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- ABSTRACT'

This study was de51gned to examine the differences
-between teachers and administrators perceptions of the
il.nature and extent of the«in-serv1ce needs of teachers in
Aba school system Imo State. Nigeria.v Also, differences
:{ibetween teachers and administrators preferenceS'regarding
j»the ‘ways and. means of meeting the needs were examined |

The data for the study were collected by means of two
questionnaires (one for teachers. the other for administra-‘
tors) and a semi—structured interview. The questionnaires ”
were distributed to 251 teachers and 18 principals in 18 schools
that were selected through stratified random sampling, and to 3
zonal office staff. The returns were‘about<80-percent from -

teachers and 100 percent from.administrators. Twenty one

teachers and 7 administrators who were willing to be inter-

viewed were interviewed for the study - The questionnaire data

T ” K

were analysed primarily by the use of one-way ana1y51s of

variance and t-tests. The interview data were analysed accor-
‘ , ' 4D :
ding to their contenth.

antial differences existed between teachers' and

\.

admini trators perceptions of the in-serdijf needs of q

teachers. In contrast, there was little difference between
teachers' and administrators' preferences on the ways and
means of meeting the needs. |

The'findings suggest that there is the need for in-service

4

education designed to help the°teachers overcome the difficul-

]

iv



~
ties which they have in performing certain tasks, especially
thbse thét até-related‘to curriculum and instruction. |
~ Among other things, the respondents indicated that the

State Miﬁistry of Education should\gg primarily responsibie
for financi@g. planning aﬁd oréanising teachers' in-sefvice

programmes. Theyvaléo indicafed'thaf the best incentive for
| teachers fo participate in in-service activities is.to offer
them in-service‘pourseS'that lead to higher‘qualificatiog:or
pro%ot;qn. , | 1; G

Implications for planning and organising in-service

teachef education programmes are.discussed. implicat;ops

for future research in the area of in-service education of

. . . o
teachers are also discussed. ‘ T e
i P

A,
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

For the past two decades there has been a great emphasis
on in-service education of teachers throughog}/the world. 5
ThlS empha31s seems to be prompted by two main factors. Flrét
in-service educatipn is seen by many educators as an effective
means of eliminating deficiencies in the preservice education
of teachérs\(McKague. 1975:52;/Ty1en, 1978:473; and Harris,\
1980113). Second, many educators believe that in-service
education has the potentiallto help teachers maintain or
advance fheir ﬁrofessiqnal competence (Altmann et al., 1979
38, Champagne, 1980:401; Wood et al., 1981459 and Norant,
| 198114). Parallel to these views are the flndlngs of many
research studies (Joyce arid Showers, 1980:381; Joyce, 1981;
117; and Champagne. 1980) which indicate that in-service educa-
tion can, in fécf, hélp teachers to develop, maintain or
advance their pfofesSional;pompetence. §
fhe general endor§ement’6f‘in-service education as one
of the most promising and powerful means of improving educa-
tion (Fullan, 1982:274) has led mény schools and school systems
to establish in-sérvice programmes to meet teachers' profes-
sional néeds.’ H?wever, while some of fhgse pfogrammes have

been beneficial to teachers, "the majority of them have been

less than successful" (Fullan, 1982:274).
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A survéy %f the literature réveals that the most
frequently cited reason for the failure of many teacher in-
service programmes is that in-service needs and activities are
oftenAdetérmined by persons other than the teachefs. Accord- .
ing to Cooper and Hunt (1978:162) one of the major‘probléms‘
facing in-service training is that "Teachers are seldom
involved in planniﬂg in-service or assessing their needs."
Edelfelt (19741250) notes ﬁhét many in-service prbgrammes
have failed to meet teachérs' needs because théy have been
required by superordinates without consultation with teachers,
Similarly, Pilcher (1973:340) believes that most of the doubts
. and prqpléms surrounding in-sérvice programmes could bé over-

vcome if teachers are alioWedito defjne their own educationél'
problems and delineate their own needs.
The issue of who determines teacheré' in-service needs

i

has also beeri discussed by Sharma (1982). Liebermaﬁ and ‘
Miller (1579). and Williamson and Elfman {1982). For Sharma
(1982:403). mény teachers find ih-segvice-activitiés not
rewarding because the_organisers assume that "teachers have
too narfow a perspective and that teac@ers' opinions are ﬁot
valid" and, as a result, often select activities they feel *
will be helpful o teachers, with no regard 'to téachers'

' needs. Williamson and Elfman (1982:40) argue that many staff
development pgbgrammes have fiot been uSeful because teachers
have not been "actively involved in determing their own
in-service needs from.the very beginning." Lieberman and

U Miller (1979:73) also contend that some in-service projects



have failed because the organisers "were'i;sufficiently
aware of the needs and practices of particular schools and
teachers." A similar veiw is held by Tye and Tye (1984:321)'
who.ogserre that.school administrators tend to mandate changes
without creating condltlons that would overcome teachers'
1solaﬁgon. Furthér. they. argue that proposed educatlonal
reforms will fall as long as teachers are not allowed to
"choose for themselves the projects through which they will -
~ vparficipate in improving their schools."”
‘In fact, Enns (1968:288) had earller remarked that in-
_service educatlon is possibly one of the great spectator s
sports of our time, for: \
+., often lﬁ-service prc rammes arevde51gned‘and worked

out by people other than teachers, on the perceptlons
these people q‘ve of what teachers need.

