency or from diverse cultura

- backgrounds'
School and teacher characteristic Ve vl Moder- Some. Not Vary vl Moder- Some. Not
prepared ately well | what well atall prepared ately well | what well atall
prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared prepared
All targeted public school
tEACHErS? .....oooeveeeereeeeeeeree 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.2 11 14 1.0 0.9
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cccocvuniennee. 12 11 0.5 0.3 1.9 22 19 1.6
Middle schoal ...... 13 13 0.7 0.4 1.6 2.0 2.6 18
High school... 13 14 0.8 0.3 17 18 2.0 1.6
Combined ........ccooenenienicnienens 41 3.7 18 0.9 6.0 54 4.4 4.0
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccoouvverrninnniennnne 29 25 14 0.8 31 36 4.2 39
300 to 499 17 17 1.0 0.4 2.7 2.7 32 2.8
500 to 999 14 12 0.5 0.3 15 22 2.0 14
1,000 OF MOTE.....ccecviecrriecrrieeiriieiieas 14 14 0.7 0.3 18 1.9 15 14
Locale
Central City .....ccoveerrierienicnienens 1.6 15 0.7 0.3 18 2.7 1.9 14
Urban fringe/large town. 12 11 0.5 0.3 16 1.9 2.0 15
Rural/small town............ccoviuninnnee. 17 15 0.7 0.3 2.2 2.7 22 23
Region
17 17 0.9 0.2 24 29 2.7 2.0
1.9 17 0.7 0.5 21 25 2.6 2.8
11 11 0.5 0.3 1.6 1.9 1.8 15
1.9 1.8 0.6 0.2 25 2.8 2.7 15
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovenieiniinennnne 1.6 13 0.7 0.4 2.0 29 32 32
6 to 20 percent..... 14 15 0.6 0.3 1.9 2.6 21 1.9
21 to 50 percent....... 17 17 0.6 0.4 1.9 25 23 17
More than 50 percent..........ccovvennee. 1.6 1.6 0.8 0.3 24 24 1.9 13
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvunnee. 15 14 0.6 0.3 1.8 21 1.9 2.0
15 to 32 percent....... 15 15 0.7 0.4 1.8 2.6 23 21
33to 59 percent... 2.0 1.6 0.7 0.4 2.0 2.7 24 1.8
60 percent or MOre.........cccveveererenene 14 14 0.9 0.3 24 22 21 16
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 12 11 0.5 0.3 1.9 23 2.0 17
Math/science.........ccooviveerninninnne. 14 15 0.6 0.4 14 2.0 24 2.0
Other targeted academic subject ..... 12 12 0.6 0.3 14 1.9 1.7 15
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years.......ccoovnenininnnne 2.0 18 13 0.5 1.9 2.7 2.7 1.6
4to9years 17 18 0.7 0.4 22 25 2.8 1.9
10t0 19 YEArS ..o 17 14 0.7 0.4 2.0 24 23 18
20 OF MOrE YEAIS......ovvvveveeevrererereens 12 12 0.6 0.2 18 21 18 17
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic...........ccocunee. 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.2 1.0 1.6 11 11
Black, non-Hispanic... 36 35 14 0.8 4.2 52 4.7 24
Other ... 3.0 2.8 17 0.3 51 4.7 35 2.2
15 14 0.6 0.4 15 21 2.0 18
0.9 0.9 0.4 0.2 1.3 17 1.3 1.0
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Table B-16a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating how
well prepared they feel to do various activitiesin the classroom, by selected school
and teacher characteristics: 1998 (continued)

Address the needs of students with disabilitiest

School and teacher characteristic Very well Moderately Somewhat Not at all
prepared well prepared well prepared prepared
All targeted public school teachers’.......... 0.8 1.1 1.0 0.6
School instructional level
Elementary school..........c.cocooiecnnnincccninenes 15 1.9 16 1.0
Middle school 17 24 21 0.9
High schoal..... 14 1.9 1.7 11
CombINEd ..o 33 39 4.0 1.9
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300.........ccovviineiiniiinieeses 29 3.7 4.3 1.0
300 to 499 22 2.8 23 14
500 to 999 15 18 14 0.9
1,000 OF MOFE....ccuriririririsiri s 1.6 2.0 1.9 11
Locale
Central City .....cccveeernicrienieeee e 17 22 21 13
Urban fringe/large town.... 14 1.9 15 1.0
Rural/small town..........cccoviviniiinn, 15 23 1.9 0.8
Region
NOIhEaSt. ... 21 2.7 2.7 14
Midwest ... 15 2.2 2.2 11
South.... 14 1.9 1.6 0.9
West ..... 22 24 23 15
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [€SS.......oeerenirninccieienrenesieieens 1.9 21 2.0 0.8
610 20 PEICENE.....covreeerercereererese e 19 25 21 11
21 to 50 percent......... 20 23 22 12
More than 50 percent 1.9 24 24 14
Percent of students in school eligible for free
or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........cooeerreneeeceeirenenes 1.7 24 21 0.9
15 to 32 percent.. 16 21 21 10
33 to 59 percent...... 18 22 2.6 10
60 PErcent Or MONE.......ccvoerererererrereeeeereserens 16 21 21 15
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.......c..c..cooovvveevnmeeeeinnnnrennn 1.6 1.9 16 0.9
Math/science.........c.ccoverniennnee 1.9 24 2.2 11
Other targeted academic subject . 14 1.7 1.7 0.8
Teaching experience
30r fFOWEr YEAIS......covececeeierreeeieie e 1.9 2.3 2.2 14
410 QYEAS ...covirre s 1.6 2.6 24 11
10to 19 years..... 21 25 21 11
20 or more years 16 19 17 12
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........cccccceevvnececicinnenes 0.9 12 1.0 0.7
Black, non-Hispanic.. 4.0 4.8 5.2 25
Other ... 36 4.8 41 25
Sex
MaEl€....ooiit e 15 24 21 12
Female. ... 11 13 1.2 0.7

Estimates are based on teachers who teach students with these characteristics.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

*The category labeled general elementary includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of instructional
level. Almost al (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on
Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table C-1.—Number and percent of full-time public school teachers, by selected school and teacher
characteristics. 1993-94

School and teacher characteristic | Number | Percent
All targeted public SChoOl tEACHEIS' ............ovvvveeeeeeeeereeese e 1,427,637 100
School instructional level
ElemMentary SCHOOL..........cviicirirriiecieiss st 751,896 53
Middle school 249,962 18
HIGN SCNOOL.......eiiicict bbb bbb 312,903 22
COMDINE ..ot 112,875 8
School enrollment size
LSS AN 300.......c.iuemieeiieiiie e 154,837 11
300 T0 499......ceieiie e s 333,264 23
50010 999.....cuiiiiiei s 640,920 45
1,000 OF MOFE ...ccueiiiiiicie bbb bbb bbb bbb 298,617 21
Locale
Central City .....cccovuune 377,354 26
Urban fringe/large town. 454,223 32
RUFAI/SMEIT LOWN ... 596,061 42
Region
NOFREASE. ..o 280,182 20
Midwest. 340,980 24
SOULN ..ot 539,154 38
WVESL .. 267,322 19
Percent minority enrollment in school
B PEICENE OF [ESS.... ittt bbbt 496,511 35
610 20 PEICENE.....c.eirieeieteteit ettt bbbtk 333,358 23
2010 50 PEICENL......ceeiereretietite sttt en s 296,121 21
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......eieeeeeeiririreciete et 301,648 21
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESSthan 15 PEICENL ....c.cveiieeiriririreeiciet sttt bbb bbb 374,373 27
15 to 32 percent....... 368,534 26
33 to 59 percent... 358,508 25
60 percent or more.. 305,214 22
Main teaching assignment
GENETAl EEMENIANY........ooeeveeeeeveeeeeeeeeeesseeee s sss s esesss s s sssss s ssss e ssseenssnenn 717,116 50
Math/science.........cocnivvennnee 300,811 21
Other targeted academiC SUDJECE ..........o e 409,711 29
Teaching experience
BOF FEIVEN YBAIS. ...ttt bbbt bbbt bbbt 168,917 12
QO D YEAIS ...t s 284,902 20
TO O L YEAIS ..ottt 420,281 29
20 OF MOFE YBAIS....c.eeerereteitstesesesee s bbb bbbttt b bbbttt st e bbbttt e b bt 553,537 39
Teacher race/ethnicity
WHhite, NON-HISPANIC ......coiieriiiriecie st 1,246,618 87
Black, non-Hispanic... 101,743 7
OENEY .o 79,276 6
Sex
MBIE .. s 352,900 25
FOMELE. ..o 1,074,737 75

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was
general elementary.

NOTE: Details may not sum to totals because of rounding. Percents are computed within each classification variable, but may not sum to 100
because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-la—Standard errors of the number and percent of full-time public school teachers, by
selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

School and teacher characteristic | Number | Percent
All targeted public SChoOl tEACHEIS' ............ovvvveeeeeeeeereeese e 16,613 *
School instructional level
ElemMentary SCHOOL..........coiiririrrirecciess bbb bbb 14,474 0.7

Middle school ... 10,464 0.7
High schooal... 5,997 0.3
COMDINE ..ot 3,197 0.2
School enrollment size
LSS aN 300.......c.uueiieeirieeiiie e 4,067 0.4
300t0 499..... 7,365 0.5
500t0 999..... 13,994 0.7
1,000 OF MOFE ...oueiiiii sttt 9,285 0.5
Locale
CONEFAL CITY ..ottt bbb bbb bbb bbbt 9,720 0.5
Urban friNge/large tOWN.........c.oiuieeirrrece et 11,275 0.6
RUFAI/SMAEI] LOWN ..ot 8,452 0.6
Region
7,119 0.4
6,328 0.3
7,700 0.5
6,332 0.4
Percent minority enrollment in school
B PEICENE OF [ESS.....eiiiiitirresec ittt bbbt bbb 9,543 0.6
6 to 20 percent..... 9,533 0.7
21 to 50 percent....... 9,251 0.6
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......oeieeeeeiririreeiete ettt 11,830 0.7
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
Less than 15 percent .. 11,061 0.7
15 to 32 percent....... 11,657 0.8
33 to 59 percent... 10,207 0.7
B0 PEICENE OF MOFE ...ttt ettt bbbttt b bttt b bbb enenas 11,271 0.7
Main teaching assignment
GENETAl EEMENIANY........ooeeveeeeeeeeeeeeee s sees s sss s s sesssss s ssss s sssesnssnean 12,428 0.6
Math/science...........covvvvennnee 5,492 0.3
Other targeted academiC SUDJEC ..ot 8,305 0.5
Teaching experience
BOF FEIVEE YEAIS. ...ttt bbb bbbt bbbt
QO QYEAIS ... s 4,742 0.3
TO O L YEAIS ..ottt 5,661 0.3
20 OF MOFE YBAIS....c.evetreieiesttsese e s beseses et se bbbk s ettt h bbb sttt st bbbttt e s b enenin 7,282 0.5
10,098 0.4
Teacher race/ethnicity
WHhit€, NON-HISPANIC ..ottt 16,522 04
BlaCK, NON-HISPANIC.....cvcveiriirieiriririeicteisi ettt 3,892 0.3
OENEY .o 4,277 0.3
Sex
MBIE .. s 7,485 0.4
FOMELE. ... 14,266 0.4

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was
general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-2—Average number of total years as a teacher and as a teacher in the current school for
full-time public school teachers, by selected school and teacher characteristics:

1993-94

School and teacher characteristic

Total years as ateacher

Y ears as ateacher in the
current school

All targeted public SChoOl tEACHEIS' ............oorvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee s

School instructional level
ElemMentary SCHOOL..........co ittt bbb
Middle schooal.....
High schoal.....
COMDINED ...ttt sttt b bbb se e bbbt et e s e e s s s bebetenan

School enrollment size
LESSThan 300.........c.ceuiiiiiiiieiete ettt b et
300 to 499
500 to 999
1,000 OF MOTE ...vuiveviieiesieie et see ettt be e sttt e b e b st sb e e s ba e s be e s besesbesesbebeseebe s nbanesbesentane

Locale
Central City ....cooveveeeennnns
Urban fringe/large town
RUFAI/SMAEI] LOWN ..ot

Region

Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or less..
6 to 20 percent....
21 to 50 percent.........
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......oeieecieiririreeiete sttt bbb bbb

Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESSThan 15 PEICENL ....c.vveiieeeriririreeieie ettt bbb bbb
15 to 32 percent..
33 to 59 percent......
B0 PEICENE OF IMOIE......evveeieeteri ettt b bttt bbbttt b b

Main teaching assignment
GENETal ElEMENTANYZ........ooeeveeeeeeeeeees e eesesss e s sss s esessssess s ssssseesssss e sssennssnenn
Math/science.........c.ccoverniennnee
Other targeted academiC SUDJEC ..ot

Teaching experience
BOF FEIVEE YBAIS. ...ttt bbb bbbt bbbt

10to 19 years.....
20 OF MOFE YBAIS....c.eeetreteeeitesese et b sttt e b bbbt e b bbbt st e bbbttt e b enenis

Teacher race/ethnicity
WHhit€, NON-HISPANIC......coiieiiiririecie st
Black, non-Hispanic..

16

15
26

16
17
13

17
15

10

10

9
12
11

12
10

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was

general elementary.

NOTE: Details may not sum to totals because of rounding. Percents are computed within each classification variable, but may not sum to 100

because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-2a—Standard errors of the average number of total years as a teacher and as a teacher in
the current school for full-time public school teachers, by selected school and teacher

characteristics; 1993-94

School and teacher characteristic

Total years as ateacher

Y ears as ateacher in the
current school

All targeted public SChoOl tEACHEIS' ............oorvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee s

School instructional level
ElemMentary SCHOOL..........co ittt bbb
Middle schooal .....
High schoal.....
(000101011 27=:o [T E TP

School enrollment size
LESSThan 300.........cceuiuiiiiiriieie ettt bbb e b e
300 to 499
500 to 999
1,000 OF MOTE ...vuiveuiieiisieie sttt see sttt s b et sttt se e b e b se st e e s ba e s be st s basesbesesbebeseebe s nbanesbesenbane

Locale
Central City ....cooveveeeeenens
Urban fringe/large town
RUFAI/SMEI] LOWN ...

Region

Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or less..
6 to 20 percent....
21 to 50 percent.........
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......eiieeeeirireretict ettt

Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESShan 15 PEICENL ....cuvveiieeieiririreeicie sttt bbb bbb
15 to 32 percent..
33 to 59 percent......
B0 PEICENE OF MOIE.......eivteieiierise etttk b bbbt benenas

Main teaching assignment
GENETAl ElEMENIANY........ooevveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseesss s eseess s sss s sss s ssss s senenessnean
Math/science.........c.ccoverniennnee
Other targeted academiC SUDJECE ..ot

Teaching experience
BOF FEIEE YEAIS. ...ttt bbb bbb bbbt

10to 19 years.....
20 OF MOFE YBAIS....c.eeetereteieitesesesse s b sttt se e bbbkt e b bbb sttt st bbbkttt e s b ebens

Teacher race/ethnicity
WHhit€, NON-HiSPANIC ......coiieriiiririecie sttt
Black, non-Hispanic..

0.1

0.02
0.04
0.04
0.1

0.1
0.4
0.3

0.2
0.1

0.1

0.1
0.3
0.3

0.1
0.1

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was

general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.

C-8



Table C-3.—Percent of full-time public school teacher swho hold bachelor’s, master’s, and
doctor ates, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

School and teacher characteristic | Bachelor’s degree | Master's degree | Doctorate degree
All targeted public SChool tEAChErS' ...........coovvvveereeeeeeeeee e 100%* 46 1
School instructional level
Elementary SCHOOL..........covrieirrnee st 99 42 *
Middle school ... 99 46 1
High schooal... 100** 55 1
COMDINE ..ot 100** 47 1
School enrollment size
LSS han 300.......cocuueuieeiiieiiieiieieie e 99 36 1
300t0 499..... 100** 45 *
500 t0 999..... 99 45 *
1,000 OF MOFE...cuiiiiiicirii b bbb bbb 100** 54 1
Locale
CONTAl CItY ..o 100** 49 1
Urban fringe/large tOWN...........occciriirecieiersesie e 99 49 1
RUrA/SMAEl] tOWN ... 100** 41 *
Region
100** 60 1
100** 47 *
99 42 1
99 37 1
Percent minority enrollment in school
B PEICENE OF [ESS.....eiieiietirereeieie bbb bbb 100** 47 *
6 to 20 percent..... 99 48 1
21 to 50 percent....... 100** 44 1
MOre than 50 PEICENE .......c.vriieririeirrereeie et 99 43 1
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
Less than 15 percent .. 100** 53 1
15 to 32 percent....... 100** 46 *
33 to 59 percent... 99 41 1
B0 PEICENE OF IMOTE....c.eveeieitiei sttt nenenas 99 41 1
Main teaching assignment
GENEral EEMENTANY.........oevveeereeeeeeseveseese s sessssesss s e sss s s sesesssesnsseean 99 41 *
Math/science.........c.ocvvvvennnee 100** 50 1
Other targeted academiC SUDJECL ..........ooeuiururrrenirieerseeeie e 100** 51 1
Teaching experience
BOF FEWEE YEAIS. ...ttt bbb bbb 99 15 1
A0 QYEAIS ... s 100** 30 *
TO O L YEAIS ..ottt 99 49 1
20 OF MOFE YBAIS....c.cieeieteteitaest st sse bbbt b bbb bbbt nenebenes 99 61 1
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, NON-HiSPANIC......ccoeieeeiririricieiei bbb 100** 46 1
Black, NON-HiSPANIC.......cueureriierieiriririnecieie st 99 52 1
OENEY .o s 100** 36 2
Sex
MBIE .. 100** 53 1
FOMELE. ... 99 43 *

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.
**Rounds to 100 percent for presentation in the tables.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was
general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-3a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho hold
bachelor’s, master’s, and doctor ates, by selected school and teacher characteristics:

1993-94
School and teacher characteristic | Bachelor’s degree | Master’'s degree | Doctorate degree
All targeted public SChool tEAChErS' ...........coovvvveereeeeceeeeee e 0.1 0.5 0.1
School instructional level
Elementary SCHOOL..........covrieirnreee et 0.1 0.7 0.1
MiddIE SCNOOL........ceciiiice e 0.2 14 0.2
HiGN SCNOOL......cecuiiricit sttt bbb 0.1 0.7 0.1
COMDINE ..ot 0.1 0.8 0.2
School enrollment size
LSS han 300.......c.cueueeiiieiiieiieeie e 0.2 13 0.3
300 to 499 0.1 11 0.2
500 to 999 0.2 0.8 0.1
1,000 OF MOFE...ouiiiiiiii bbb bbb 0.1 0.9 0.1
Locale
CONEIAL CILY ettt bbb bbbt 0.1 12 0.2
Urban fringe/large town 0.2 0.9 0.1
RUFA/SMAEl] LOWN ... 0.1 0.7 0.1
Region
0.1 11 0.2
0.1 12 0.04
0.1 0.7 0.2
0.3 12 0.1
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or less.. 0.1 1.0 0.1
6 to 20 percent.... 0.2 11 0.1
21 to 50 percent......... 0.1 10 0.2
MOre than 50 PEICENE .......c.vriierireeirirereeie e bbb 0.1 13 0.2
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESSthan 15 PEICENL ....c.cuevririiiririeirireeeie ittt 0.1 1.0 0.1
15 to 32 percent..... 0.1 0.9 0.1
33 to 59 percent...... 0.1 10 0.1
B0 PEICENE OF MOIE......eveeeeitet sttt nenens 0.2 12 0.2
Main teaching assignment
GENEral EEMENANY®.........oevveeereeeeeeseveseese s sssesss s e sss s s senessseensseean 0.1 0.7 0.1
Math/science. 0.1 0.8 0.1
Other targeted academiC SUDJECL .........ooeuiururririniciee s 0.1 0.9 0.2
Teaching experience
BOF FEWEE YBAIS. ...ttt bbb bbb bbb 0.3 1.0 0.3
4to9years..... 0.1 11 0.2
10to 19 years..... 0.1 11 0.1
20 OF MOFE YBAIS....c.cieeetereteitest st s bbbt b bbb bbbt st nenenis 0.1 0.9 0.1
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, NON-HiSPANIC......ocoeueeeiririreciciei bbb 0.1 0.6 0.1
Black, non-Hispanic.. 0.3 18 0.2
OENEY ..o s 0.2 17 0.5
Sex
MBIE .. 0.1 0.9 0.2
FOMELE. ... 0.1 0.6 0.1

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was
general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-4.—Percent of full-time public school teachersin general elementary classrooms with
various types of teaching certificatesin their state, by selected school and teacher
characteristics. 1993-94

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emercen
School and teacher certificate, or given while Probationary Temporary carti ﬁcg: atecgr No certificate
characteristic advanced participating in certificate certificate .
; « - waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school
teachers' .ooocoooovvoeviviiiiinns 94 2 2 1 * 1

School instructional level?

Elementary school...........cccc...... 94 2 2 1 * 1
School enrollment size

Lessthan 300..........ccovueevrieenneens 97 1 1 1 * 1

300t0499......cccmiicrrieiiis 94 2 2 * * 1

500t0 999....... 93 1 2 1 * 1

1,000 or more 86 1 3 5 1 4
Locale

Central City .....cocvvvvrirriiriinns 90 2 2 2 * 2

Urban fringe/large town 96 1 2 1 * 1

Rural/small town..........cccoccuee 95 2 1 1 1
Region

Northeast.........ccocenienienienenns 91 2 3 1 * 2

Midwest ... 95 3 1 * 0 1

South.... 95 1 2 1 * 1

WESE ..ot 92 * 2 2 1 2
Percent minority enrollment in
school

5 percent or [€SS......covveeeceennne 95 1 1 1 * 1

610 20 percent.......c.coveeeveereeene 95 2 2 1 0 *

21 to 50 percent......... 94 1 2 1 * 1

More than 50 percent 90 2 2 1 1 2
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch

Lessthan 15 percent ................. 96 1 1 1 0 *

15 to 32 percent...... 96 1 1 * * 1

33 to 59 percent...... 93 2 2 1 * 1

60 percent or MOre.........cccvevune 91 2 2 1 1 2
Teaching experience

3or fewer years........ccooceninnee. 73 5 9 5 2 3

4to9years......... 92 2 2 1 * 1

10to 19 years..... 97 1 * * 0 1

20 or more years 99 * * * * 1
Teacher race/ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic................. 95 1 2 1 * 1

Black, non-Hispanic.................. 87 4 0 1 1 4

Other ..o 89 2 4 1 1 3
Sex

Male ..o 91 2 3 1 * 3

Female.......ccooonicniciciicas 94 2 1 1 * 1

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

Data for general elementary classrooms are reported for elementary schools only. Datafor all school levels are included in the totals and in

analyses by other school and teacher characteristics.

NOTE: Teachersreferred to here as teachersin general elementary classrooms include teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that
their main teaching assignment was general elementary. Percents are computed across each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

Zerosindicate that no teacher in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-4a—Standard errorsof the percent of full-time public school teachersin general
elementary classrooms with various types of teaching certificatesin their state, by
selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emercen
School and teacher certificate, or given while Probationary Temporary carti ﬁcg: atecgr No certificate
characteristic advanced participating in certificate certificate .
; « - waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school
teachers' .ooocoooovvoeviviiiiinns 05 0.2 0.2 0.2 01 0.2

School instructional level?

Elementary school...........cccc..... 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2
School enrollment size

Lessthan 300...........cconueernieenneeas 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.5

300 to 499 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2

500 to 999 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3

1,000 OF MOre.....ccvvveivreriinnes 38 0.9 15 17 0.8 18
Locale

Central City .....ocververirreriisinnns 12 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.6

Urban fringe/large town............ 0.7 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.2

Rural/small town..........cccoccuee 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Region

Northeast 14 0.8 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.8

Midwest 0.9 0.7 0.3 0.1 * 0.2

South 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.01 0.2

West 13 0.1 0.4 0.7 0.6 0.5
Percent minority enrollment in
school

5 percent or [€SS......covveneerecunne 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.01 0.3

6t0 20 percent.......ccoevevivrennnee 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3 * 0.1

21 to 50 percent........cccovvvvrennnn 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.4

More than 50 percent................. 15 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.7
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-
price school lunch

Lessthan 15 percent ................. 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.5 * 0.3

15 to 32 percent 0.7 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.4

33to 59 percent 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.3

60 percent or MOre........ccccvevuene 13 0.5 0.5 0.3 04 0.6
Teaching experience

3or fewer years.......c.ooveeeeeuene 28 12 15 11 10 0.8

4to9years...... 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.2

10to 19 years.. 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.2 * 0.4

20 Or MOre YEaAS......ovvveveveerenene 04 0.2 0.1 0.01 0.01 0.3
Teacher race/ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic.. 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1

Black, non-Hispanic... 25 1.7 * 0.8 0.8 13

Other ..o 23 0.7 12 0.4 0.3 15
Sex

Male ..o 14 0.7 11 0.6 0.1 0.8

Female. 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

Datafor general elementary classrooms are reported for elementary schools only. Data for all school levelsareincluded in the totalsand in

analyses by other school and teacher characteristics.

NOTE: Teachersreferred to here asteachersin general elementary classrooms include teachersin the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that
their main teaching assignment was general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-5.—Percent of full-time public school teachersin departmentalized settings with various types of
teaching certificatesin their statein their main teaching assignment field, by selected school
and teacher characteristics. 1993-94

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emergency
School and teacher characteristic certificate, or given W.h'le. Proba_11|_onary Tem_p_orary certificate or No certificate
advanced participating in certificate certificate .
; « - waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school teachers'...... 90 2 2 1 * 4
School instructional level?
Middle School...........ccoveuviirninin 87 2 2 1 * 7
High schoal... . 93 2 2 1 * 2
CombINed ......c.ovevnieriece e 92 2 2 1 * 3
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccovemniimnicrnisneirinns 91 2 2 1 * 4
300t0 499..... 88 3 2 1 * 6
500 t0 999..... . 89 2 1 1 * 5
1,000 OF MOFE.....cruririiriiirisieiise s 91 2 2 1 1 3
Locale
Central City ....coveeevieereercreeec s 88 2 1 1 1 6
Urban fringe/large town.. . 91 2 2 1 * 4
Rural/small town..........ccoocevininnininnnn 90 2 2 1 * 4
Region
NOIhEaSE........cvieircier s 89 3 2 2 * 4
Midwest ... 92 3 1 1 * 3
South..... 90 2 2 1 * 5
WESE ..o 88 1 2 2 1 5
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or 1€SS.......oucueurirneneececininenesieienns 91 2 2 1 * 4
6 to 20 percent . 90 2 2 1 * 4
21 t0 50 PErCENt.......covuvvrvereeeeriirireresierennes 91 1 1 1 * 4
More than 50 percent..........cooeeeecrerereennes 87 3 1 1 1 7
Percent of students in school eligible for
free or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .......c.cocvveeeecnerereenne 91 2 2 1 * 3
1510 32 PErCENt.....c.covvvvrrereeeerirerreresierennes 91 1 2 1 * 3
331059 Percent........oovvrriereieeenerns 89 2 2 1 1 6
60 percent Or MOre..........cceueerererererenrerenenns 86 3 1 1 * 8
Main teaching assignment
Math/SCIence........cooeuveniirnieniiiees 88 2 1 1 1 5
Other targeted academic subject ................ 91 2 2 1 * 4
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years... 66 8 11 4 2 9
4to9years....... 86 3 1 2 * 5
10to 19 years... . 94 1 * * * 4
20 OF MOFE YEAIS....c.crvrervrerereereeseresesnerenenas 96 * 0 * 0 3
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic........c..cccoeeeeieeicinnes 91 2 2 1 * 4
Black, non-Hispanic.... . 82 5 * 3 1 8
Other ..o 83 2 2 2 1 7
Sex
MalE .o 92 2 1 1 1 3
Female. ... 89 2 2 1 * 6

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachersin grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in English/language arts,
social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

Data for departmentalized settings are not reported for elementary schools. Data for all school levels are included in the totals and in analyses by other

school and teacher characteristics.

NOTE: Teachersreferred to here as teachers in departmentalized settings include teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main
teaching assignment was in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science. Percents are computed across
each row, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Zeros indicate that no teacher in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-5a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin departmentalized
settings with various types of teaching certificatesin their statein their main teaching
assignment field, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emergency
School and teacher characteristic certificate, or given W.h'le. Proba_]tl_onary Tem_p_orary certificate or No certificate
advanced participating in certificate certificate .
; « - waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school teachers'...... 04 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3
School instructional level?
Middle School ..o 0.9 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.6
High school . 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2
CombiNed ........ooenereee e 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccovemnimnicrneinisininns 1.0 0.3 0.9 0.2 0.1 0.7
300 to 499... . 17 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.1 13
50010 999......coirir s 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.4
1,000 OF MOFE....coieiieirieieie s 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.4
Locale
Central City ....coveeevieereereceecee s 0.9 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.8
Urban fringe/large town... . 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.5
Rural/small town..........ccoocevininiininnnn 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.4
Region
12 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.8
0.7 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.01 0.4
0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.4
0.9 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.6
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or 1€SS.......oueeeurveneneeceeinnenesieienns 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4
610 20 PErCeNt.......cccvvveciriecreerec e 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.5
21 t0 50 PErcent......cccouenieernieemnieenicniens 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.6
More than 50 percent...........cooeeeecererereennes 11 0.6 0.2 0.4 0.2 11
Percent of students in school eligible for
free or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coocevivreirninnnn 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.05 0.4
15 to 32 percent 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.4
33to 59 percent 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.6
60 percent Or MOre..........cceueerererereresrerenenns 15 0.7 0.2 0.5 0.2 15
Main teaching assignment
Math/SCIence.........ooeveninniceniseeens 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.4
Other targeted academic ........cccccvveveeeennnne 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3
Teaching experience
30r fFOWEr YEAS......ccceceeirreeeieieseseeieieins 15 0.8 0.9 0.5 0.5 10
4to9years........ 12 0.6 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.8
10to 19 years.... 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.04 0.5
20 or more years 04 0.1 * 0.03 * 0.4
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........ccocvvreneeecinnenee 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.3
Black, non-Hispanic. 2.7 15 0.3 11 0.8 12
Other ..o 2.0 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.3 18
Sex
MalE .o 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5
Female......ccooocniniiiii 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.4

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachersin grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in English/language arts,
social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

Data for departmentalized settings are not reported for elementary schools. Data for all school levels are included in the totals and in analyses by other

school and teacher characteristics.

NOTE: Teachers referred to here as teachers in departmentalized settings include teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching
assignment was in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-6.—Percent of full-time public school teachersin departmentalized settings with various types of
teaching certificatesin their statein their secondary teaching assgnment field, by selected

school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emergency
School and teacher characteristic ceragflcate, or given W.h'le. Proba_]tl_onary Tem_p_orary certificate or No certificate
\vanced participating in certificate certificate waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school teachers'...... 58 2 1 1 * 38

School instructional level?

Middle school ... 55 1 1 1 * 41

High schooal... . 61 1 1 1 * 33

CombiNed ........ooenieiierce e 62 2 1 1 * 32
School enrollment size

Lessthan 300..........ccovemnirmnecineinneiienes 65 1 * * * 31

300 t0499......coii s 60 2 1 1 * 36

500t0 999..... . 55 2 1 1 * 41

1,000 OF MOFE.....ocruririiriirisiiise s 57 1 1 1 * 36
Locale

Central City ....coveeveeerierereee s 49 1 1 1 * 46

Urban fringe/large town..........cccccvvveeeennne 60 1 1 1 * 37

Rural/small town..........ccoocevininiininnnns 61 2 1 1 * 34
Region

NOIhEaSE........cvieiriciece s 60 3 * * 0 36

MIOWESE ...t 62 2 1 1 * 33

SOULN ... 57 1 1 * * 39

WESE ..ot 53 1 1 2 * 42
Percent minority enrollment in school

5 percent or 1€SS.......ouceeurerneneeceeinnenesieienns 61 2 1 1 * 34

610 20 PEICENt ..ot 60 1 1 * * 37

21 t0 50 PErCENt.......covevvrvereeeerirerereresierennas 60 1 * 1 * 36

More than 50 percent..........cooeeeeererereenne 48 1 * 1 * 46
Percent of students in school eligible for
free or reduced-price school lunch

Lessthan 15 percent .......c.oocvveeeecneneneenne 61 2 1 1 * 35

15 to 32 percent 58 2 1 1 * 37

33 to 59 percent . 56 1 1 1 * 38

60 percent Or MOre..........cceeeerererererenrerenenes 54 1 1 * * 42
Main teaching assignment

Math/science. 58 2 1 1 * 37

Other targeted academic 58 1 1 1 * 38
Teaching experience

30r fOWEr YEArS. ... 36 4 5 2 * 51

4to9years....... 50 2 * 1 * 44

10to 19 years...... . 65 1 1 * * 32

20 OF MOFE YEAIS....c.crvrerererereerereseresesnenenenes 64 1 * * * 34
Teacher race/ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic..........ccceeeeieeieinnes 59 1 1 1 * 36

Black, non-Hispanic. . 41 3 0 0 * 54

Other ... 50 2 * 2 * 42
Sex

MalE ... 61 1 1 1 * 35

Female.......ccooociiniiiiic 56 2 1 1 * 39

*Lessthan 0.5 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachersin grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in English/language arts,
social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

Data for departmentalized settings are not reported for elementary schools. Data for all school levels are included in the totals and in analyses by other
school and teacher characteristics.

NOTE: Teachers referred to here as teachers in departmentalized settings include teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching
assignment was in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science. Percents are computed across each row,
but may not sum to 100 because of rounding. Zeros indicate that no teachers in the sample gave the indicated response.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-6a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin departmentalized
settings with various types of teaching certificatesin their statein their secondary teaching
assignment field, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

Provisional or
Regular or other type of
standard state certificate Emergency
School and teacher characteristic certificate, or given W.h'le. Proba_]tl_onary Tem_p_orary certificate or No certificate
advanced participating in certificate certificate .
; « - waiver
professional an “aternative
certificate certification
program”
All targeted public school teachers'...... 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.05 0.9
School instructional level?
Middle School ..o 2.0 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.1 2.0
High school . 11 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 1.0
CombiNed ........ooenereee e 14 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 12
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccovemnimnicrneinisininns 2.2 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 24
300 to 499... . 21 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.1 21
50010 999......coirir s 17 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.03 17
1,000 OF MOFE....coieiieirieieie s 15 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 13
Locale
Central City ....coveeevieereereceecee s 22 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.1 2.0
Urban fringe/large town... . 16 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 15
Rural/small town..........ccoocevininiinnnn 13 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.03 14
Region
21 1.0 0.2 0.1 * 21
17 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.05 15
15 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.04 1.6
22 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 22
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [€SS.......occeeurvneneeceeinnencsinieens 16 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.1 16
610 20 PErCeNt.......cccvvveeirieeriee e 1.9 0.7 0.4 0.1 0.01 2.0
21 t0 50 PErcent......cccoueneeerrieemnieernicniens 22 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.1 22
More than 50 percent ..........cooeeeeererereennes 24 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.2 24
Percent of students in school eligible for
free or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .......c.oocvveeeecurerereenne 17 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.1 16
15 to 32 percent 13 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.1 13
33to 59 percent 2.7 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.1 2.6
60 percent Or MOre..........cceeeerererererenrerenenns 21 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.02 21
Main teaching assignment
Math/SCIence........cooeuvemniirniciniieeins 12 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.3 13
Other targeted academic subject ................ 13 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.1 13
Teaching experience
3.0r feWEr YEArS......cccceeerrreeeieiereseeieieins 2.6 0.9 14 0.5 0.1 3.2
4to9years........ 2.2 0.8 0.2 0.5 0.1 2.2
10to 19 years.... 18 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 13
20 or more years 12 0.3 0.02 0.1 0.1 13
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........ccocvvreneeecinnenee 0.9 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.05 0.9
Black, non-Hispanic. 44 13 * * 0.2 4.8
Other ..o 53 1.0 0.1 0.8 0.1 53
Sex
MalE ... 13 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 14
Female.......ccooocniiniiiiic 1.3 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.02 1.2

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachersin grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in English/language arts,
social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

Data for departmentalized settings are not reported for elementary schools. Data for all school levels are included in the totals and in analyses by other

school and teacher characteristics.

NOTE: Teachers referred to here as teachers in departmentalized settings include teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching
assignment was in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-7.—Percent of full-time public school teachersin grades 7 through 12 who reported having
an undergraduate or graduate major or minor in their main teaching assgnment field,
by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

School and teacher characteristic Englist/ Foreign SOC.'aI Stgd'w Mathematics Science
language arts language social science
All targeted public school teachers'.......... 78 93 87 77 82
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300.........cceriniiineiinseenes 72 92 81 70 83
300 to 499 77 90 86 73 75
500 to 999 73 93 83 71 80
1,000 OF MOFE....ccurvriririricierise s 84 94 92 85 86
Locale
Central City .....cevveernienene e 78 96 89 76 83
Urban fringe/large town.... 79 93 89 77 79
Rural/small town..........cccoevvinininin, 77 92 85 78 84
Region
80 97 88 82 86
78 95 88 80 85
77 92 86 78 78
76 87 87 64 84
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [€SS.......oeeeurivninecinienreseeieienns 78 93 88 79 82
610 20 PErCENt......ccvieciicire e 78 94 87 79 89
21 to 50 percent......... 81 90 85 77 79
More than 50 percent 74 96 88 71 77
Percent of students in school eligible for free
or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coeerrereeeseeirenens 84 94 89 81 86
15 to 32 percent.. 78 92 89 79 84
33t0 59 percent...... 73 92 84 70 76
60 PErcent Or MONE.......ccveeererereerereeererererens 70 95 81 70 75
Teaching experience
30r fFOWEr YEAIS......covececeierreseeieiesereeisieiins 81 87 91 80 78
4to9years......... 76 92 82 72 81
10to 19 years..... 73 96 86 76 81
20 or more years 82 94 88 80 85
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........cccccoeervneccicennenes 79 94 87 78 83
Black, non-Hispanic.. 69 # 85 77 73
Other ..o 69 88 88 63 83
Sex
MaEl€....oeii e 82 89 90 79 87
Female. ... 77 94 81 75 76

#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-7a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin grades 7 through
12 who reported having an under graduate or graduate major or minor in their main
teaching assignment field, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

School and teacher characteristic Englist/ Foreign SOC.'aI Stgd'w Mathematics Science
language arts language social science
All targeted public school teachers'.......... 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.1
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300.........cccvmmneiiniiineses 3.2 2.7 29 3.2 2.6
300 to 499 24 36 21 33 31
500 to 999 18 11 18 18 22
1,000 OF MOFE....ccuririririrrierse s 1.2 1.0 0.9 11 1.4
Locale
Central City .....ccveerricrrieniece e 21 12 14 2.2 1.9
Urban fringe/large town.... 1.9 12 15 2.2 2.3
Rural/small town..........cccocvinininin, 14 13 15 1.6 14
Region
2.2 0.6 25 23 22
17 1.0 12 23 17
1.6 15 17 17 2.0
2.6 25 1.6 23 21
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [€SS.......oeererivninecisiesrenesieienns 16 11 13 16 18
610 20 PErCENt.....ccvieiciree e 1.6 12 1.9 2.7 14
21 to 50 percent......... 1.6 24 23 2.6 2.2
More than 50 percent 2.6 14 18 28 28
Percent of students in school eligible for free
or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........cooeervereeeceeirenens 13 0.9 14 19 14
15 to 32 percent.. 1.6 17 15 2.2 12
33t0 59 percent...... 21 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.6
60 PErcent OF MONE.......ccverererererrereeererererens 29 19 3.2 3.8 3.9
Teaching experience
3.0r fFOWEr YEAIS......covececeeierreeeie e 33 33 13 25 34
4to9years......... 2.6 15 24 2.7 2.2
10to 19 years..... 21 0.9 17 21 1.9
20 or more years 12 10 14 16 16
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........cccccoeevvneenecinnenes 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 12
Black, non-Hispanic.. 45 # 2.6 37 4.7
Other ..o 6.1 23 25 6.5 3.7
Sex
MaEl€....oeiii e 15 21 1.0 14 0.9
Female. ... 1.2 0.8 1.6 15 2.0

#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-8.—Percent of full-time public school teachersin grades 9 through 12 who reported having
an undergraduate or graduate major or minor in their main teaching assgnment
field, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

School and teacher characteristic Englist/ Foreign SOC.'aI Stgd'w Mathematics Science
language arts language social science
All targeted public school teachers'.......... 88 93 92 87 90
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300.........cceriniiineiinseenes 89 90 87 85 92
300 to 499 87 93 93 88 88
500 to 999 88 92 89 86 91
1,000 OF MOFE....ccuricririririri s 87 94 93 87 89
Locale
Central City .....ccveerreerieneneree e 86 96 94 84 90
Urban fringe/large town.... 88 93 91 88 89
Rural/small town..........cccoevvinininnnin, 88 92 91 87 91
Region
85 96 93 88 91
89 95 90 92 92
88 92 92 87 87
88 88 92 77 90
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [€SS.......oueeeenireninecinienreesieienns 88 94 90 88 91
610 20 PErCENt......cviecriciee e 88 94 92 89 ez
21 to 50 percent......... 87 90 91 88 85
More than 50 percent 87 95 94 80 87
Percent of students in school eligible for free
or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........cooceenveneeeceenenens 89 94 91 87 91
15 to 32 percent.. 86 92 92 88 89
33t0 59 percent...... 88 93 92 84 86
60 PErcent Or MONE.......cccverererereerereeerererereas 89 95 90 83 91
Teaching experience
30r fFOWEr YEAIS......covececeeierreseeie e 91 88 90 90 88
4to9years......... 84 91 91 82 88
10to 19 years..... 87 96 91 85 88
20 or more years 88 94 92 89 92
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........cccccoeevrneeneeirinenes 88 94 92 87 90
Black, non-Hispanic.. 92 # 87 81 88
Other ..o 81 87 92 84 85
Sex
MaEl€....oeiit e 88 88 92 87 90
Female. ... 88 95 90 87 89

#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-8a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin grades 9 through
12 who reported having an under graduate or graduate major or minor in their main
teaching assignment field, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

School and teacher characteristic Englist/ Foreign SOC.'aI Stgd'w Mathematics Science
language arts language social science
All targeted public school teachers'.......... 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300.........cccvmmneiiniiineses 21 29 2.2 22 17
300 to 499 1.9 29 11 23 1.9
500 to 999 12 14 13 13 12
1,000 OF MOFE....ccuririririrrierse s 0.9 1.0 0.7 1.0 0.9
Locale
Central City .....ccveerricrrieniece e 1.9 14 11 17 14
Urban fringe/large town.... 12 13 1.0 12 14
Rural/small town..........cccceviviniiin, 11 12 1.0 0.9 0.8
Region
17 0.7 15 15 15
12 12 12 1.0 1.0
0.8 1.6 12 12 12
17 25 14 1.9 12
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [€SS.......oucururirnenecicienrenesieieens 12 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
610 20 PErCENt.....ccvieciicire e 1.6 12 14 15 0.9
21 to 50 percent......... 11 2.6 14 1.6 1.9
More than 50 percent 19 17 0.9 22 17
Percent of students in school eligible for free
or reduced-price school lunch
Less than 15 percent .........cooeerreneeecenirenenes 0.9 0.9 10 12 10
15 to 32 percent.. 12 1.9 1.0 11 12
33to 59 percent...... 14 1.8 15 24 1.8
60 PErcent OF MONE.......cccverererererrereeererererens 19 15 16 18 15
Teaching experience
3.0r fFOWEr YEAIS. ... 1.7 2.8 1.7 18 16
4to9years......... 21 1.6 1.8 1.9 15
10to 19 years..... 12 1.0 13 14 14
20 or more years 11 11 0.8 11 10
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........cccccoeevrneenicinnenes 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.7
Black, non-Hispanic.. 1.7 # 33 3.6 29
Other ... 38 23 3.0 25 4.7
Sex
MaEl€....ooiirr e 11 2.2 0.8 0.9 0.8
Female. ... 0.8 0.7 1.0 1.2 1.0

#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-9.—Percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in in-service or
professional development activities of various lengths that focused on varioustopics,
by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

Uses of educational technology for instruction

Methods of teaching your subject field

School and teacher characteristic

Total hours spent

Total hours spent

More More
0 1to8 9to 32 than 32 0 1to8 9to 32 than 32
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvveeeeeeeesssvoonns 49 36 12 3 33 38 20 8
School instructional level
Elementary school...........coocceeurinenee 49 35 13 3 26 41 24 9
Middle school...........ccccviuniiininnnee. 49 37 11 3 38 36 19 7
High school..........cccvniniininne, 48 37 12 3 44 34 15 6
Combined ........ccooernienienicnieneas 52 35 10 3 44 36 13 7
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccoeeuvermninuniennnns 53 35 10 2 37 38 19 7
300t0 499..... 50 35 12 3 32 37 22 9
500t0 999..... 48 37 12 3 31 39 22 8
1,000 OF MOTE.....cccvieeiriecrrieeiriieiieas 48 36 12 4 40 36 17 8
Locale
Central City .....cccoveernienierienienns 48 36 13 3 28 40 23 10
Urban fringe/large town. 47 38 12 3 33 38 20 8
Rural/small town..........cccccvivninnnee. 51 35 11 3 37 37 19 7
Region
Northeast 57 30 11 2 37 37 18 7
Midwest 52 36 9 3 39 38 17 6
South 45 38 14 4 30 40 22 8
West 46 37 13 4 30 35 24 12
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS.......oceureeurrenecenennns 51 35 11 3 37 37 19 7
6 to 20 percent 45 39 13 3 35 37 20 8
21to 50 percent........ccovenierrieinnnns 48 36 12 4 32 40 20 8
More than 50 percent.........cccoeuvenene. 51 34 12 3 28 39 24 9
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........c.ccvvennee. 46 38 13 3 36 37 19 7
15t0 32 percent........ccoveniciniciniens 47 38 11 3 36 38 18 8
33to 59 percent... 51 34 12 3 31 38 22 8
60 percent or MOre.........cccveererererenn. 52 32 13 3 30 40 23 8
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®........cccoooeevvvvennn. 50 36 12 3 26 41 24 9
Math/science.........c.cocnivvenenee 43 39 14 4 42 33 17 8
Other targeted academic subject ..... 53 34 11 3 40 37 17 7
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years........ccooevvivnnninnnne 54 32 11 2 32 36 22 10
4to9years...... 47 37 13 3 27 40 22 11
10to 19 years.. 47 37 12 4 31 38 22 8
20 OF MOrE YEAIS....c.cvvvveveeeerrerereens 49 36 12 3 38 37 18 6
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic..........cccoeveene. 50 36 12 3 34 38 20 8
Black, non-Hispanic... 44 38 13 4 27 43 23 7
Other ... 47 34 14 4 28 35 23 13
Sex
Male ..ot 48 37 12 3 45 35 15 6
Female......coooiiiiiiiies 49 35 12 3 30 39 22 9
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Table C-9.—Percent of full-time public school teacher swho participated in in-service or
professional development activities of various lengths that focused on varioustopics,

by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94 (continued)

In-depth study in your subject field

Student assessment

School and teacher characteristic

Total hours spent

Total hours spent

More More
0 1to8 9to 32 than 32 0 1to8 9to 32 than 32
All targeted public school
tEAChErS" ......oovveeeereeeeereree 71 14 9 6 45 43 10 3
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cocccceeunenene. 68 16 10 6 40 47 10 3
Middle school...........ccccviiviiininnnee. 73 14 8 6 46 41 9 3
High school... 74 12 8 7 53 36 8 2
Combined ........ccooenienienicnienens 79 11 6 5 54 36 8 2
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cccoeuvermninrniennnns 73 12 10 5 47 41 10 3
300 to 499 71 15 9 5 43 45 9 2
500 to 999 71 15 9 6 43 44 10 3
1,000 OF MOT€......cecvrieerricrriierriieieeas 72 13 8 7 51 37 9 3
Locale
Central City .....ccovverneenierienienens 66 17 10 7 43 43 10 3
Urban fringe/large town................... 71 13 9 6 43 44 10 3
Rural/small town..........cccccvivninnnee. 74 13 8 5 48 41 9 2
Region
Northeast 73 13 8 5 47 42 9 3
Midwest 75 13 7 5 50 40 8 3
South.. 70 16 9 5 45 43 9 2
West 67 13 11 9 38 45 13 4
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or [€SS.......ocoeurueirenenececennns 74 13 8 5 47 41 9 3
6 to 20 percent. 72 14 10 5 45 43 10 3
21 to 50 percent....... 70 14 9 6 46 43 9 2
More than 50 percent.........cccoeurenene. 67 16 10 7 42 45 10 3
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........ccceeeurenenee 72 13 9 6 47 42 9 2
15 to 32 percent 73 13 8 6 47 42 9 2
33to 59 percent 72 14 9 5 43 43 10 4
60 percent or MOre.........cccveererererenn. 69 15 9 7 43 44 10 2
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccooocevvvvvnnn. 69 16 10 5 40 47 10 3
Math/science. 74 12 8 6 51 38 8 3
Other targeted academic subject ..... 72 13 8 6 49 38 10 3
Teaching experience
3 0r fewer Years.......c.ovevnneeinennns 73 13 8 6 44 43 11 2
4to9years 70 13 11 7 43 42 11 3
10to 19 years 70 15 9 6 45 43 10 3
20 OF MOrE YEAIS....covvvvereeeerrerereens 73 15 8 5 47 42 8 2
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 72 14 9 6 46 42 9 3
Black, non-Hispanic... 66 21 9 5 37 47 13 3
Other ... 65 15 10 10 43 42 12 3
Sex
Male ..o 75 13 7 5 52 38 8 2
Female......cooiiiiiiiiis 70 15 10 6 43 44 10 3
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Table C-9.—Percent of full-time public school teacher swho participated in in-service or
professional development activities of various lengths that focused on varioustopics,
by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94 (continued)

Cooperative learning in the classroom

School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent
0 | 1108 | 9t032 | Morethan 32
All targeted public school teachers'.......... 47 39 11 3
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cocoeniecnnnensccninenes 46 39 12 3
Middle School ..o 45 41 11 4
High SChOOL........coniieerrcee e 50 37 10 3
CombINEd ..o 49 40 8 2
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300.........ccccvimniieneiiniseenes 48 40 9 3
300t0 499....... 48 38 11 2
500t0 999....... 46 39 12 3
1,000 or more 47 38 10 4
Locale
Central City .....ccveerreecrieneeee e 43 40 13 4
Urban fringe/large town..........cccoevveececininenee 48 38 11 3
Rural/small towN..........cocevvininirce, 49 39 10 2
Region
48 37 11 4
54 34 9 2
40 44 12 3
51 36 11 3
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [€SS.......oueureninninecesinnneseeieienns 50 38 10 3
610 20 PEICENE.....covveerercereerere e 50 38 9 3
21 to 50 percent 46 40 12 3
More than 50 percent........coccevrereeeceeerenenes 41 41 14 4
Percent of students in school eligible for free
or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........cocoeervneeeceeerenens 49 38 10 3
15 to 32 percent 50 37 10 3
33 to 59 percent 45 40 11 3
60 percent or more 44 40 13 3
Main teaching assignment
General elementary..........o..coooveveeenmeeeeinnesrennn 46 39 12 3
Math/SCIenCe.........ouvviuneiieiseee 47 40 10 4
Other targeted academic subject .................... 49 37 10 3
Teaching experience
30r fFOWEr YEAIS. ... 47 39 12 3
40 QYEAS ...covierierr s 47 38 12 3
10to 19 years 46 38 11 4
20 OF MOFE YEAIS....c.vvvveereeerereseerereieiee e 48 40 10 3
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........cccccceevrnecnicininenes 49 38 10 3
Black, non-HispanicC..........cooueenreneeeceeininenes 31 45 18 6
Other ..o 37 42 15 6
49 38 10 3
46 39 12 3

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was
general elementary.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row for each type of professional development activity, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-9a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacher swho participated in
in-service or professional development activities of various lengths that focused on
various topics, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

Uses of educational technology for instruction Methods of teaching your subject field
School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent Total hours spent
More More
0 1to8 9to 32 than 32 0 1to8 9to 32 than 32
All targeted public school
tEAChErS" ......oovveeeereeeeereree 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.3
School instructional level
Elementary schodl...........ccoocevninnee. 0.9 0.8 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.5
Middle school...........ccccvivniiininnnee. 15 13 1.0 0.5 11 1.0 1.0 0.7
High school... 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3
Combined ........ccooenienienicnienens 0.8 0.9 0.5 0.2 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.5
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccoouvverrninnniennnne 12 11 0.8 0.3 12 12 0.9 0.7
300 to 499 11 11 0.7 0.3 0.9 11 0.7 0.6
500 to 999 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.3 0.8 0.9 0.6 0.5
1,000 OF MOTE......ccvieerriecrrieeirieeiieas 11 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.6
Locale
Central City .....ccoveerrierienicnienens 13 11 0.6 0.4 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.7
Urban fringe/large town................... 11 11 0.6 0.3 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.6
Rural/small town............ccoviuninnnee. 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.4
Region
Northeast 15 12 1.0 0.3 11 13 11 0.7
Midwest 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.3 0.9 1.0 0.8 0.5
South.. 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.4
West 14 13 0.8 0.4 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovvnieennininnne 0.9 0.8 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.9 0.6 0.5
6 to 20 percent. 11 1.0 0.9 0.3 11 1.0 0.8 0.6
21 to 50 percent....... 12 12 0.9 0.4 1.0 12 0.9 0.7
More than 50 percent.........ccceuvenene. 15 14 0.8 04 12 13 10 0.7
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvunnee. 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.4 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.6
15 to 32 percent 11 11 0.6 0.4 0.8 0.9 0.6 0.5
33to 59 percent 13 12 0.8 0.3 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.8
60 percent or MOre.........cceveererereenn 11 13 0.7 04 12 13 10 0.7
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®........ccooooeevvvvennn. 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.8 0.6 0.5
Math/science. 11 0.8 0.6 0.3 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.5
Other targeted academic subject ..... 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years.......ccoouvvvrinennnne 15 12 1.0 0.5 12 15 15 15
4to9years 12 11 0.9 0.4 0.9 1.0 0.8 0.8
10to 19 years 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.3 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.5
20 OF MOrE YEAIS......occcurieerrieerrieeniens 0.9 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.3
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.3
Black, non-Hispanic... 1.9 1.9 12 0.7 14 17 1.6 11
Other ... 21 17 18 0.8 17 2.2 15 1.9
Sex
Male ..ot 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.3 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.5
Female.......cooviiiiiiiis 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.4
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Table C-9a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacher swho participated in
in-service or professional development activities of various lengths that focused on
various topics, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94 (continued)

In-depth study in your subject field Student assessment
School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent Total hours spent
More More
0 1to08 9t0 32 than 32 0 1to8 9t0 32 than 32
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvveeeeeeessvveonns 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.2
School instructional level
Elementary school .. 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.8 0.9 0.5 0.3
Middle school...... 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.6 11 12 0.7 0.5
High school..........cccvinininne, 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.2
Combined ........ccovenienieinienieens 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.4 13 12 0.4 0.2
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccooeuverrniirneennns 1.2 0.7 0.7 0.6 13 13 0.9 0.3
300 to 499 11 0.7 0.7 0.5 11 12 0.6 0.3
500 to 999 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.3
1,000 OF MOFE.....oucvevririririeiirisiins 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.3
Locale
Central City .....ccovverrienicricnienins 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.6 11 11 0.7 0.5
Urban fringe/large town 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.8 1.0 0.6 0.3
Rural/small town..........c.ccoviuninnnee. 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.2
Region
Northeast..........cccovvivvinininies 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.5 14 14 0.9 0.4
Midwest ... 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.3
SOUth ..o 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 1.0 0.9 0.5 0.2
WESt ... 12 0.9 0.8 0.6 1.0 14 0.7 0.5
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccvvenieriniinennnne 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.7 0.8 0.4 0.3
610 20 percent.........coovviricieiiininene 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.4 10 10 0.5 0.4
2110 50 percent........oovvercreiiirinenes 1.0 0.7 0.7 0.7 14 13 0.8 0.3
More than 50 percent...........ccoouennee. 11 1.0 0.8 0.7 11 14 0.7 0.5
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Less than 15 percent . 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.9 1.0 0.6 0.4
15 to 32 percent...... 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.6 0.3
3310 59 percent........coovuvininiieinninns 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.4 11 11 0.7 0.4
60 percent or MOre.........ccocuvvveneene 1.0 0.7 0.6 0.7 12 12 0.7 0.3
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.........ccoooeevvvvennn. 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.8 0.9 0.5 0.3
Math/science. 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.3
Other targeted academic subject ..... 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.3
Teaching experience
13 1.0 0.9 0.7 13 15 0.9 0.3
0.9 0.7 0.8 0.5 11 11 0.6 0.4
0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 11 1.0 0.5 0.4
0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.3
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic...........cccocunee. 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.2
Black, non-Hispanic.. 1.6 14 0.9 0.8 15 16 12 0.7
Other ... 21 13 12 15 21 19 1.0 0.8
Sex
Male......oooi 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.3
Female........cooovviiiiiinicc, 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.2
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Table C-9a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacher swho participated in
in-service or professional development activities of various lengths that focused on
various topics, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94 (continued)

Cooperative learning in the classroom

School and teacher characteristic Total hours spent
0 | 1108 | 9t032 | Morethan 32
All targeted public school teachers'.......... 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.2
School instructional level
Elementary school..........c.cocoenecnnncncccnnenes 0.7 0.9 0.6 0.3
Middle School ... 14 13 0.8 0.5
High SChOOL.......c.cooiiicrrcee e 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.2
CombINEd ..o 12 1.0 0.5 0.2
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........ccvimreiineiinesnes 13 13 0.7 0.4
300t0 499....... 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.3
500t0 999....... 0.9 0.9 0.6 0.3
1,000 or more 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.4
Locale
Central City .....cceveernicrienieeee e 11 12 0.7 0.5
Urban fringe/large town..........cccoovveeeccirinenes 11 1.0 0.7 0.3
Rural/small town..........ccccoviviniiini, 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.2
Region
15 13 0.8 0.5
0.8 0.8 0.5 0.3
0.7 0.8 0.5 0.3
13 12 0.7 0.4
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [€SS.......oeerurirnenecieienriseeieienns 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.3
610 20 PEICENE.....covreeerercereererese e 11 10 0.6 0.3
21 to 50 percent 12 12 0.6 0.5
More than 50 percent........c.occervereeeeeeerenens 12 12 1.0 0.5
Percent of students in school eligible for free
or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........cooeenveneeeseerinens
15 to 32 percent 10 0.9 0.5 0.3
33 to 59 percent 0.9 10 0.5 0.3
60 percent or more 11 10 0.7 0.4
11 1.0 1.0 0.5
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®..........o..coooveveemnmeeeeinnesrennn
Math/SCIeNnCe........couvviiviiriee 0.8 0.9 0.6 0.3
Other targeted academic subject .................... 0.8 0.7 04 04
0.8 0.7 0.4 0.3
Teaching experience
30r fFOWEr YEAIS. ...
40 QYEAS ...covvierrr s 13 13 0.8 0.5
10to 19 years 11 1.0 0.6 0.3
20 OF MOFE YEAIS....c.vvvveererereresesre e 0.8 0.9 0.6 0.3
0.9 0.9 0.5 0.3
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........cccccceevrnencenecirinenes 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.2
Black, non-HispanicC..........cooueernneeececininenes 15 2.0 15 1.0
Other ..o 21 25 1.6 12
0.9 0.7 0.5 0.3
0.5 0.6 0.4 0.2

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was
general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-10.—Percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in a formal induction
program during their first year of teaching and percent of full-time public school
teacherswho are currently a master or mentor teacher in a formal teacher induction
program, by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

Participated in Currently a master or
School and teacher characteristic induction program y
. mentor teacher
during first year
All targeted public SChoOl tEACHEIS' ............oivvveereeeeeereeeseee e ensssess 28 12
School instructional level
ElemMentary SCHOOL..........coiiiiririrreciesissee bbb 29 12
Middle schooal...... 29 13
High schoal..... 26 13
COMDINE ..ot 24 10
School enrollment size
LSS AN 300.......c.ciueiieeiieiiie it e 20 10
300 E0 499......ceiei i s 25 11
50010 999.....cuiiiieie e s 30 12
1,000 OF MOFE ...coueiiiiirii bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb 30 13
Locale
CONEFAL CITY ..ttt bbbt bbbttt 33 14
Urban fringe/large town 29 12
RUFAI/SMAEI] LOWN ..ot 23 11
Region
26 9
21 10
31 15
31 11
Percent minority enrollment in school
B PEICENE OF [ESS.....eiieieitirerieicie sttt bbbttt 22 11
6 to 20 percent.... 26 11
2010 50 PEICENL......c.eeierreteitite sttt b bttt b bttt 30 13
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......oeiceeeetririreeiete et 36 14
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
Less than 15 percent . 24 12
15 to 32 percent...... 25 12
33 to 59 percent...... 29 13
B0 PEICENE OF MOIE......eivtieitere sttt b bttt bbbttt e b b 33 12
Main teaching assignment
GENETAl EEMENIANY........ooreveeeeeeeeeeeeee s sss s esesss s s sessssssesssss s sseenssnenn 29 11
Math/science.........c.ccoverniennnee 27 12
Other targeted academiC SUDJEC ..o 26 13
Teaching experience
BOF FEIVEE YEAIS. ....eiieiitireresei ettt bbbt bbbt 59 3
4to9yeas......... 47 10
10to 19 years 17 14
20 OF MOFE YBAIS....c.evetreteitstesese s s sebes et s b bbbt se b bbb st st bbbkttt e s b enens 16 14
Teacher race/ethnicity
Whit€, NON-HiSPANIC ......coieeiieiririecie st 26 11
Black, non-Hispanic.. 39 19
OENEY .o 37 12
Sex
MBIE .. s 27 11
FOMEIE. ... 28 12

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was
general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-10a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated
in a formal induction program during their first year of teaching and percent of
full-time public school teacherswho are currently a master or mentor teacher in a
formal teacher induction program, by selected school and teacher characteristics:

1993-94
Participated in
School and teacher characteristic induction program Currently a master or
. mentor teacher
during first year
All targeted public SChoOl tEACHEIS' ............ovvvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeseee e 0.6 0.4
School instructional level
Elementary SCHOOL..........co ittt bbb 0.9 0.5
Middle school . 12 1.0
High schoal..... 04 04
COMDINE ..ot 0.9 0.6
School enrollment size
LSS AN 300........c.uueiieeirieeiiie e 12 1.0
300t0 499....... 1.0 0.6
500 to 999... 0.9 0.5
1,000 OF MOFE ...oueiiiiirici bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb 0.9 0.6
Locale
CONEIAL CILY ..ottt bbbt bbb bbbttt 12 0.8
Urban fringe/large town 1.0 0.6
RUFAI/SMEI] LOWN ...t 0.7 0.5
Region
14 0.9
0.9 0.5
0.8 0.6
13 0.8
Percent minority enrollment in school
B PEICENE OF [ESS.....eiiiiitirreeic ittt bbb bbb 0.8 0.5
6 to 20 percent.... 10 0.8
21 to 50 percent......... 10 0.8
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......eeieeeeeiririreeiete et bbbt 13 1.0
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESSthan 15 PEICENL ....cuvveiiereeiririreeieie sttt bbb bbb 0.8 0.6
1510 32 PEICENL......ceeierereteitite sttt 10 0.5
33 to 59 percent...... 11 0.7
60 percent or more 13 0.9
Main teaching assignment
GENETAl ElEMENIANY.........oeeveeeeeeeeeeseeeesee e s sss s esesss s sss s sssssenessseenssnenn 0.9 0.6
Math/science.........c.ccovierniennnee 0.8 0.7
Other targeted academiC SUDJEC ..........o i 0.7 0.6
Teaching experience
BOF FEINEE YBAIS. ...ttt bbbt bbbt 15 0.5
AEO D YBAIS ...ttt 14 0.8
10to 19 years 0.7 0.7
20 or more years 0.6 0.5
Teacher race/ethnicity
WHhit€, NON-HISPANIC ......viieiteiririecie sttt 0.6 0.4
BlaCK, NON-HISPANIC.....cvcveiiieieiriririeieie et bbb 21 15
OENEY .o 22 13
Sex
MBIE .. s 0.8 0.5
FOMELE. .. 0.7 0.4

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was
general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-11.—Average class size for full-time public school teachersin general elementary
classrooms and departmentalized settings, by selected school and teacher
characteristics. 1993-94

Teaching assignment

School and teacher characteristic General e]en]entary Departmenta“zed
classrooms* settings®
All targeted public SChoOl tEACHEIS®............ovvvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee s 24 24
School instructional level
ElemMentary SCHOOL..........coiiririrrirecciess bbb bbb 24 #
Middle school...... # 25
High schoal..... # 23
COMDINE ..ot # 23
School enrollment size
LSS AN 300.......c.iueuieiieiiie i 21 19
300 to 499 23 22
500 to 999 25 24
1,000 OF MOFE ...oueiiiiiii bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb 26 25
Locale
Central City ....cococeveuennne 25 25
Urban fringe/large town 25 24
RUFAI/SMEI] LOWN ...t 23 22
Region
24 22
23 23
23 24
27 26
Percent minority enrollment in school
B PEICENE OF [ESS.....eiiiiitirireeic ittt bbbt bbb 23 23
6 to 20 percent.... 24 23
21 to 50 percent......... 24 24
MOFE than 50 PEICENE .......eiieeeeirirere ettt bbb bbb 24 25
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
LESSthan 15 PEICENL ....c.vveiieceeiririreeietei sttt bbbt 24 24
15 to 32 percent.. 24 23
33 to 59 percent...... 24 24
B0 PEICENE OF MOIE ...ttt b bttt bbbttt b bt 24 24
Teaching experience
BOF FEIVEN YBAIS. ...ttt bbbt bbb bbbt 24 24
4to9yeas......... 24 24
10to 19 years. 24 23
20 or more years 24 24
Teacher race/ethnicity
WHhit€, NON-HISPANIC ......cooiiuiieiririeciei sttt 24 24
Black, non-Hispanic.. 24 25
OENEY .o 25 24
Sex
MBIE .. 25 24
FOMELE. ..o 24 23

#Data for general elementary classrooms are reported for elementary schools only; data for departmentalized settings are not reported for
elementary schools. Datafor all school levels are included in the totals and in analyses by other school and teacher characteristics.

The category |abeled general elementary classrooms includes teachersin the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching
assignment was general elementary.

2The category labeled departmentalized settings includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment
was in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

NOTE: Approximately 5 percent of the teachers were excluded from these SASS class size analyses, either because they taught “pull-out”
classes, where they provided instruction to students who were released from their regular classes (2 percent), or because of reporting problemsin
their class size information (3 percent).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-11a—Standard errors of the average class size for full-time public school teachersin
general elementary classrooms and departmentalized settings, by selected school
and teacher characteristics. 1993-94

Teaching assignment

School and teacher characteristic General elementary Departmentalized
classrooms* settings®
All targeted public SChOOI tEACNEIS®.........ooooreceeeeeeeeeeensi e eeeeeeceeeesss s eessssseesnees 0.1 0.1
School instructional level
Elementary SChOOL.........coouiiiiii s 0.1 #
Middle school # 0.2
High schoal..... # 0.1
COMDINED ..o # 0.2
School enrollment size
LSS than 300.........ccuiviiiiii s 0.3 0.3
3000 499.......cocii s 0.2 0.2
50010 999.......cuiiii s 0.1 0.1
1,000 OF MOTE ..ottt bbb 0.5 0.2
Locale
CONral CItY ..o 0.2 0.2
Urban fringe/large town 0.2 0.1
RUFAI/SMAEI] LOWN ... 0.1 0.1
Region
NOMNEASL......ocviirir 0.3 0.2
Midwest ... 0.2 0.1
South.... 0.1 0.1
WWEBSE ..o e 0.2 0.2
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 PEICENE OF IESS....cocviiiiiiii s 0.2 0.1
610 20 PEICENT ...ttt s 0.2 0.1
2110 50 PEICENE ..ottt s 0.2 0.2
More than 50 PEFCENt ..o 0.3 0.3
Percent of students in school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
L eSS than 15 PErCENL ......ccvviciii e 0.2 0.1
15 to 32 percent...... 0.2 0.1
33to 59 percent..... 0.2 0.2
60 PEICENE OF MOTE....co.cuiviirtiiciictsst st 0.2 0.3
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years.. 0.3 0.2
4to9yeas......... 0.2 0.2
TOLO IO YEAIS ..ottt s 0.1 0.2
20 OF MOFE YBAIS.......cumviirtiintiintssns st b bbb bbb bbb 0.1 0.1
Teacher race/ethnicity
WHhite, NON-HISPANIC ... 0.1 0.1
BlaCK, NON-HISPANIC.....c.cvreiiirieiririreicietsi bbbt 0.4 2.4
ONEY <o 0.4 15
Sex
MEBIE ..o s 0.3 0.1
FEMAIE.. ...t 0.1 0.1

#Data for general elementary classrooms are reported for elementary schools only; data for departmentalized settings are not reported for
elementary schools. Datafor all school levels are included in the totals and in analyses by other school and teacher characteristics.

The category |abeled general elementary classrooms includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching
assignment was general elementary.

2The category labeled departmentalized settings includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment
was in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

NOTE: Approximately 5 percent of the teachers were excluded from these SASS class size analyses, either because they taught “pull-out”
classes, where they provided instruction to students who were released from their regular classes (2 percent), or because of reporting problemsin
their class size information (3 percent).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-12.—Per cent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by selected school and
teacher characteristics: 1993-94

The school administration’s behavior toward the

| receive a great deal of support from

staff is supportive and encouraging parents for the work | do
School and teacher characteristic Strongl Some- Some- Strongl Strongl Some- Some- Strongl
agre?ey what what disag?e)é agre?ey what what disag?e)é
agree disagree agree disagree
All targeted public school
teaChers' .....ooveeeevvveeeeeeeessvveonns 41 38 14 7 11 42 30 17
School instructional level
Elementary school... 44 36 12 7 15 46 26 13
Middle schoal ...... 41 37 14 8 8 37 34 21
High school... 33 42 17 8 6 36 36 23
Combined ........ccooenienienicnienens 36 39 16 8 7 38 34 21
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cccoeuveimninrniennne 40 39 14 7 13 43 30 13
300t0 499..... 42 38 14 7 12 44 28 16
500t0 999..... 43 37 13 7 12 42 30 16
1,000 or more.... 36 40 15 9 7 37 33 23
Locale
Central City .....ccovverneenienienieneins 42 35 14 9 11 37 31 21
Urban fringe/large town................... 41 38 14 7 13 44 28 15
Rural/small town..........ccccoviuninnnee. 40 40 14 7 10 42 31 16
Region
Northeast..........coovvivnivininiens 33 39 18 10 13 43 27 17
MIOWESE ... 37 38 15 9 10 46 30 14
SOULN ...t 45 38 11 6 10 38 32 20
WESE ..ot 45 37 13 6 12 43 28 17
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovvvieennininnnne 38 39 15 8 11 46 29 14
610 20 percent........occnernicnnicinnens 42 39 13 6 15 48 26 11
21 to 50 percent....... 44 37 13 6 9 40 32 19
More than 50 percent.........cccoeurunenee 40 37 14 9 9 30 34 27
Percent of studentsin school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 38 40 15 8 15 48 27 11
15 to 32 percent....... 42 38 14 7 11 44 30 16
33to 59 percent... 43 38 12 7 9 41 31 19
60 percent or MOre.........cocvevrerereenn. 41 37 13 9 10 33 33 25
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccoooeevvvvennn. 44 37 12 7 15 47 25 13
Math/science. 36 40 16 8 7 36 35 22
Other targeted academic subject ..... 37 39 15 9 7 37 34 22
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years.......coovnivnnninnnne 48 37 10 5 10 38 34 19
4109 YEAS ...t 40 38 14 8 10 38 31 20
10to 19 years.. 41 38 14 8 11 42 30 17
20 OF MOrE YEAIS......cvvvvereverrererereens 38 39 15 8 12 44 28 15
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic...........cccoeuveene. 40 38 14 7 11 42 30 17
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccocuvuene. 47 33 10 9 18 36 27 19
Other ..o 39 41 12 8 12 42 30 17
Sex
Male ..o 36 41 15 8 8 38 34 20
Female.......coooiiiiiiiies 42 37 13 7 12 43 29 16
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Table C-12.—Percent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by selected school and
teacher characteristics: 1993-94 (continued)

Goals and priorities for the school are clear

School and teacher characteristic

Strongly agree | Somewhat agree | Somewhat disagree | Strongly disagree
All targeted public school teachers'.......... 37 45 14 4
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cococoiecnnnesceninenes 44 43 10 3
Middle school 35 44 17 4
High schoal..... 27 49 19 5
CombINEd .......ccvieiieicee e 27 49 19 5
School enrollment size
Less than 300.. 38 45 13 4
300t0499....... 42 43 11 4
500t0 999....... 38 45 13 3
1,000 OF MOFE....ccuriiiriiririri s 30 47 18 5
Locale
Central CitY ...coeveeeeeeerrreee s 39 44 12 5
Urban fringe/large town.... 38 45 13 3
Rural/small town..........cccovvininiinns 35 46 15 4
Region
34 44 17 5
33 49 15 4
44 43 11 3
33 48 16 4
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [€SS.......oueererivneneecicinnreneeieinns 34 47 15 4
6 to 20 percent.... 40 44 13 3
21 to 50 percent......... 40 45 12 3
More than 50 percent........coccerveneeeeeeenenenes 38 43 14 5
Percent of students in school eligible for free
or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........cooeerveneeeceeerenenes 35 47 14 3
15 to 32 percent..... 36 46 14 4
33 to 59 percent...... 40 44 12 3
60 PErcent Or MONE.......ccvveererererrereeeeeerererens 39 43 13 5
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®.......c..c..coooveveeinreeeeinseerennn 44 44 10 3
Math/science.........c.ccoverniennnne 29 49 18 5
Other targeted academic subject . 32 46 17 5
Teaching experience
30r fFOWEr YEAIS......cveeceieerreeeie e 37 48 13 2
4to9years..... 35 46 15 4
10to 19 years..... 40 43 13 4
20 OF MOFE YEAIS....cvvvveeeeereresesrereieee e 37 46 14 4
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........ccccceevvnecneceninenes 35 47 14 4
Black, non-Hispanic.. 57 30 9 4
Other ..o 41 43 12 4
Sex
M€t 27 50 18 5
Female. ... 41 43 12 3

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment wasin
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was

general elementary.

NOTE: Percents are computed across each row for each statement, but may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished

tabulations, 1998.
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Table C-12a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacher s agreeing or

disagreeing with selected statements about parent and school support for teachers,
by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94

The school administration’s behavior toward the

| receive a great deal of support from

staff is supportive and encouraging parents for the work | do
School and teacher characteristic St | Some- Some- St | - | Some- Some- - |
e | what what | o | Cagee | Wha what |
agree disagree agree disagree
All targeted public school
teachers' .....ooveeeevvvveeeeeeessvvennns 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.4
School instructional level
Elementary school.... 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.8 0.6 0.5
Middle schoal ...... 13 12 0.9 0.7 0.7 11 12 1.0
High school... 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.6
Combined ........ccooenienienicnieens 0.9 1.0 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.8 0.9 0.8
School enrollment size
Lessthan 300..........cccoruveirniirniennne 14 17 1.0 0.6 1.0 13 14 0.9
300t0 499..... 11 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.7 1.0 0.9 0.8
500t0 999..... 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.8 0.6
1,000 or more.... 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.9 0.8
Locale
Central City .....ccovvernienicniericnens 13 12 0.7 0.6 0.6 1.0 1.0 0.8
Urban fringe/large town................... 1.0 0.9 0.7 04 0.6 11 0.8 0.7
Rural/small town..........c.cccoviuninnnee. 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.5
Region
Northeast..........coovvivnininsinicns 14 15 12 1.0 11 12 12 11
MIOWESE ... 1.0 1.0 0.6 0.5 0.6 1.0 0.8 0.8
SOULN ...t 0.9 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5
WESE ..o 12 13 0.8 0.6 0.8 13 11 1.0
Percent minority enrollment in
school
5 percent or 1€sS........ccovenicinnininnnne 0.7 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.5
610 20 percent........occnerneciniecnninns 11 11 0.7 0.6 0.9 12 1.0 0.7
21 to 50 percent....... 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.8 12 11 0.8
More than 50 percent.........cccoeurenene. 13 10 0.9 0.8 0.7 11 10 10
Percent of students in school
eligible for free or reduced-price
school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........coccvvennee. 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.6
15 to 32 percent....... 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.7 0.7
33to 59 percent... 12 13 0.7 0.6 0.7 11 1.0 0.8
60 percent or MOre.........ccceevrerereenn 13 12 0.8 0.7 0.6 12 10 11
Main teaching assignment
General eementary®.........ccooocevvvvennn. 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.6 0.5
Math/science. 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.8 0.8
Other targeted academic subject ..... 0.8 0.9 0.5 04 04 0.7 0.7 0.5
Teaching experience
3 or fewer years.......ccoouvvvrinennnne 15 14 0.8 0.7 1.0 13 14 1.0
410 QYEAS ... 1.0 11 0.6 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.9
10to 19 years.. 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6
20 Or MOrE YEAIS......cvvvverevevrerirereens 0.9 0.9 0.6 04 0.5 0.8 0.6 0.6
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic...........cccounee. 0.5 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.4
Black, non-Hispanic..........c.cccovunnee. 17 1.6 13 1.6 13 1.9 1.6 14
Other ... 21 18 11 1.0 14 18 22 15
Sex
Male ..o 0.8 0.9 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.8 0.7 0.7
Female.......cooviiiiiiins 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.4
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Table C-12a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacher s agreeing or
disagreeing with selected statements about parent and school support for teachers,
by selected school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94 (continued)

Goals and priorities for the school are clear

School and teacher characteristic |

Strongly agree Somewhat agree | Somewhat disagree | Strongly disagree
All targeted public school teachers'.......... 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.2
School instructional level
Elementary school...........cococoiecnnnesceninenes 0.7 0.7 04 0.3
Middle school 13 13 1.0 0.5
High schoal..... 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.2
CombINEd .......ccviemnieicee e 1.0 1.0 0.8 0.4
School enrollment size
Less than 300.. 12 13 0.8 0.5
300t0 499....... 11 0.8 0.7 0.3
500t0 999....... 0.7 0.8 0.6 0.4
1,000 OF MOFE....ccuririririririeris s 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.3
Locale
Central City .....ccveerrierrienene e 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.5
Urban fringe/large town.... 11 1.0 0.6 0.3
Rural/small town..........ccccovvininininin, 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.3
Region
11 15 0.9 0.6
0.8 0.7 0.7 0.4
0.9 0.8 0.5 0.3
11 11 0.7 0.4
Percent minority enrollment in school
5 percent or [€SS.......oeurueivneneecinienreesieieens 0.6 0.8 0.5 0.3
6 to 20 percent.... 10 0.9 0.6 0.3
21 to 50 percent......... 11 10 0.6 0.3
More than 50 percent........c.occerreneeereerrenens 12 0.9 0.9 0.7
Percent of students in school eligible for free
or reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 15 percent .........cooeeerveneeeceeerenenes 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.3
15 to 32 percent..... 10 0.9 0.7 0.4
33 to 59 percent...... 11 10 0.7 0.3
60 PErcent OF MONE.......cccverererererrereeererererens 11 10 0.8 0.7
Main teaching assignment
General elementary®...........o..ooemeveomneeeensesrenns 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.3
Math/science.........coccoverniennnee 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.4
Other targeted academic subject . 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.3
Teaching experience
3.0r fOWEr YEAIS. ... 18 18 0.9 0.3
4to9years..... 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.6
10to 19 years..... 0.9 0.9 0.6 0.4
20 OF MOFEYEAIS....c.vvvveeeieereresisre e 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.3
Teacher race/ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic.........cccccceevrneccicirinenes 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.2
Black, non-Hispanic.. 21 18 11 13
Other ..o 23 2.0 11 0.6
Sex
MaEl€....ooiit e 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.4
Female. ... 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.2

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment wasin
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

2The category labeled general elementary includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was
general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished
tabulations, 1998.
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Table D-1a—Standard errors of the percent of public school teacherswho majored in various fields
of study for a bachelor’s or graduate degree, by selected school and teacher
characteristics. 1998

-~ Academic Subject area General Other
School characteristic field education® education education’

All targeted public SChool teachers® ............oooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeceeeeeeee 0.9 0.7 0.8 05
School instructional level

Elementary SChOOL .........cociiiiriie e 15 11 13 0.9

Middle SChOOL.........ceeireieeeereer e 22 15 17 0.8

High SChOO ... s 12 13 0.7 0.2

COMDINEM.......ciiiiiieeee e 34 33 1.9 15
Teaching experience

B OF FEWEE YBAS. ..o 21 0.8 21 0.8

A0 D YEAIS. ...eieeeeee ettt s ean e as 2.0 15 2.3 0.8

L0 L0 1O YIS ...cecueueieeeereeieeri ettt 15 15 17 1.0

20 OF MOME YEAIS. .. ueeaueerreasueesreaaseasseessesaneesneessesaneassnesnesneasneesnneans 16 11 15 11

'Subject area education is the teaching of an academic field, such as mathematics education.
2Examples of other education fields are special education, curriculum and instruction, and educational administration.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-2a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho majored in
various fields of study for a bachelor’sor graduate degree, by selected school and
teacher characteristics:. 1993-94

-~ Academic Subject area General Other
School characteristic
field education® education education’

All targeted public School teachers® ............oooeeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 05 0.3 05 0.3
School instructional level

Elementary SChOOL .........cocuooiiiriie e 0.8 0.5 0.8 0.4

Middle SChOOL.........ceeireieeeereer e 12 0.9 1.0 0.6

High SChOO ... s 0.6 0.5 0.2 0.1

COMDINED........coiiriieiriere e s 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.2
Teaching experience

B OF FEOWEN YBAS.....ciuiiii et e e 17 1.0 17 0.4

A0 D YEAIS. ...eeeeeeeee ettt s ean e 11 0.7 11 0.6

JO O LG YEAS. ..eeeeeeeiee ettt ettt st sae e s n e neenaes 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.5

20 OF MOFE YEAIS. .. ueeeueeereesneesureaaseasseessesaneesneessesaneesnnesnesneasneesnneaas 0.8 0.6 0.8 0.4

'Subject area education is the teaching of an academic field, such as mathematics education.
2Examples of other education fields are special education, curriculum and instruction, and educational administration.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished tabulations,
1998.
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Table D-3a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin general elementary
classrooms and departmentalized settings with various types of teaching certificatesin
their state: 1998

Teaching assignment

Type of teaching certificate General elementary Departmentalized settings:

classrooms' main teaching assignment
Regular or standard state certificate, or advanced professional certificate... 0.7 0.5

Provisional or other type of certificate given while participating in an

“alternative certification program” .........ccccooeeerieneneniene e 0.4 0.3
Probationary CertifiCate........ ..o s 0.3 0.3
Temporary CErtifiCate ........covuriiiiiiree e 0.3 0.2
Emergency certificate Or WaIVEY ..........ccccoviieriineneeie e 0.2 0.2

No certificate . * 0.1

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.

The category |abeled general elementary classrooms includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of
instructional level. Almost all (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.

D-9



Table D-4a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin general elementary
classrooms and departmentalized settings with various types of teaching certificatesin
their state: 1993-94

Teaching assignment

Type of teaching certificate General elementary Departmentalized settings:

classrooms' main teaching assignment’
Regular or standard state certificate, or advanced professional certificate... 0.5 0.4

Provisional or other type of certificate given while participating in an

“alternative certification program” .........ccccooeeerieneneniene e 0.2 0.2
Probationary CertifiCate........ ..o s 0.2 0.1
Temporary CErtifiCate ........covuriiiiiiree e 0.2 0.1
Emergency certificate Or WaIVEY ..........ccccoviieriineneeie e 0.1 0.1

No certificate 0.2 0.3

The category labeled general elementary classrooms includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching
assignment was general elementary.

2The category labeled departmentalized settings includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was
in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-5a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin grades 7 through
12 who reported having an undergraduate or graduate major or minor in their main
teaching assignment field, by selected school characteristics: 1998

Social
- English/ Foreign studies/ . .
School and teacher characteristic language arts language social Mathematics Science
science
All targeted public school teachers'................... 14 1.3 16 21 1.8
Locae
CaNtral CitY .o.eeeeeereeeceeeseeeere e 34 15 3.7 4.4 3.8
Urban fringe/town/rural ............coceiiieniniencnicenene 16 17 19 2.6 15
Percent minority enrollment in school
50 percent or [€SS.......cooiereeiiieeeee e 15 14 2.0 2.2 17
More than 50 percent.........cccoceveervenenieeneeseseeeene 3.7 3.0 3.7 5.6 4.8
Percent of students in school eligible for free or
reduced-price school lunch
Lessthan 60 percent.......c.ccooeveeeeeiienenienneeseneeens 13 13 19 21 18
60 percent or more 5.0 # 4.4 6.4 6.0

#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on

Professional Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-6a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin grades 7 through
12 who reported having an under graduate or graduate major or minor in their main
teaching assignment field, by selected school characteristics: 1993-94

Social
School and teacher characteristic English/ Foreign stud!a/ Mathematics Science
language arts language social
science
All targeted public school teachers' ................... 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.9 11
Locae
Cantral CitY .o.eeeeeereeecereseeeere e 21 12 14 22 1.9
Urban fringe/town/rural ............ccceiiieniniencniennene 11 1.0 1.0 13 13
Percent minority enrollment in school
50 percent or [€SS.......ccoierieiinereee e 0.9 0.9 1.0 12 12
More than 50 percent.........cccoeeveeeienenieeneeseseeeene 2.6 14 18 2.8 2.8
Percent of students in school eligible for free or
reduced-price school lunch
Less than 60 percent 10 0.9 10 12 11
60 PErcent OF MONE..........ccceereerieeriieiie e 2.9 19 3.2 3.8 3.9

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished tabulations,
1998.
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Table D-7a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin grades 9 through
12 who reported having an under graduate or graduate major or minor in their main
teaching assignment field, by selected school characteristics: 1998

School and teacher characteristic Englist/ Foreign SOC.'aI Stgd'w Mathematics Science
language arts language social science
All targeted public school teachers'............cco.......... 1.0 15 1.2 2.0 1.4

Locale

CONtral CItY ..ovoeeecececeeeeeee e 23 * 22 4.7 4.6

Urban fringe/town/rural ............cccoovveeecnnnenecennene 12 21 16 2.3 13
Percent minority enrollment in school

50 PErcent OF [€SS........ocvueueurirerieeieierreeeie e 11 1.7 15 2.0 14

More than 50 Percent.........ooeeeerererereseerereneeeeeesesens 25 # 2.3 6.3 37
Percent of students in school eligible for free or
reduced-price school lunch

Lessthan 60 Percent .........oeeererereceseeneresesesiessenens 10 16 12 20 15

60 PErCENt OF MOFE.....civircreiiiiit st 4.0 # # 8.9 #

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.
#Too few cases for areliable estimate.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-8a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersin grades 9 through
12 who reported having an under graduate or graduate major or minor in their main
teaching assignment field, by selected school characteristics: 1993-94

Social
School and teacher characteristic English/ Foreign stud!a/ Mathematics Science
language arts language social
science
All targeted public school teachers' ................... 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6
Locae
Cantral CitY .o.eeeeeereeeceeereeeere e 1.9 14 11 17 14
Urban fringe/town/rural ............ccceiiieniniencnieeene 0.7 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.8
Percent minority enrollment in school
50 percent or [€SS.......ccoieeeeiineneee e 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.7
More than 50 percent.........cccooeeeeeienenieenieseneeeens 19 17 0.9 2.2 17
Percent of students in school eligible for free or
reduced-price school lunch
L ess than 60 percent 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.7
60 PErcent OF MONE..........ccceeeeerieerieeiee e 19 15 1.6 1.8 15

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished tabulations,
1998.
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Table D-9a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacher swho participated in
professional development activitiesin the last 12 monthsin various content areas, by
teaching experience: 1998

Teaching experience

Content area 3 or fewer 4109 10t019 | 20 or more

years years years years

State or district curriculum and performance standards...........cccoeeeeienenieenne. 15 15 13 14

Integration of educational technology in the grade or subject you teach........... 18 19 15 13

New methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning) .........ccccoceveeeeeieserieene. 13 15 18 14

In-depth study in the subject area of your main teaching assignment ............... 18 19 17 16

Student performance aSSESSMENT.........cccuiiiierieie e 15 18 17 1.6

Classroom management, including student discipling..........ccccooeeeerieiencnieene. 18 19 19 13

Addressing the needs of students with disabilities...........ccccooereieniniencnene 17 2.6 2.2 1.6
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or from

diverse cultural backgrounds.........cooeueireiriieiesensee s 22 22 21 14

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-10a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in
professional development activities since the end of the school year in various content
areas, by teaching experience: 1993-94

Teaching experience

Content area 3 or fewer 4t09 10to 19 20 or more
years years years years
Methods of teaching your subject field...........ocoieiiiniinie e 12 0.9 0.9 0.7
SEUAENE BSSESSMENT ...ttt 13 11 11 0.6
Cooperative learning in the Classroom.............coeieiiieriene e 13 11 0.8 0.9
Uses of educational technology for iNStruction............ccceoeveeeenenenieesesesiee 15 12 0.9 0.9
In-depth study in your sUbject fleld ... 1.3 0.9 0.9 0.7

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished tabulations,
1998.
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Table D-11a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating the
number of hours spent in professional development activitiesin the last 12 monthsin

various content areas. 1998

Total hours spent*

Content area
1to8 ‘ Morethan 8
State or district curriculum and performance Standards...........coeeeiieriene e 11 11
Integration of educational technology in the grade or subject you teach..........ccocoeeriiiiiiniiicnneeeeeee 1.0 1.0
New methods of teaching (e.g., COOPErative |€arniNg) ..........ccoeerrierereriieiie et 11 11
In-depth study in the subject area of your main teaching assignmeNt ...........ccocerereriere e 0.8 0.8
Student PErfOrMAaNCE ASSESSMENT.........coiuiiiiieeee ettt sttt e s ae et e besae e e e besaeeaeebesaeeseesesaeeneaneas 12 12
Classroom management, including student diSCipliNe...........coooeririiiriei s 12 12
Addressing the needs of students With diSabilitiES...........oooeiiiiriri e 0.8 0.8
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or from diverse cultural backgrounds...... 15 15

*Estimates are based on those who participated in professional development activitiesin a particular content area.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional

Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-12a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating the
number of hours spent in professional development activities since the end of the last
school year in various content areas. 1993-94

Total hours spent*

Content area
1t08 | More than 8
Methods of teaching your SUDJECE FIEId...........ooiuiiiie e e e 0.6 0.6
SEUTBNE BSSESSIMENL ...ttt a e b e b e s e e e h Rt e e e e st e bt e et e r e nr e e e nnenr e e enn 0.7 0.7
Cooperative |earning iN the ClaSSIO0M...........ooiiiriii et sae e b b se e b sae e eneas 0.7 0.7
Uses of educational technology fOr INSIFUCLION...........coouiiiiiiee e e s 0.6 0.6
In-depth study iN YOUr SUDJECE FIEI .....ueiiiiiiiie ettt sb e b sne e eneas 0.9 0.9

*Estimates are based on those who participated in professional development activitiesin a particular content area.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished tabulations,
1998.
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Table D-13a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachers who participated in
professional development activitiesin the last 12 months indicating the extent to which
they believe the activity improved their teaching: 1998

Improved classroom teaching

Content area
A lot ‘ Moderately ‘ Somewhat ‘ Not at all
State or district curriculum and performance standards..........ccocceveeeeeeienenicnnne 0.6 11 11 0.7
Integration of educational technology in the grade or subject you teach.... 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.5
New methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative |earning) .........c.ccecerererieenenienienne 0.8 11 1.0 0.4
In-depth study in the subject area of your main teaching assignment ................. 12 1.0 1.0 0.3
Student performance aSSESSMENT..........oouiiiriieriieeee e 0.9 12 1.0 0.6
Classroom management, including student disCipling...........ccccoeereneenienenicnnne 11 12 13 0.8
Addressing the needs of students with disabilities 0.9 1.6 1.6 0.6

Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or from
diverse cultural backgrounds...........ooeieeiiiiiinisee e 14 1.6 1.6 0.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-14a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in
professional development activitiesin the last 12 monthsindicating that the activity
improved their teaching a lot, by teaching experience: 1998

Teaching experience

Content area 3 or fewer 4109 10t019 | 20 or more

years years years years

State or district curriculum and performance standards...........cccoeeeeienenieenne. 13 1.6 15 12

Integration of educational technology in the grade or subject you teach........... 18 19 1.6 18

New methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning) .........ccccoceveeeeeieserieene. 17 17 21 15

In-depth study in the subject area of your main teaching assignment ............... 19 25 21 2.0

Student performance aSSESSMENT.........cccuiiiierieie e 2.0 19 19 1.6

Classroom management, including student discipling..........ccccooeeeerieiencnieene. 23 23 24 2.2

Addressing the needs of students with disabilities...........ccccooereieniniencnene 2.2 18 23 18
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or from

diverse cultural backgrounds.........cooeueireiriieiesensee s 2.3 31 25 25

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-15a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating the extent
to which participation in professional development activitiesin various content areas
improved their classroom teaching, by the number of hours spent in professional
development in that content area in the last 12 months. 1998

Improved my teaching
A lot | Moderately| Somewhat | Not at all

Content area

State or district curriculum and performance standards
LHO B NOUIS....ceeiticiee e 0.6 12 13 0.8
MOrethan 8 NOUFS........coviieeriecee e s 13 16 16 11

Integration of educational technology in the grade or subject you teach

1to 8 hours............. 0.8 11 11 0.8

More than 8 hours 18 15 17 0.5
New methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning)

L O B NOUIS....cietiee ettt b et b e s be e e 1.0 17 15 0.6

MOre than 8 NOUIS .......cc.eiiiiieeeee e e 1.6 17 14 0.5
In-depth study in the subject area of your main teaching assignment

L HO B NOUIS....cie ettt ettt st s b et be e 12 15 1.6 0.6

MOre than 8 NOUIS .......cc.eiiiiieeeee e e 17 14 13 0.3
Student performance assessment

L O B NOUIS....cietiee ettt b et b e s be e e 0.8 15 12 0.8

MOre than 8 NOUIS .......cc.eiiiiieeeee e e 18 19 2.0 0.7
Classroom management, including student discipline

1to 8 hours............. 12 13 17 0.9

More than 8 hours 2.7 2.3 18 13
Addressing the needs of students with disabilities

L O B NOUIS....cietiee ettt b et b e s be e e 0.9 2.0 18 0.7

MOre than 8 NOUIS ........c.oiiiii e 3.0 31 3.0 11
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or from diverse
cultural backgrounds

L O B NOUIS....cietiee ettt b et b e s be e e 1.0 19 2.2 12

MOrE than 8 NOUFS ..ottt sbe e sbeeneeneaas 35 31 23 14

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-16a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in
activitiesrelated to teaching in the last 12 months, by frequency of participation: 1998

Frequency of participation*

Activity A few Oncea 2 to3 At least

timesa month timesa oncea
year month week
Regularly scheduled collaboration with other teachers...........cocooeiirniininciieeecee, 11 1.0 0.8 11
Common planning period for team tEaChErS.........cociiiiiiieie e 1.0 0.8 1.0 14
Networking with teachers outside your SChOOL...........ccoiiriiiiinieee e 12 0.8 0.8 0.7
Individual or collaborative research on atopic of interest professionaly ...........ccceceeueeee. 14 11 11 0.8
Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship..........ccccooiiiiiiiiniie, 2.0 12 17 19
Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship......c.ccoeieiiieiesiene e, 23 12 1.6 1.8

*Estimates are based on those who participated in a particular activity related to teaching.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-17a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in
various activitiesrelated to teaching in thelast 12 monthsindicating the extent to
which they believe the activity improved their teaching: 1998

Improved classroom teaching

Activity
A lot ‘ Moderately ‘ Somewhat ‘ Not at all
Regularly scheduled collaboration with other teachers..........ccccoveeiiiicnenee. 0.9 1.0 0.8 0.5
15 11 11 0.5
12 1.0 12 0.4
12 11 12 0.3
16 21 19 11
18 17 2.0 11

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-18a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating the extent
to which participation in activitiesrelated to teaching improved their classroom
teaching, by the frequency with which they participated in that activity in thelast 12
months: 1998

Improved my teaching

Activity Alot | Moderately | Somewhat | Notatall

Regularly scheduled collaboration with other teachers, excluding meetings
held for administrative purposes
A FOW HIMES AYEAN ... s 18 17 21 14

Once amonth.......... 19 2.2 2.3 11
2 to 3times amonth... 21 25 25 0.9
At 1€8St ONCE AWEEK ......oueieieiiieeeiee e s s 18 2.0 12 0.6
Common planning period for team teachers
A FOW HIMES AYEAN....coiiieeieee e e 25 35 34 2.0
ONCE AMONEN ...ttt e s 3.8 4.7 4.1 2.3
2103 tiMESamMONN ..o s 35 37 31 12
At 1€8St ONCE AWEEK ......ouereieiiieeeiee et 17 14 12 0.4
Networking with teachers outside your school
A FOW HIMES AYEAN....coiiieeeee e e 11 14 15 0.5
ONCE AMONEN ...ttt bbb 2.8 25 24 0.9
2103 tiMESamMONtN ..o s 3.6 35 3.0 0.5
At 1€8St ONCE AWEEK ......oueieieiiieeeieie et 3.7 35 2.7 15
Individual or collaborative research on atopic of interest to you
professionally
A FOW HIMES AYEAN ...t 17 17 2.2 0.4
Once amonth.......... 33 33 33 0.6
2 to 3 timesamonth... 24 31 25 1.0
At 1€8St ONCE AWEEK ......oueiuieiiieeeiee et s s 2.6 2.0 21 0.3
Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship
A FOW HIMES AYEAN ... e e 21 33 37 23
ONCE AMONEN ...ttt s 4.6 45 51 4.3
2103 tiMESamMONN ..o s 35 53 4.6 3.0
At 1€8St ONCE AWEEK ......oueriieiiieeieeie e s s 2.6 3.0 2.8 2.0
Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship
A FEW HIMES AYEAN....coiiieeiee e e e 21 2.6 33 2.2
Once amonth.......... 4.3 4.8 3.8 2.0
2 to 3 timesamonth... 45 4.0 3.8 *
At 1€8St ONCE AWEEK ... ittt sttt sbe e nesaesne e 4.0 3.3 3.0 0.7

*Estimate of standard error is not derived because it is based on a statistic estimated at 0 or 100 percent.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-19a.—Standard errors of the average class size for full-time public school teachersin general
elementary classrooms and departmentalized settings, by selected school
characteristics. 1998

Teaching assignment

School characteristic General elementary Departmentalized
classrooms' settings
All targeted public SChOO! tEBCHENS .........cceieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 0.2 0.1

Locae

(0= 011 7= o1 TSR 0.2 0.3

Urban fringe/large town ... 0.3 0.2

RUFa/SMall TOWN ... 0.3 0.2
Region

NOMNEBSE ...t 0.4 0.3

IMIIAWESE.......e et 0.3 0.3

SOULR ... s 0.2 0.2

WVESE ...ttt n s 0.3 0.4
Percent minority enrollment in school

B PEICENE OF [ESS... et sttt s 0.4 0.2

B0 20 PEICENL ... ittt ettt ettt ee e st e s an e ae e saeeeneenneeeaneeas 0.3 0.2

21 10 50 PEICENT ... eeeeeeiee ettt ettt e e ae e se e st e sn e ae e sae e e reenneeeaeeeas 0.3 0.3

MOre than 50 PEFCENL.......c.ciiii e 0.3 0.3
Percent of studentsin school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch

L eSS than 15 PErCENt.......ooirieie et e e 0.3 0.3

1580 32 PEICENL....ceiueeeeeetee ettt ettt st ae e s b e s ae e s e e ae e s ae e en e neenaes 0.4 0.3

IR (oot o1 (00 o | PP RTURRTR 0.2 0.3

B0 PEICENE OF IMOTE..... ettt et ettt e st e et e e sieesreasneesseesseesneesnnesnnesaneesnneans 0.3 0.4

The category |abeled general elementary classrooms includes all teachers of self-contained classrooms in the 1998 FRSS study, regardless of
instructional level. Almost all (95 percent) of the self-contained classrooms were at the elementary school level.

Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-20a.—Standard errors of the average class size for full-time public school teachersin general
elementary classrooms and departmentalized settings, by selected school
characteristics. 1993-94

Teaching assignment

School characteristic General elementary Departmentalized
classrooms' settings”
All targeted public SChOO! tEBCHENS® ............iveeeeeeeeee e 0.1 0.1
Locae
(0= 011 7=/ o1 USRS 0.2 0.2
Urban fringe/large tOWN .........c.ooiiiiieeeeee e e 0.2 0.1
RUFa/SMall TOWN ...t 0.1 0.1
Region
NOMNEBSL ...t 0.3 0.2
0.2 0.1
0.1 0.1
0.2 0.2
Percent minority enrollment in school
B PEICENE OF [ESS.....c ittt st
B0 20 PEICENT ...ttt sttt e e s ae e s an e b ne e eaneeneas 0.2 0.1
21 10 50 PEICENT ... ceiueeeteeitee ettt et et e st et e e sie e s et e be e sae e es e e be e saeeeaneeneesneesaneenneas 0.2 0.1
MOre than 50 PEFCENL.........coieie e s 0.2 0.2
0.3 0.3
Percent of studentsin school eligible for free or reduced-price school lunch
L eSS than 15 PErCENt .......ooiiieie ettt s 0.2 0.1
1580 32 PEICENL....eeeeeiueeeieeeiee ettt sttt s ae e s e b ae e sae e ne e re e eneeeas 0.2 0.1
3310 59 PEICENE ... ettt sttt st s b e b s ae e sneenne e e 0.2 0.2
60 PEICENE OF IMOTE. ... ittt ettt et e et e sieesieeeseesseesaeesseeneasneesneeneesneesnneenneas 0.2 0.3

The category labeled general elementary classrooms includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching
assignment was general elementary.

2The category labeled departmentalized settings includes teachers in the 1993-94 SASS study who indicated that their main teaching assignment was
in English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign language, mathematics, or science.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

NOTE: Approximately 5 percent of the teachers were excluded from these SASS class size analyses, either because they taught “pull-out” classes,
where they provided instruction to students who were released from their regular classes (2 percent), or because of reporting problemsin their class
size information (3 percent).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished tabulations,
1998.
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Table D-21a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating how well
prepar ed they feel to do various activitiesin the classroom: 1998
How well prepared teachers feel

Activity Very well Moderately | Somewhat |\ o o
well well

prepared prepared prepared prepared
Maintain order and discipline in the classroom............ccoceverenienieneneniene 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.2
Implement new methods for teaching (e.g., cooperative learning)............... 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.3
Implement state or district curriculum and performance standards.............. 0.9 11 1.0 0.3
Use student performance assessment teChniques ..........cccoceierieriencneniens 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.4
Address the needs of students with disabilities* ..........ccooeeniniiiinincnnns 0.8 11 1.0 0.6
Integrate educational technology into the grade or subject taught................ 0.8 1.0 1.0 0.5

Address the needs of students with limited English proficiency or from

diverse cultural backgrounds® ..........coccveieieiineiese et 1.1 14 1.0 0.9

* Estimates are based on teachers who teach students with these characteristics.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-22a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating they feel
very well prepared to do various activities in the classroom, by teaching experience:

1998
Teaching experience
Content area 3 or fewer 4109 10t019 | 20or more

years years years years
Maintain order and discipline in the classroom............ccocevenenienieneneniens 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.2
Implement new methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning) ................ 2.0 18 19 18
Implement state or district curriculum and performance standards.............. 19 17 2.0 17
Use student performance assessment teChniques ..........ccccoceienierieninccniens 17 15 17 15
Address the needs of students with disabilities* ..........cccoeenineniinincnnns 0.8 11 1.0 0.6
Integrate educational technology into the grade or subject taught................ 17 18 19 14

Address the needs of students with limited English proficiency or from
diverse cultural backgrounds® ... 1.1 14 1.0 0.9

* Estimates are based on teachers who teach students with these characteristics.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-23a.—Standard errors of the comparison of recent teacher participation in professional
development in various content areas and per ceived teacher preparedness for
classroom requirementsin those content areas: 1998

Activity

Percent of teachers
indicating they
participated in

professional
development activities

Percent of all teachers
indicating they felt very
well prepared for the
classroom activity

Of the teachers who
participated in
professional
development, percent
indicating they felt very
well prepared for the
classroom activity

Maintain order and discipline in the classroom...................
Implement new teaching methods ..o
Implement state or district curriculum and performance
SEANAAIAS ...
Use student performance assessment techniques....
Address the needs of students with disabilities...................
Integrate educational technology into the grade or
SUbjeCt tagNL ......coeeeieiee e
Address the needs of students with limited English
proficiency or from diverse cultural backgrounds..........

0.9
0.7

0.8
0.9
11
0.8

11

0.7
0.8

0.9
1.0
0.8
0.8

11

13
1.0

1.0
12
13
0.9

1.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional

Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-24a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating how well
prepared they fedl to do various activitiesin the classroom, by the number of hours
spent in professional development in the content area of the activity in the last 12
months: 1998

Moderately | Somewhat
Content area Very W:Idl well well Not at :Ic:
prepar prepared prepared prepar

State or district curriculum and performance standards

O NOUPS .t st b e s ae et b e sae et et e sae e e nnas 2.2 2.2 18 1.0

LHO B NOUIS ... et et s a e e 12 14 14 0.5

MOre than 8 NOUIS.........oouiiiiii e 19 19 15 0.3
Integration of educational technology into the grade or subject taught

L0 0 LU USRI 11 14 2.0 17

LHO B NOUIS ... ettt s 0.8 13 12 0.6

MOre than 8 NOUIS.........oouiiiiii e e 19 19 1.6 0.5
New methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative learning)

Ohours...... 17 19 15 0.9

1to8hours.......... 13 13 1.0 0.3

MOre than 8 NOUIS.........couiiiiii e e 17 16 0.9 0.1
Student performance assessment

L0 01U USRI 12 14 14 11

LHO B NOUIS ...t bt s 11 14 12 0.4

MOre than 8 NOUIS.........oouiiiiii et 23 19 13 0.6
Classroom management, including student discipline

L0 01U ST 12 11 0.5 0.2

1to 8 hours 14 13 0.6 0.3

MOre than 8 NOUIS.........oouiiiiii et 2.8 25 1.0 0.3
Addressing the needs of students with disabilities

L0 0 LU TSR 1.0 18 14 11

1to8hours......... 14 17 13 0.8

MOre than 8 NOUIS.........oiuiiiiii et 3.6 3.0 2.6 0.9
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or from
diverse cultural backgrounds'

L0 01U TSR 11 18 15 16

LHO B NOUIS ...ttt st 18 2.2 19 1.0

MOre than 8 NOUFS.........coiiiiiiiiiieie et 35 31 24 0.6

Estimates are based on teachers who teach students with these characteristics.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-25a.—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teachersindicating they feel
very well prepared to do various classroom activities, by whether they participated in
various teaching-related activitiesin thelast 12 months: 1998

Feel very well prepared to:

Address the
Implement Integrate réeeds of A
A state or . students wit
Whether teacher Manan | implement | distict | 0% student Ad:g‘s tfhe educational | " imited
participated in the activity d_or jer anc new methods | curriculum | PErrormance neeas of _ technology English
isciplinein ] assessment | students with | into the grade -
of teaching and . ] ; proficiency or
the classroom techniques disabilities or subject -
performance taught from diverse
standards cultural
backgrounds
Common planning period
for team teachers
| = TR 11 12 12 12 11 11 13
NO -ttt 14 15 15 15 15 11 19
Regularly scheduled
collaboration with other
teachers, excluding
meetings held for
administrative purposes
| = TR 0.9 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 12
NO -ttt 1.9 18 18 2.0 17 14 2.2
Being mentored by another
teacher in aformal
relationship
| = TR 19 19 21 17 16 15 17
NO -ttt 0.9 1.0 1.0 11 0.9 0.8 12
Mentoring another teacher
in aformal relationship
| = TR 15 19 17 2.2 21 18 2.0
NO -ttt 0.8 0.9 0.9 11 0.8 0.9 11
Networking with teachers
outside your school
| = TR 1.0 13 1.0 13 1.0 11 14
NO -ttt 12 14 13 15 12 12 16
Individual or collaborative
research on atopic of
interest to you
professionally
| = TR 11 12 1.0 12 13 13 15
NO -ttt 13 12 13 13 12 1.0 17

Estimates are based on teachers who teach students with these characteristics.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional
Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-26.—Standard errorsfor the figuresand for data not shown in tables: FRSS 1998 and SASS

1993-94
. Standard
Item Estimate

error
Figure 1: Percent of full-time public school teachers who hold master’s degree, by selected
school and teacher characteristics
School level: elementary schooal .. 40 18
School level: middle school ......... 46 1.9
School level: high schoal...... 55 15
School level: combined ..o 49 3.7
Teaching experience: less than 3 years.. 16 16
Teaching experience: 4 to 9 years.......... 31 23
Teaching eXperienCe: 10 10 19 YEAIS.......ccuiii ettt sttt sttt s be st et sbe e e e e sbesseeaesaeeneaneas 48 18
Teaching eXperienCe: 20 OF IMOME YEAIS ......couirereerieiieieesteeieetestesieeeesbe st e eesbesaeeeesbesseeeesaesseesesaeeneeneas 62 15
Free or reduced-price lunch: less than 15 percent... 57 18
Free or reduced-price [unCh: 1510 32 PEICENE .......oouiiiiiiiiereeie ettt 46 2.0
Free or reduced-price Iunch: 3310 59 PEICENE .......coeiiiiieieriere et 41 24
Free or reduced-price lunch: 60 percent or more.... 37 23
REGION: NOIMNEASE ... ettt sttt s ae et e b e sae e e e besae s e e sbesnesnee e 60 2.8
REGION: MIAWESL ...ttt sttt s h et et e s bt e e et e s heeaeesbesaeeseebesaeensenbesnesneanne 51 2.0
Region: South 39 16
REGION: WESE ...ttt e s h et et e bt et et e s he et et e sheeaeeabesheese e besaeensesbesnesneanne 38 2.0
Figure 2: Percent of full-time public school teachers who hold master’s degree, by selected
school and teacher characteristics: 1993-94
School level: elementary SCROOI ............ooiiiiir e e b 42 0.7
School level: middle school ......... 46 14
School level: high schoal...... 55 0.7
School level: combined ..o 47 0.8
Teaching experience: less than 3 years.. 15 1.0
Teaching experience: 4 to 9 years.......... 30 11
Teaching experience: 10 to 19 years...... 49 11
Teaching experience: 20 or more years.................. 61 0.9
Free or reduced-price lunch: less than 15 percent... 53 1.0
Free or reduced-price [unCh: 1510 32 PEICENE .......ooieiiiieieeieie et s 46 0.9
Free or reduced-price lunch: 33 to 59 percent 41 1.0
Free or reduced-price lunch: 60 percent or more 41 12
REGION: NOIMNEASE ...ttt sttt he et e b sae e e e besae e e e besnesnee e 60 11
REGION: MIAWESL ...ttt s he et b e s bt st et e sheeae et e sae e e e besaeensesbesneeneanne a7 12
Region: South 42 0.7
REGION: WESE ...ttt e e s h et e s he et et e s he e e et e sheeseesbesaeeae e besaeensenbesnesneanne 37 12
Figure 3: Percent of full-time public school teachers in general elementary classrooms and
departmentalized settings with a regular or standard state certificate or advanced professional
certificate, by teaching experience
General elementary ClassrOOmMS: 3 OF FEWEN YEAIS......cccuoiuiiiriieieieeie et s 65 31
General elementary ClasstOOMS: 410 Q YEAI'S. .....coiuiiirierieieeie ettt eesbe e e 92 16
General elementary classtOOMS: 10 t0 19 YEAIS. ... .coueriiiieririerie ettt s eesae e nee s 99 0.6
General elementary classrooms: 20 OF MOIE YEAIS........cecvevererieereeserieenens 99 0.5
Departmentalized setting: Main teaching assignment: 3 or fewer years... 64 2.3
Departmentalized setting: Main teaching assignment: 4 to 9 years...... 89 15
Departmentalized setting: Main teaching assignment: 10 to 19 years....... 97 0.7
Departmentalized setting: Main teaching assignment: 20 OF MOIE YEaI'S......ccceuaiuiieriieniesesiesieseaeanes 99 0.4
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Table D-26.—Standard errorsfor the figuresand for data not shown in tables: FRSS 1998 and SASS

1993-94 (continued)
. Standard
Item Estimate
error
Figure 4: Percent of full-time classroom and departmentalized teachersin public schools with a
regular or standard state certificate or advanced professional certificate, by teaching
experience: 1993-94
General elementary ClassrOOmMS: 3 OF FEWEN YEAIS......cccuoiiririeieieeie ettt st 73 2.8
General elementary classrooms: 4 to 9 years.......... 92 0.9
General elementary classrooms: 10 to 19 years... 97 0.6
Self-contained: 20 OF MOFE YEAI'S........ooviierierierieee e 99 0.4
Departmentalized setting: Main teaching assignment: 3 or fewer years... 66 15
Departmentalized setting: Main teaching assignment: 410 9 YEaArS ......ccoceiireriieneneriee e 86 12
Departmentalized setting: Main teaching assignment: 10 t0 19 YEarS........cccoveeeeeriererieenenenee e 94 0.6
Departmentalized setting: Main teaching assignment: 20 OF MOIE YEaI'S.........cccueruererieeriererieenieseseenes 96 0.4
Figure 5: Percent of full-time public school teachers who participated in professional
development activitiesin the last 12 monthsthat focused on varioustopics: 1998
State or district curriculum and performance Standards.............ooeeeeienerienenee e 81 0.8
Integration of educational technology in the grade or subject you teach ..o 78 0.8
New methods of teaching (e.g., COOperative | arning) ..........cccoererreererieriiene e 77 0.7
In-depth study in the subject area of your main teaching assignment.... 73 0.8
Student PErformManCe SSESSMENT ........oouiiiiiiiierieee ettt e et be et e s besaeeeesbesae e e e sbesneeneaas 67 0.9
Classroom management, including student diSCipline .........c.cooeiiriiiinenieneee e 49 0.9
Addressing the needs of students with diSabilities..........cccooiiiririeiiie e 48 11
Addressing the needs of students with limited English proficiency or from diverse cultural
DBCKGIOUNDS ..ottt er e et n e e n e nn s 31 11
Figure 6: Percent of full-time public school teachers who participated in professional
development activities since the end of the last school year that focused on varioustopics:
1993-94
Methods of teaching your SUDJECE FIEId...........coiiiiiiii e 67 0.4
SEUTBNE BSSESSIMENT ...ttt er e e s nr e e e e st r s nn e r e e nnenn e enis 55 0.5
Cooperative learning in the ClaSSIO0M..........coeiiiiiie et e e 53 0.5
Uses of educational technology for instruction.... 51 0.6
In-depth study in Your SUDJECE FIEI ......cceiiieeee e 29 0.4
Figure 7: Percent of full-time public school teachers who participated in professional
development activitiesin the last 12 monthsthat addressed the needs of studentswith limited
English proficiency or from diver se cultural backgrounds, by percent of minority enroliment in
the school: 1998
Percent minority enrollment: 5 Percent Or 1€SS..........coiiiiiriieeeee et 14 15
Percent minority enrollment: 6 t0 20 PEICENT.........ooiiieii et 29 19
Percent minority enrollment: 21 t0 50 PEICENE..........cooueiiierieie et 34 2.0
Percent minority enrollment: more than 50 PErCENt............coouiiiiiriieie e 51 25
Figure 8: Percent of full-time public school teachers who participated in professional
development activitiesin thelast 12 monthsthat addressed the needs of studentswith limited
English proficiency or from diverse cultural backgrounds, by region: 1998
22 2.2
22 19
33 17
51 2.4
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1993-94 (continued)

. Standard
Item Estimate
error

Figure 9: Percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in various activities
related to teaching in the last 12 months: 1998
Regularly scheduled collaboration with other teaChers............ccooirieiiiiiii e 81 0.9
Common planning period for team teachers.... 62 0.9
Networking with teachers outside the school... 61 0.9
Individual or collaborative research...........c.ccoeueeee. 53 0.9
Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship.............. 26 0.8
Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship.........c.ccooeiirieiinenienee e 19 0.6
Figure 10: Percent of full-time public school teacherswho participated in mentoring activitiesin
thelast 12 months, by teaching experience: 1998
Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship: 3 or fewer years..........ccocceververienenicnienns 58 18
Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship: 4 to 9 years........ 21 17
Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship: 10 to 19 years.... 12 14
Being mentored by another teacher in aformal relationship: 20 or more years... 9 0.8
Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship: 3 or fewer years............... 12 13
Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship: 4 to 9 years........... 25 2.0
Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship: 10 to 19 years....... 32 18
Mentoring another teacher in aformal relationship: 20 OF MOre YEars .........coceeeerererieeneneeceseseeeee 27 12
Figure 11: Percent of full-time public school teachersindicating the extent to which being
mentored improved their classroom teaching, by teaching experience: 1998
IMProved @lot: 3 OF FEWEN YEAIS. .......ooiiieie ettt b e st sbesae e 45 24
Improved alot: 4to 9 years......... 31 4.4
Improved alot: 10 to 19 years..... 32 45
Improved alot: 20 or more years........... 18 4.3
Improved moderately: 3 or fewer years. 26 19
Improved moderately: 4 to 9 years..... 26 3.6
Improved moderately: 10 to 19 years.... 28 4.8
Improved moderately: 20 or more years 27 5.2

Improved somewhat: 3 or fewer years...... 25 2.2

Improved somewhat: 4 to 9 years.......... 36 4.6
Improved somewhat: 10 to 19 years...... 35 5.0
Improved SOMEWhat: 20 OF MOFE YEAS. .......couerieieiereetesieeee sttt eeeste s seesbesae st e sbesae s e e sbesaeensesaesaesneenne 39 51
Improved NOt at all: 3 OF FEWEN YEAI'S....c..coiiieee ettt st 5 1.0
Improved not at all: 4 to 9 years 8 18
Improved NOt at all: 1010 19 YEAI'S ....c.eeeeii ittt sttt sttt sb e sae e b s ae et e sbesae e 5 2.8
Improved Not at all: 20 OF MOFE YEA'S. .....cccuiiuirieieieeee ettt st s e et s e e besae s e e sbesaeenee e 15 4.3
Figure 12: Percent of full-time public school teachers who participated in a formal induction
program when they first began teaching, by teaching experience: 1998
65 19
55 21
28 17
14 11
Figure 13: Percent of public school teacherswho participated in a formal induction program
during their first year of teaching, by teaching experience: 1993-94
59 15
47 14
17 0.7
16 0.6
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Table D-26.—Standard errorsfor the figuresand for data not shown in tables: FRSS 1998 and SASS
1993-94 (continued)

. Standard
Item Estimate
error

Figure 14: Percent of full-time public school teachersindicating the length of the formal
induction program in which they participated when they first began teaching: 1998
Length of program: 3 MONNS OF [€SS.........coiriiiiireeeeree e 12 1.0
Length of program: more than 310 8 MONENS ..........ccvcoiiiriirce e 10 0.9
Length of program: 9 MONtNSTO L YEAN.........ccvcceririieeeereeeer e e 66 15
Length of program: MOre than @YEAr ..........ccccceriririeierereeer e 12 1.0
Figure 15: Percent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers: 1998
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to mein my work: strongly agree..........cocceeeveveeiencncenne 63 0.9
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to mein my work: somewhat agree..........ccccoeeeeeeieicneenne 33 0.9
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to mein my work: somewhat disagree ..........cccceeeveiennnne 4 0.3
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to me in my work: strongly disagree. 1 0.1
The school administration supports me in my work: Strongly agree.........coccoveeeeerenerieene s 55 11
The school administration supports me in my work: somewhat agree..........ccceceeveierieeienenceene e 36 1.0
The school administration supports me in my work: somewhat disagree.. 7 0.5
The school administration supports me in my work: strongly disagree..... 2 0.3
School goals and priorities are clear: strongly agree...... a7 11
School goals and priorities are clear: somewhat agree....... 38 1.0
School goals and priorities are clear: somewhat disagree . 11 0.6
School goals and priorities are clear: strongly disagree..........cccooceveeennee. 4 0.4
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: strongly agree... 32 11
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: somewhat agree....... 54 11
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: somewhat disagree.. 11 0.6
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: strongly disagree...........ccocceveverienenicnnenns 3 0.3
Figure 16: Percent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers: 1993-94
The school administration behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: strongly agree..... 41 0.5
The school administration behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: somewhat agree .. 38 0.5
The school administration behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: somewhat

[0 15z o == SO 14 0.3
The school administration behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: strongly disagree. 7 0.3
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: Strongly agree..........coooviieieieneeie e 37 0.5
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: somewhat agree.........ccooeveeieiiierie i 45 0.4
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: somewhat disagree 14 0.4
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: strongly diSagree..........cocooeeieiereeiiiineeee e 4 0.2
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: strongly agree.........ccccooeveevenenicncnns 11 0.3
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: somewhat agree 42 0.5
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: somewhat disagree..........ccccceveieeenns 30 0.4
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: strongly disagree........ccccoceeeieiicannanns 17 0.4
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Figure 17: Percent of full-time public school teachers who strongly agreed with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by school instructional level: 1998
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to mein my work: elementary school ............ccccceveieninnnne 69 15
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to me in my work: middle school .. 60 18
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to me in my work: high schooal ......... 53 15
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to me in my work: combined school . 49 3.8
The school administration supports me in my work: elementary school.............. 56 19
The school administration supports me in my work: middle schoal .......... 59 1.6
The school administration supports me in my work: high school .......... 49 17
The school administration supports me in my work: combined school ..... 48 3.8
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: elementary schoal........... 52 17
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: middle school ....... 48 15
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: high SChoOl ..........cocoiiiiiiii e 37 16
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: combined .............cocooiiiririinie e 32 3.6
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: elementary school .. 36 17
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: middle school ............ccoceveiiiiniininenins 30 16
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: high school ... 24 14
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: combined ............ccoccoiiiniinininieneneees 25 33
Figure 18: Percent of full-time public school teachers who strongly agreed with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by school instructional level: 1993-94
The school administrations' behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: elementary

SCNOON ... R e n et r s 44 0.8
The school administrations' behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: middle school ... 41 13
The school administrations' behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: high schoal........ 33 0.6
The school administrations' behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: combined ......... 36 0.9
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: elementary SChOOI ...........cocoiiiiiiiiiiiniee e 44 0.7
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: middie SChool ..........cccoiiiiriiiinie e 35 13
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: high school 27 0.6
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: combined.............ccoceiiiiiriiin e 27 1.0
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: elementary school ...........cccccoociins 15 0.6
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: middle school 8 0.7
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: high school ............ccoceiiiniininins 6 0.3
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: combined............ccoceieiiiininninininns 7 0.4
Figure 19: Percent of full-time public school teachers who strongly agreed with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by teaching experience: 1998
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to mein my work: 3 or fewer years.........cccoovereencnicninnne 67 16
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to me in my work: 4 to 9 years 66 16
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to mein my work: 10 t0 19 Years ........cceceeveienerieneneeieene 62 19
Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to mein my work: 20 OF MOre Years.........ccccevevereeenencenieenns 60 14
The school administration supports me in my work: 3 or feWer Years.........ccceceeeierienienesceeie e 60 2.6
The school administration supports me in my Work: 410 9 YEars.........coceeverereriiesenieeiee e 56 2.0
The school administration supports me in my wWork: 10 t0 19 YEArS.......cceveiererieieniree e 53 21
The school administration supports me in my work: 20 Or MOre YEars.........ccceveeeeerererieesieseeseeseseeeens 52 14
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: 3 Or feWer YEars. ... 46 2.8
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: 410 O YEAIS......c.ooi e e 46 2.0
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: 1010 19 YEarS.......cocurveiererienie e ee 48 2.0
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: 20 Or MOTE YEarS. .......ccoererieriererieene e ee 48 16
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: 3 or fewer years .........ccoceveveienieicnceeene. 26 17
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: 4 t0 9 Years.........cceeevererieenesenieesie e 32 21
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: 10 to 19 years. 32 2.0
Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children: 20 Or MOre Years ........cooeeeeeieieeieesieseseennas 33 1.6
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Figure 20: Percent of full-time public school teacher s who strongly agreed with selected
statements about parent and school support for teachers, by teaching experience: 1993-94
The school administrations' behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: 3 or fewer years 48 15
The school administrations' behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: 4 to 9 years........ 40 1.0
The school administrations' behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: 10to 19 years... 41 0.8
The school administrations' behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging: 20 or more years 38 0.9
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: 3 Or FEWEr YEarS.......cocoiiieriiii e e 37 18
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: 4 to 9 years 35 0.9
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: 1010 19 YEarS.......cccerveiereriiene e ee 40 0.9
Goals and priorities for the school are clear: 20 Or MOFE YEarS. .......ccooeierierieririeesie e 37 0.8
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: 3 or fewer years... 10 1.0
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: 4 t0 9 years.........ccoceeeeveverieeiencneene. 10 0.7
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: 10 t0 19 years........ccoceveverieeicncneenn. 11 0.7
| receive agreat deal of support from parents for the work | do: 20 or more years.........ccccoceeeeeienereenne. 12 0.5
Figure 21: Percent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing that parents
support them in their effortsto educate their children, by percent of studentsin school eligible
for free or reduced-price school lunch: 1998
Lessthan 15 percent: StroNQIY GOFEE........coouiiirieie ettt sttt st s e et e sae e e b sae s e e sbesaesnee e 41 19
Less than 15 percent: somewhat agree 53 2.0
Lessthan 15 percent: SOMEWhat diSAgIEE.......cccueuiiiriiii ettt 5 0.5
Less than 15 percent: Strongly diSAgrER..........coeeiiiiriiiie ettt st e e 1 0.4
15 to 32 percent: strongly agree............. 34 2.0
15 to 32 percent: somewhat agree....... 56 18
15 to 32 percent: somewhat disagree.. 9 1.0
15 to 32 percent: strongly disagree..... 1 0.4
33 to 59 percent: strongly agree...... 29 2.2
33 to 59 percent: somewhat agree....... 57 21
33 to 59 percent: somewhat disagree.. 11 12
33 to 59 percent: strongly disagree..... 3 0.8
60 percent or more: strongly agree...... 23 18
60 percent or more: somewhat agree...... 53 2.2
60 percent or more: somewhat disagree. 17 17
60 percent or MOre: StroNgly iSAgIEE........ooui ittt bt s e e s be e nee s 7 0.9
Figure 22: Percent of full-time public school teachers agreeing or disagreeing that they receivea
great deal of support from parentsfor the work they do, by percent of studentsin school eligible
for free or reduced-price school lunch: 1993-94
Lessthan 15 percent: StrONQIY GOFEE... ..ot iirieieieeee ettt st b e st st sae e besae s e e sbesaeenee e 15 0.7
Less than 15 percent: somewhat agree 48 0.9
Lessthan 15 percent: SOMEWhat diSAgIEE.......ccoueuiiuirieie ettt 27 0.9
Lessthan 15 percent: Strongly diSAgrER..........coeeieiirieiie ettt s nee e 11 0.6
15 to 32 percent: strongly agree 11 0.6
15 t0 32 percent: SOMEWNEE @OIEE.........coouiiiieeieie ettt sttt sttt esae st e st e bt e e e besae e e e sbesneeneenne 44 0.9
15 t0 32 percent: SOMEWNEE QiSBgIEE.......coiuiiuirieie ettt sttt sttt e e b sae e 30 0.7
15 to 32 percent: strongly disagree 16 0.7
3310 59 PErcent: SITONGIY GOIEE........ciuiiirieie ettt sttt a e st e b s et e sbe s st e b e sbeeseeeesbesneebesbeeneeneas 9 0.7
3310 59 percent: SOMEWNEE BOFEE........cceiiiiiieee ettt st e e s bt e e sbe et sae e e eneas 41 11
33 to 59 percent: somewhat disagree.. 31 1.0
33 to 59 percent: strongly disagree..... 19 0.8
60 percent or more: strongly agree...... 10 0.6
60 percent or more: somewhat agree...... 33 12
60 percent or more: somewhat disagree. 33 1.0
60 percent or more: strongly disagree.... 25 1.1
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Figure 23: Percent of full-time public school teachersindicating they feel very well or
moder ately well prepared to address the needs of studentswith limited English proficiency or
from diver se cultural backgrounds, by percent minority enrollment in the school: 1998
5 percent or 1€SS: VEry WEll Prepared .........oouo oot sae e enee s 10 2.0
5 percent or less: moderately well prepared.. 25 2.9
6 to 20 percent: very well prepared............... 15 19
6 to 20 percent: moderately well prepared. 33 2.6
21 to 50 percent: very well prepared............. 20 19
21 to 50 percent: moderately Well Prepared.........oo.oieieeiiereneeeee et 34 25
More than 50 percent: Very Well Prepared ... 27 24
More than 50 percent: moderately Well Prepared...... ..o 37 24
Figure 24: Percent of full-time public school teachersindicating they feel very well prepared to
do various classroom activities, by whether they participated in professional development
activitiesin thelast 12 monthsthat focused on these content areas. 1998
Maintain order/discipline in the classroom: PartiCipated ...........coeeeerererieerie s 68 13
Maintain order/discipline in the classroom: did NOt PartiCipate ...........coceeeeeiererieie e 74 13
New methods of teaching: participated 43 1.0
New methods of teaching: did NOt PArtiCiPALE...........eoeeiieierieie e e e 34 17
State/district curriculum and performance standards: participated ............ccooirienennienenee e 38 1.0
State/district curriculum and performance standards: did not participate .. 20 23
Student performance assessment: PartiCiPate. .........cooeerueieriierieieeiee e 33 12
Student performance assessment: did NOt PArtiCIPALE...........cooueiuereriiiriereeie e 20 12
Addressing the needs of students with disabilities: participated ...........ccooeiereriiiininiee e, 25 13
Addressing the needs of students with disabilities: did not participate............ccocerererieenenenieeie e, 17 1.0
Integration of educational technology: partiCipated............ccceoiiireiiiene e 23 0.9
Integration of educational technology: did NOt PartiCiPate.........ccceeeerieririieie e 11 11
Addressing the needs of limited English students: participated............ccooereienieiinenieee e 28 18
Addressing the needs of limited English students: did not partiCipate..........ccoceeeerererieenesenieese e 14 11
Chapter 2, section on teacher certification
Percent of teachersin 1998 with 3 or fewer years of teaching experience that had emergency or
TEMPOrary CEITITICAIION ... .oviieiiie ettt e et e e b ae b sbeeaeebesae e ennas 12 2.3
Percent of teachers in 1998 with 10 or more years of teaching experience that had emergency or
TEMPOrary CEITITICAIION ... .oveieiiie ettt bttt b e b st e e sbe e e e besae e e e neas 0.1 0.1
Chapter 3, section on formal professional development
Percent of teachers in 1998 that had participated in professional development programsin at least one
Of the [iStEO CONLENE BIrEAS ......c.veeeeeeiiecere e 99 0.2
Percent of teachers in 1993-94 that had participated in professional development programsin at |east
0ne Of the [iSted CONLENE @rEBS........coiveeeeeriee e 90 0.3
Chapter 3, section on participation in collabor ative activities
Percent of teachers in 1998 that had participated in at least one of the listed collaborative activities...... 95 0.4
Chapter 5, section on teachers' preparedness for classroom requirements
Percent of teachersin 1998 that taught limited English proficient or culturally diverse students............ 54 13
Percent of teachers in 1998 that taught students with disabilities.............ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicce, 71 0.9
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Table D-A-2a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswith any under -
graduate or graduate major in various fields of study, by selected school and

teacher characteristics: 1998

-~ Academic Subject area General Other
School characteristic field education® education education’
All targeted public School teachers® ............oooeeeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.6
School instructional level
Elementary SChOOI .........cocuiiiiirire e 15 12 12 1.0
Middle SChOOL.........cceeeieieeeere e 22 16 23 11
High SChOO ... s 13 15 12 11
COMDINEM.......ciiiiiieieee e 34 3.0 3.8 24
Teaching experience
B OF FEOWEN YEAS. ...t 21 12 2.2 11
A0 D YEAIS. ..ottt e ean e 2.0 18 2.2 12
L0 L0 1O YIS .. ettt 15 18 17 13
20 OF MOTE YEAIS. .. ureeueerseesueesureaaseasseessesaneesneessesaneesnnesnesneesneesnneans 16 10 15 13

'Subject area education is the teaching of an academic field, such as mathematics education.

2Examples of other education fields are special education, curriculum and instruction, and educational administration.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, socia studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, or science, or who taught a self-contained classroom.

NOTE: Estimates are duplicated. That is, teachers with more than one major or more than one degree are counted for each field of study in which

they have amajor or degree.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, Teacher Survey on Professional

Development and Training, 1998.
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Table D-A-3a—Standard errors of the percent of full-time public school teacherswith any under -
graduate or graduate major in various fields of study, by selected school and teacher

characteristics; 1993-94

-~ Academic Subject area General Other
School characteristic field education® education education’
All targeted public School teachers® ............oooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeceeee 05 0.4 05 0.3
School instructional level
Elementary SChOOI .........cocuiiiiirire e 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.5
Middle SChOOL.........cceeeieieeeere e 12 11 14 1.0
High SChOO ... s 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.4
COMDINEM......c.ciieiiieeie e 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.6
Teaching experience
B OF FEOWEN YBAIS.....cieiiii et 17 0.9 17 0.5
A0 D YEAIS. ..ottt e ean e 11 0.8 11 0.7
L0 L0 1O YIS .. ettt 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.6
20 OF MOTE YEAIS. .. ureeueerseesueesureaaseasseessesaneesneessesaneesnnesnesneesneesnneans 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5

'Subject area education is the teaching of an academic field, such as mathematics education.

2Examples of other education fields are special education, curriculum and instruction, and educational administration.

*Targeted public school teachers were full-time public school teachers in grades 1 through 12 whose main teaching assignment was in
English/language arts, social studies/social sciences, foreign languages, mathematics, science, or general elementary.

NOTE: Estimates are duplicated. That is, teachers with more than one major or more than one degree are counted for each field of study in which

they have amajor or degree.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey, unpublished tabulations,

1998.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FORM APPROVED
NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS O.M.B. No.: 1850-0733
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208-5651 EXPIRATION DATE: 07/99

TEACHER SURVEY ON
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING

FAST RESPONSE SURVEY SYSTEM

This information collection is authorized by law (P.L. 103-382). While participation in this collection is voluntary, your
cooperation is critical to make the results comprehensive, accurate, and timely.

IF ABOVE INFORMATION IS INCORRECT, PLEASE UPDATE DIRECTLY ON LABEL.

Name:

Telephone: E-mail:

Best days and times to contact you:

THANK YOU. PLEASE KEEP A COPY OF THIS QUESTIONNAIRE FOR YOUR RECORDS.

RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO: IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, CALL:
WESTAT, INC. Laurie Lewis at Westat
1650 Research Boulevard 800-937-8281, Ext. 8284 or 301-251-8284
Rockville, Maryland 20850 Fax: 800-254-0984
ATTN: Lewis, 900282 E-mail: lewisll@westat.com

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it
displays a valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 1850-0733. The time required
to complete this information collection is estimated to average 15 minutes per response, including the time to review instructions,
search existing data resources, gather the data needed, and complete and review the information collection. If you have any
comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate or suggestions for improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of
Education, Washington, DC 20202-4651. If you have any comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual submission
of this form, write directly to: National Center for Education Statistics, 555 New Jersey Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20208.

FRSS Form No. 65, 02/98




CODES FOR TYPE OF TEACHING CERTIFICATE (FOR QUESTIONS 3 AND 4)

31 Regular or standard state certificate, or advanced professional certificate

32  Provisional or other type of certificate given to persons who are still participating in what the state calls
an “alternative certification program”

33 Probationary certificate (the initial certificate issued after satisfying all requirements except the
completion of a probationary period)

34 Temporary certificate (requires some additional college coursework and/or student teaching before
regular certification can be obtained)

35 Emergency certificate or waiver (issued to persons with insufficient teacher preparation who must
complete a regular certification program in order to continue teaching)

36  No certificate

CODES FOR TEACHING ASSIGNMENT FIELD (FOR QUESTION 4)

41 English/language arts (reading, writing, composition, journalism, literature, other English/language
arts)

42  Foreign languages (French, German, Latin, Spanish, other foreign language)

43 Mathematics (general mathematics, algebra, geometry, trigonometry, calculus, other mathematics)

44  Science (general science, biology/life science, chemistry, physics, geology/earth science, other
physical or natural science)

45 Social studies/social science (social studies, history, world civilization, political science/government,
civics, geography, economics, sociology, psychology, other social science)

46  All other fields (please specify the field)

CODES FOR MAJOR AND MINOR FIELD OF STUDY (FOR QUESTION 5)

EDUCATION FIELDS GENERAL FIELDS

General Education 71 Engineering

51 Pre-elementary/early childhood education 72 English (English/language arts, literature,

52 Elementary education speech, classics, communications

53 Secondary education and journalism)

Subject Area Education

73 Foreign languages
74 Mathematics

54 English education, reading education . . . : .

. . 75 Science (biology/life science, chemistry,
55 Foreign languages education . .

: . geology/earth science, physics, other

o6 Mqthematlcs ed_ucat|on physical or natural science)
S7 Smgnce ed_ucatloq . _ 76 Social sciences (history, political
58 Social stu@es/somal sciences education science/government, geography,
59 Other subject area education economics,sociology, psychology, public
Other Education affairs and services, other social science,
61 Special education ethnic/area studies)
62 Curriculum and instruction 77 All other fields (please specify the field)
63 Educational administration
64 Other education

E-4



1. Which one of the following best describes your main teaching assignment at this school? (Circle only one
number.)

Teach a self-contained classroom (i.e., you teach all or most academic
subjects to the same group of students all or most of the day) .........ccccceeiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn. 1 —p(Go to question 2.)

Teach math, science, English/language arts, social studies, or foreign
language in a departmentalized setting (i.e., you teach one of these
subjects to several classes of different students all or most of the day) .................... 2 —Jp (Go to question 4.)

Other teaching aSSIGNMENT.........uuu i et e e e e ee b eaaaeeee 3—p» (Stop. Call Westat
at 800-937-8281, ext. 8284, for instructions.)

FOR TEACHERS OF SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOMS: Answer questions 2 and 3, and then go to question 5.
2. How many students are enrolled in your self-contained class?

3. Do you have a general elementary or secondary education teaching certificate in this state? If yes, enter the code
for the type of teaching certificate, using the list provided with this questionnaire.

Yes ...... 1 (Enter code from list for type of teaching certificate:l:l) No........ 2

FOR TEACHERS IN DEPARTMENTALIZED SETTINGS

4. For each different field you are assigned to teach at this school, write in the code for the teaching assignment field,
the number of classes or sections in that field you teach, and the number of students you teach in that field. Then,
for each teaching assignment field, write in the code for the type of teaching certificate, if any, you have in that
field in this state. See the lists provided with this questionnaire for the codes for teaching assignment field and
type of teaching certificate.

Write in information for your main teaching assignment field at this school first, that is, the field in which you teach
the most classes. Next write in information about your secondary teaching assignment field, that is, the field in
which you teach the second most classes, followed by information for any other teaching assignments you may
have at this school. If your teaching schedule is divided equally between two fields, record either field as your main

assignment.
Code for ';lll;?sbeesr 00: Total number of Codtee;(érhitzpe of
Teaching assignment at this teaching ; students taught aching
) sections taught N certificate in
school assignment L in field L . .
- in field this field in this
field
state
Main (i.e., the field in which you
teach the most classes)
Secondary (i.e., the field in
which you teach the second
most classes)
Other teaching assignments
5. Please check the box(es) next to the degrees you hold, and write in the codes for your major and minor fields of

study for each degree, using the list provided with this questionnaire. If you completed more than one degree at a
level or had a double major or minor, please provide information for all fields of study at that degree level.

Degree Code(s) for major(s) Code(s) for minor(s)

Bachelor’s degree(s) [

Master's degree(s) [

Doctorate degree(s) [

Other degree(s) ]
(specify:)
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Considering all of the professional development activities in which you participated in the last 12 months
(excluding preservice training), how many total hours, if any, have you spent in activities in which the following
content areas were a major focus? For any content area that was a major focus of professional development
activities, indicate to what extent you believe it has improved your classroom teaching.

Total hours spent Improved my teaching
Content area More Moder-| Some-| Not
0 1-8 932 |inan 32| A0t ately | what | atall

a. In-depth study in the subject area of

your main teaching assignment............ 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
b. New methods of teaching (e.g.,

cooperative learning)............ccoeeeeevvennnn. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
c. State or district curriculum and

performance standards......................... 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
d. Integration of educational technology

in the grade or subject you teach.......... 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
e. Student performance assessment

(e.g., methods of testing, applying

results to modify instruction)................. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
f. Classroom management, including

student discipline.............ccveeiiiinnn. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
g. Addressing the needs of students with

limited English proficiency or from

diverse cultural backgrounds................ 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
h. Addressing the needs of students with

disabilities ...........ccccvviiii 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
i. Other (please

describe) 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

In the last 12 months, how frequently have you participated in the following activities related to teaching? For any
activity in which you participated, indicate to what extent you believe the activity has improved your classroom
teaching. Exclude any activities you participated in during preservice training.

Frequency of activities Improved my teaching
Activit Atleast) 210 3 Once a A few Moder- | Some- | Not
y Never |once a |times a times a| A lot
month ately what at all
week | month year

a. Common planning period
for team teachers.................. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

b. Regularly scheduled
collaboration with other
teachers, excluding
meetings held for
administrative purposes........ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

c. Being mentored by another
teacher in a formal

relationship........ccccceeeiiieiiies 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
d. Mentoring another teacher

in a formal relationship.......... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
e. Networking with teachers

outside your school............... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

f. Individual or collaborative
research on a topic of
interest to you 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
professionally .......................

g. Other (please
describe) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

How well prepared do you feel to do the following activities in your classroom? (Circle one number on each line.)

Moderately Somewhat

Very well Not at all
prepared well well prepared
prepared prepared
a. Implement new methods of teaching (e.g., cooperative
[EAINING) ... 1 2 3 4
b. Implement state or district curriculum and performance
SEANAArAS ..o 1 2 3 4
c. Integrate educational technology into the grade or subject
TAUGNT. .. 1 2 3 4
d. Use student performance assessment techniques (e.g.,
methods of testing, applying results to modify instruction)...... 1 2 3 4
e. Maintain order and discipline in the classroom........................ 1 2 3 4
f. Address the needs of students with limited English

proficiency or from diverse cultural backgrounds (If you

teach no students with these characteristics, check the box

E g Lo ool (o X1 (=101 [ 1) NSRRI [] 1 2 3 4
g. Address the needs of students with disabilities (If you teach

no students with disabilities, check the box and go to

QUESHION 9.) ..ottt [] 1 2 3 4

When you first began teaching, did you participate in a formal teacher induction program (for example, a program
to help beginning teachers by assigning them to master or mentor teachers)? Do not include student teaching.

Yes........... 1 (Length of program: ) NO.ooowens 2

Do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? (Circle one number on each line.)

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

agree agree disagree disagree

a. Parents support me in my efforts to educate their children.... 1 2 3 4
b. The school administration supports me in my work............... 1 2 3 4
c. Other teachers share ideas that are helpful to me in my

TEACKING et 1 2 3 4
d. Goals and priorities for the school are clear.......................... 1 2 3 4
What is your sex?
Male........... 1 Female......... 2
Are you of Hispanic or Latino origin?
Yes...ooo.... 1 [N\ [0 IR 2
What is your race? (Circle one or more to describe yourself.)
American Indian or Alaska Native .............ccccevee i, 1
ASTAN e 2
Black or African AMEriCan..........cccccvvviiiiiiiie 3
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander ........................ 4
WL . 5
Including this school year, how many years have you been employed as a teacher? At this school?

(Include years spent teaching both full and part time, and in both public and private schools.)

What grades do you currently teach at this school? (Circle all that apply.)

PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
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NOTICE - This report is authorized by law (20 U.S. Code 1221e). Your answers will be kept confidential
and will be used only for statistical purposes.
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National Center for Education Statistics
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American Federation of Teachers
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National Association of Secondary School Principals
National Center for Improving Science Education
National Education Association

National Science Foundation
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SECTION B - TEACHING EXPERIENCE - CONTINUED

0090

0095

0100

9a. Have you ever worked as an elementary or secondary teacher in a PRIVATE SCHOOL?

1] Yes

fZD No

GO to item 10a.

How many years did you teach FULL-TIME in private schools?

Record whole years, not fractions or months. If less than 4 months, mark "None”.

oL INoneor_______ Years

How many years did you teach PART-TIME in private schools?

Record whole years, not fractions or months. If less than 4 months, mark "None.”

o[ ]Noneor_______ Years

10a.

0105

0110

How many years have you worked as a FULL-TIME elementary or secondary
teacher in PUBLIC schools?

Include the current school year if you are a full-time teacher this year.

Record whole years, not fractions or months. If less than 4 months, mark "None.”

oD Noneor__ Years

How many years have you worked as a PART-TIME elementary or secondary
teacher in PUBLIC schools?

Include this school year if you are a part-time teacher this year.

Record whole years, not fractions or months. If less than 4 months, mark "None.”

o[ _INoneor________ Years

12.

0145

In what year did you begin teaching in THIS school?

If your assignment at this school has included a break in service of one year or
more, please report the year that you returned to this school from your most
recent break in service.

FORM SASS-4A (11-4-93)
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SECTION C - TEACHER TRAINING

EDUCATION FIELDS

General education

01 Pre-elementary/early
childhood education

03 Elementary education
04 Secondary education

Subject area education
07 Agricultural education
11 Art education

13 Bilingual education

15 Business, commerce, and
distributive education

89 Crosscultural education

22 English education

23 English as a second language
24 Foreign languages education
29 Home economics education

88 Indian education (Native
American)

30 Industrial arts, vocational
and technical, trade and
industry education

34 Mathematics education
38 Music education

40 Physical education/health
education

43 Reading education

45 Religious education

46 Science education

48 Social studies/social
sciences education

Special education

67 Special education, general

68 Emotionally disturbed

69 Mentally retarded

70 Speech/language impaired

71 Deaf and hard-of-hearing

72 Visually handicapped

73 Orthopedically impaired

74 Mildly handicapped

75 Severely handicapped

76 Specific learning disabilities

77 Other special education

Other education

78 Curriculum and instruction
79 Educational administration
80 Educational psychology
81 Counseling and guidance
82 Other education

06
86

87
08
10
14
16
17
19
20
21

25
27
28
85
31
32
33
35
36
37
39
41
42
44

MAJOR AND MINOR FIELD OF STUDY CODES FOR QUESTIONS 15, 17, 18, 19, AND 20

GENERAL FIELDS
Agriculture and natural resources

American Indian studies
(Native American)

Other area and ethnic studies

Architecture and environmental design

Art, fine and applied

Business and management

Communications and journalism

Computer and information sciences

Drama, theater

Engineering

English (literature, letters, speech,
classics)

General studies

Health professions and occupations
Home economics

Humanities

Law

Library science

Mathematics

Military science
Multi/interdisciplinary studies
Music

Philosophy

Psychology

Public affairs and services
Religion, theology

Foreign languages

51
52
83
54
55
56

French

German

Latin

Russian

Spanish

Other foreign languages

Natural sciences

57
58
59
60
61

Biology/life science
Chemistry
Geology/earth science
Physics

Other natural sciences

Social sciences

62
63
64

65
66

84

Economics
History

Political science
and government

Sociology

Other social
sciences

All others

Page 10
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SECTION C - TEACHER TRAINING - CONTINUED

15a. Do you have a bachelor’'s degree?

0170 1] Yes
;“'2[:] No

GO to item 18a, page 12.

b. What was your major field of study?
Record the two-digit field code from the list on page 10 and the field name.

0175

Code Major field

C. In what year did you receive your bachelor’s degree?

119

d. pid you have a second major field of study?
0185 1] Yes

rzD No

GO to item 157.

€. What was your second major field of study?
Record the two-digit field code from the list on page 10 and the field name.

0190

Code Second major field

f. Did you have a minor field of study?
0195 1] Yes

rzD No

GO to item 16a.

. What was your minor field of study?
Record the two-digit field code from the list on page 10 and the field name.

0200

Code Minor field

16a. What is the name of the college or university where you earned your
bachelor’s degree?

0206

(Office use only) Name of college or university

b. In what city and state is it located?

0210

(Office use only) City State

0215 1L Located outside United States

FORM SASS-4A (11-4-93)

F-6

Page 11




SECTION C - TEACHER TRAINING - CONTINUED
17a. Do you have a second bachelor’s degree?

0220 1] Yes
r zl:l No

GO to item 18a.

b. what was your major field of study?
Record the two-digit field code from the list on page 10 and the field name.

0225

Code Major field

C. In what year did you receive your second bachelor’s degree?

0230 1 9
18a. Do you have a master’'s degree?
0235 1] Yes

{T— Z[:] No

GO to item 20a, page 13.

b. what was your major field of study?
Record the two-digit field code from the list on page 10 and the field name.

0240

Code Major field

C. In what year did you receive your master’s degree?

119

0245

19a. Do you have a second master’s degree?

0250 1] Yes
;“ 2[:] No

GO to item 20a, page 13.

b. what was your major field of study?
Record the two-digit field code from the list on page 10 and the field name.

0255

Code Major field

C. In what year did you receive your second master’'s degree?

119

0260

Page 12 FORM SASS-4A (11-4.93)
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SECTION C - TEACHER TRAINING - CONTINUED

0265 1] Yes

rzl:] No

b. what other degrees have
you earned?

Mark (X) all that apply below.

GO to item 21a, page 14.

20a. Do you have any other type of degree?

C. What was your major field
of study for each degree?
Record the two-digit field
code from the list on page 10
and the field name.

d. In what year did you
receive each degree?

0270 1] Associate degree

0275

0280

Code Major field

0285 1] Educational
specialist or
professional
diploma (at least
one year beyond
master’s level)

0290

0295

Code Major field

0300 1[_] Doctorate or first
professional
degree (Ph.D.,
Ed.D., M.D.,
L.L.B., J.D.,

D.D.S.)

0305

0310

Code Major field

Notes

FORM SASS-4A (11-4-93)
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SECTION C - TEACHER TRAINING - CONTINUED
TEACHING ASSIGNMENT FIELD CODES FOR QUESTION 21

General Foreign languages Special education
01 Prekindergarten 51 French 67 Special education, general
02 Kindergarten 52 German 68 Emotionally disturbed
03 General elementary 53 Latin 69 Mentally retarded

. 54 Russian 70 Speech/Language impaired
Special areas . 55 Spanish 71 Deaf and hard-of-hearing
86 American Indian/Native 56 Other foreign language 72 Visually handicapped

American studies 73 Orthopedically impaired

19 & Science 74 Mildly handicapped

12 Basic skills and remedial 57 Biology/Life science 75 Severely handicapped
education = 58 Chemistry 76 Specific learning disabilities

13 Bilingual education 59 Geology/Earth science/Space 77  Other special education

17 Computer science science

18 Dance 09 Physical science

19 Drama/Theater 60 Physics 4 All oth

21 English/Language arts 61 General and all other science 8 others

%g E?f%élgh as a second language Vocational-technical education

28 Home economics 05 Accounting

16 Journalism 06 Agriculture )

33 Mathematics 14 Business, marketing

35 Military science 27 Health occupations

37 Music 30 Industrial arts

39 Philosophy 49 Trade and industry

40 Physical education, health 50 Technical _

43 Reading 83 Other vocational/technical

44 Religion education

47 Social studies/Social science
(including history)

21a. What is your MAIN teaching assignment at this school, that is, the field
in which you teach the most classes?

Record the two-digit code from the list above and the field name. If your
teaching schedule is divided equally between two fields, record either field as
your main assignment, mark (X) in box 1, and report the other field in item 21c.

0315

Code Main assignment field

0320 U Teaching assignment equally divided between two fields

b. Do you teach classes in OTHER fields at this school?
0325 1] Yes

rzD No

GO to item 22a, page 15.

C. In what field do you teach the second most classes?

Use codes listed above.

0330

Code Other assignment field

Page 14 FORM SASS-4A (11-4-93)
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SECTION C - TEACHER TRAINING - CONTINUED

22a. Do you have a teaching certificate in this state in your MAIN teaching
assignment field?

0335 1] Yes

rzD No

GO to item 23a.

b. what type of certificate do you hold in this field?
Mark (X) only one box.

0340 2] Advanced professional certificate
s Regular or standard state certificate

+[] The certificate offered in your state to persons who HAVE COMPLETED
what the state calls an "alternative certification program”

s[_] Provisional or other type given to persons who are still participating in
what the state calls an "alternative certification program”

o] Probationary certificate (the initial certificate issued after satisfying all
requirements except the completion of a probationary period)

0 Temporary certificate (requires some additional college coursework and/or
student teaching before regular certification can be obtained)

s ] Emergency certificate or waiver (issued to persons with insufficient teacher
preparation who must complete a regular certification program in order to
continue teaching)

C. In what year were you certified in your main teaching assignment field by this state?

119

0345

23a. Do you have a teaching certificate in this state in your OTHER teaching
assignment field at this school?

0350 o] Not applicable; | do not have a second teaching assignment field —» GO to item 24a, page 16.

1] Yes
r2D No

GO to item 24a, page 16.

b. what type of certificate do you hold in this field?
Mark (X) only one box.

0355 2] Advanced professional certificate
s Regular or standard state certificate

+[] The certificate offered in your state to persons who HAVE COMPLETED
what the state calls an "alternative certification program"

s Provisional or other type given to persons who are still participating in
what the state calls an "alternative certification program"”

6] Probationary certificate (the initial certificate issued after satisfying all
requirements except the completion of a probationary period)

;[ Temporary certificate (requires some additional college coursework and/or
student teaching before regular certification can be obtained)

sl Emergency certificate or waiver (issued to persons with insufficient teacher
preparation who must complete a regular certification program in order to
continue teaching)

C. In what year were you certified in this field by this state?

119

0360

FORM SASS-4A (11-4-93) Page 15
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SECTION C - TEACHER TRAINING - CONTINUED

31.
a.

0590

Since the end of last school year, have you participated in any in-service or
professional development programs which focused on the following topics?

Uses of educational technology for instruction {e.g., use of computer, satellite learning)

1] Yes - How many hours did the program last? —» 0595 1] 8 hours or less
2 I No 2[[19-32 hours
3[_] More than 32 hours

Methods of teaching your subject field

1] Yes - How many hours did the program last? —» 0605 11 8 hours or less
2[INo ‘ 2] 9-32 hours
3] More than 32 hours

In-depth study in your subject field

1] Yes - How many hours did the program last? —» 0615 1] 8 hours or less

0705

0610
2[ I No 2[]9-32 hours
3] More than 32 hours
d. Student assessment (e.g., methods of testing, evaluation, performance assessment)
0620 1] Yes - How many hours did the program last? — 0625 1[_] 8 hours or less
2L INo 2[]9-32 hours
a[] More than 32 hours
€. Cooperative learning in the classroom
os30 10 Yes - How many hours did the program last? —» 0635 1] 8 hours or less
2L No 2[[]9-32 hours
3[_] More than 32 hours
35a. During your first year of teaching, did you participate in a formal teacher induction
program, i.e., a program to help beginning teachers by assigning them to master or
mentor teachers?
Do not include student teaching.
000 10L] Yes
21 No
b. Are you currently a master or mentor teacher (i.e., a teacher who provides guidance

and assistance for beginning teachers) in a formal teacher induction program?

Do not include supervision or training of student teachers.

1] Yes
zD No

FORM SASS-4A (11-4-93)
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SECTION D - CURRENT TEACHING LOAD

36. In what grade levels are the students in your classes at THIS school?
Mark (X) all that apply.
0710 1] Ungraded ors0 1[]6th
0715 1] Prekindergarten o755 1] 7th
0720 1L Kindergarten o760 1[_]8th
0725 10] 1st o765 1[_19th
0730 1] 2nd o770 1] 10th
0735 1] 3rd orrs 101 11th
0740 1] ath o780 101 12th
0745 1] 5th o7ss 1] Postsecondary
NOTE: The following questions request information on classes you taught at THIS school during
your most recent full week of teaching (i.e., the last week when school was in session for 5 full
days and you taught your normal schedule).
37. Which of these categories best describes the way your classes at this
school are organized?
Mark (X) only one box.
0790 1] DEPARTMENTALIZED INSTRUCTION - You teach subject
matter courses (e.g., biology, history, typing) to several classes
of different students all or most of the day. » GO to item 39, page 22.
2[_ ] ELEMENTARY ENRICHMENT CLASS - You teach only one
subject (such as art, music, physical education, computer
skills) in an elementary school » GO to item 41a, page 24.
(3] SELF-CONTAINED CLASS - You teach multiple subjects to the
same class of students all or most of the day
+[_] TEAM TEACHING -- You collaborate with one or more teachers
in teaching multiple subjects to the same class of students
&5|:] "PULL-OUT" CLASS - You provide instruction {(e.g., special
education, reading) to certain students who are released from
their regular classes.
GO to item 38a, page 21.
Notes
Page 20 FORM SASS-4A (11-4-93)
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SECTION D - CURRENT TEACHING LOAD - CONTINUED

0795

0800

0805

0810

0815

38a. At THIS school, how many students were enrolled in the class or

program you taught during your most recent FULL WEEK of teaching?

If you teach two kindergarten or prekindergarten sessions per day, or two or
more pull-out classes, report the average number of students.

Students

. During your most recent FULL WEEK of teaching, approximately how

many hours did you spend teaching each of these subjects at THIS school?

If you taught two or more subjects at the same time, apportion the time to each
subject as best you can.

Report hours to the nearest whole hour; do not record fractions or minutes.

If you did not teach a particular subject during the week, mark (X) the "None" box.

(1) English/Reading/Language arts

oLJNoneor_____ Hours per weekw

(2) Arithmetic/Mathematics

o INoneor______ Hours per week

. . >—> GO to item 42a; page 24.
(3) Social studies/History

o[ INoneor______ Hours per week

(4) Science

o[_JNoneor_____ Hours per week J

Notes

FORM SASS-4A (11-4-93)
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SECTION D - CURRENT TEACHING LOAD - CONTINUED

NOTE: Answer items 39 and 40 ONLY if you taught subject matter (departmentalized) courses
to different groups of students, i.e., you marked box 1 for item 37 on page 20.

39.

0820

During your most recent FULL WEEK of teaching, how many separate
classes (or sections) did you teach AT THIS SCHOOL?

Do not include:

e Homeroom periods
¢ Study halls

¢ Classes taught at any other school

If you teach two or more classes of the same subject (e.g., algebra 1) to different groups
of students at this school, count them as separate classes.

EXAMPLES:

(1) If you teach chemistry to two classes of students and physics to two classes of
students, you would report 4 classes.

(2) If you teach English llI to four classes of students and journalism to one class, you

would report 5 classes.

(3) If you teach drama to one class of students at this school and English IV to three

classes of students at another school, you would report 1 class.

Classes (or sections)

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12

21
22

23
24

25

31
32
33
34
35
36

SUBJECT MATTER CODES FOR QUESTION 40a

Vocational education

Agriculture

Business, marketing
Industrial arts

Health occupations
Vocational home economics
Trade and industry
Technical
Accounting/bookkeeping
Shorthand

Typing

Career education

Other vocational education

English/Language arts

Literature

Composition/journalism/
creative writing

Reading

English as a second
language

Other English/language arts
courses

Foreign languages

French

German

Latin

Russian

Spanish

Other foreign language

Mathematics

41 General mathematics
42 Business math

43 Algebra, elementary
44 Algebra, intermediate
45 Algebra, advanced

46 Geometry, plane/solid
47 Trigonometry

48 Analytic geometry/math
analysis

49 Probability/statistics
50 Calculus
51 Other mathematics

Computer science

52 Computer awareness/
applications

53 Computer programming
54 Other computer science

Natural science

61 General science

62 Biology/life science
63 Chemistry

64 Physics

65 Geology/earth science/space

science
66 Other physical science
67 Other natural science

Social science

70
7
72
73
74
75
76
77

78

Social studies

History

World civilization

Political science/government
Geography

Economics

Civics

Sociology/social
organization

Other social science

Visual and performing arts

81
82
83
84
85
86
87

Arts and crafts
Filmmaking/photography
Chorus

Band

Drama/theater/dance

Music

Other visual/performing arts

Other areas

91
92
93

94
95
96
97
98

Driver education
Health

Nonvocational home
economics

Philosophy

Physical education
Psychology

Religion

Other courses not elsewhere
classified
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SECTION D - CURRENT TEACHING LOAD - CONTINUED

NOTE: Answer items 41a-c below, only if you marked "Elementary enrichment
class” (box 2) in item 37 on page 20.

F-15

41a. What is the total number of students enrolled in all the classes you
teach at THIS school?
0975 Students
b. How many times per WEEK does each class usually meet?
If your classes have alternating schedules, e.g., 3 times one week and 2 times
the next, mark the box for the most times a class would meet in one week.
Mark (X) only one box. . '
oss0 1] Once
2L ] Twice
3] Three times
«[] Four times
s[_] Five times
s[_] More than 5 times
€. During your most recent FULL WEEK of teaching, how many
separate classes (or sections) did you teach?
Count each group of students that you taught as a class. For example, if you
taught P.E. to 4 classes of first graders, 3 classes of second graders, 3 classes of
third graders and 2 classes of fourth graders, you would report 12 classes.
0985 Classes
42a. How many hours were you required to be at this school during your
most recent FULL WEEK of teaching?
Report in whole hours, not fractions or minutes.
If you teach at more than one school, report only the hours required for THIS school.
0990 Hours per week
b. During your most recent full week, how many hours did you spend
AFTER school, BEFORE school, and ON THE WEEKEND on each of
the following types of activities?
Report in whole hours.
(1) School-related activities involving student interaction (e.g.,
coaching, field trips, tutoring, transporting students)
0995 o INoneor______ Hours per week
(2) Other school-related activities (e.g., preparation, grading papers,
parent conferences, attending meetings)
1000 o[ INoneor____ Hours per week
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SECTION E - PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARD TEACHING - CONTINUED
47. Do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?
Strongly |Somewhat|Somewhat| Strongly
agree agree disagree | disagree
a. Teachers in this school are evaluated fairly. - 1195 1] 2[ ] al ] ]
b. The principal lets staff members know what is
expected of them. 1200 10 2] a[] o]
C. The school administration’s behavior toward the
staff is supportive and encouraging. 1205 1] 2] sl ] L]
d. 1am satisfied with my teaching salary. 1210 1L 2] 3] ]
€. The level of student misbehavior (e.g., noise,
horseplay or fighting in the halls, cafeteria or student
lounge) in this school interferes with my teaching. 1215 1] 2] s ] ]
f. Teachers participate in making most of the important
educational decisions in this school. 1220 0] 2] al ] ]
. | receive a great deal of support from parents for the
9 work | do. 1225 1L 2 al ] Al
h. Necessary materials (e.g., textbooks, supplies, copy
machine) are available as needed by the staff. 123 1] 2] s ] Al
i. The principal does a poor job of getting resources
for this school. 1235 1L 2] [ ] L]
i. Routine duties and paperwork interfere with my job
of teaching. 1200 10 2] sl ] o]
k. My principal enforces school rules for student
conduct and backs me up when | need it. 1205 1] 2] al ] ]
l. The principal talks with me frequently about my
instructional practices. 1250 1] 2] [ ] o]
M. Rules for student behavior are consistently enforced
by teachers in this school, even for students who are
not in their classes. 1265 1L 2] 3] o]
Nn. Most of my colleagues share my beliefs and values
about what the central mission of the school
should be. 1260 1] 2] al ] L]
0. The principal knows what kind of school he/she wants
and has communicated it to the staff. 1265 1L 2] 3] L]
P. There is a great deal of cooperative effort among the
staff members. 120 10 2] al] o]
(. In this school, staff members are recognized for a job
well done. 12 1] 2] ] o]
r. 1have to follow rules in this school that conflict with
my best professional judgement. 1280 10 [ s ] Nl
FORM SASS-4A (11-4-93) Page 27

F-16



SECTION E - PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARD TEACHING - CONTINUED
47. Continued

Do you agree or disagree with each of the following Strongly |Somewhat|Somewhat| Strongly

statements? agree agree disagree | disagree
S. | am satisfied with my class sizes. 1285 1] 2] s ] Al
t. 1 make a conscious effort to coordinate the

content of my courses with that of other teachers. 129 10 2] s ]
U. Goals and priorities for the school are clear. Cli2es 0 2] [ ] o]

V. The amount of student tardiness and class cutting
in this school interferes with my teaching. 1300 1] 2] 3] ]

W. | sometimes feel it is a waste of time to try to do
my best as a teacher. s 1] 2] a[] ]

X. | plan with the library media specialist/librarian
for the integration of library/media services into

my teaching. 130 L] 2[] 3] ]

Y- Library/media materials are adequate to support
my instructional objectives. s 1] 2] 3] ]

56. Are you male or female?

1525 11 Male
2[] Female

57a. What is your race?
Mark (X) only one box.

1530 1] American Indian or Alaska Native (Aleut, Alaska Indian, Yupik, Inupiat)

2] Asian or Pacific Islander (Japanese, Chinese,
Filipino, Korean, Asian Indian, Vietnamese, L
Hawaiian, Guamanian, Samoan, other Asian) GO to item 58.

3[] Black
«_] White

b. Are you enrolled in a state or federally recognized tribe?

1536 1] Yes
2L No
58. Are you of Hispanic origin?
1540 1 Yes
21 No
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