From a rev1ew of in-serv1ce educatlon practlces 1n Canada.

‘Fullan (1979:3) 1dent1f1ed seven maJOr causes. of failure of

[y

in- service programmes. At least three of the causes relate
to the questlon of who defines teachers' 1n-servlce needs,
namely:

1.. Topics are frequently selected by people other than
~ those for whom the in-service is intended.

2. In-service programmes rarely address the individual
" needs and concerns.

3. The majority of programmés involve teachers from
many different schools and / or school districts,
but there is no recognition of the differential
impact of positive and negative factors within the
system to which they must return.

Certainly, it is a widely held view that many'inlserviCe

programmes fail because in-service needs and activities are

[
[
N



frequently determined and oxganised by teacher leaders with

1iftle or no input from'féachers. Implicit in this view,
\\Ezﬁ?ver, is that administrators gnd teacher§ have different

perceptions of what teachers' in-service needs and preferen-

ces are, .

THE CONTEXT OF THE STUDY
$ . - ‘
Nigeria has been experiencing enormous educational
expansion since 1976 when a universal primary education
(UPE) programme Qas introduced throughout the nation. ' This
educational expansion was promﬁtéd by the perceived need to
prepare more Nigerians for greater economic, political and
social development. The Nigerian gqvernment'has continued to
stress the gravity as well as the urgency of this need through
. \ .
its policy statements on education which include. the following:
1. Education is a very powerful instrument for social
change in a process of dynamic nation building ...
.the federal government is committed to creating in
the country an educational system capable of ensuring
that every citizen.is given full equal opportunity te
develop his intellectual and working capabilities
both for his own good and for the good of the nation.
2. Not only is education the greatest force that can be
used to bring about redress, it is also the greatest
investment a nation can make for guick development of
its economic, political, sociological and human re-
source (Obe, 1984:977). -
Satisfying the need for qualified manpower, requires,
; .
. i.' . . f’ . .
ampng other things, an effective system for the pre-service

and in-service preparation of teachers.



Aba Secondary School System, Imo State, Nigeria. .

This study of in-service educaticn negds of teachers
was conducted in Aba secondary schooljsystem,»Imo State, -
. Nigeria (see maps 1 and 2 for geographlcal location). 1Imo
State has the second highest enrolment (about 220, OOO)1
secondary education and, ss-acresult.kthe second largest
number of secondary schccl teachers (about 5,500) in Nigeria.
Aba school system is one of five secoﬁdary school systems~in
Imo State. It has an enrolment of acouf 52,000 and about

e

1,100 teachers. ‘ ' e

Educational Preparation cf_Teachers and Administrators

There are 73 secondary schools in Aba school system.
"Teachers in this school system, like other secondary teachers
in Nigeria, have varﬂous educatlonal background and qualifi-
catiéns which include, in ascending order: (1) Grade IIa
Teacher s Certlflcate (obtalned after a successful completlon
of 2 years of teacher educatlon) (2) Higher School Certifi-
_cate (obtained after a successfulﬂcompletiOn of 2 years of
undergraduate’study); (3) National'Certificafe of Edﬁcatidn'
(obtained after a successful'completion of 3 years of adVanced
~teacher training);‘or’(b)ba baccalaureate in Arts, Education °

1Sources: ¢

Federal Repulic of Nigeria; Implementatlon Commlttee
for the National Policy on Education; Lagos Nigeria,

1979, pp. 32-73.

Aba Zonal Education Board, Aba Nigeria,
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or Science. The National Certificate of Education (NCE) is

- generally regarded as the mlnlmun adequate qualification for

"_ gy

ﬂteachlng 1n ngerlan secdndary schools. In spite of this,
over 55 percent of the teachers in this school system have
quallflcatlons that are 1ess than the NCE. ﬂ
School admlnlstrators (school, and supe§v131ng principals,
tsuperlntendents and the chief education offlcer) possess at |

\’____‘__\

least one of numbers 3 and 4 qualifications 1isted'above.

Teacher In-service Practices

Altheugh in-service education is reeognised‘as‘en'
important dimension_ofdteacher;education, teachers in Aba ,
school system..like mosfyof.their‘counterparts in the nat%pn,
receive very little in-serQice education. In-service practi-
ces take the form of 2‘to 3 day;semihars and_Wdfkshops °

organised by the administfators; once or twice a year. :In
.eddition to tﬁesel there are the yearly teacher conferencesf
Normally, less than <5 percent of the teachers have the
~opportunity t?'attend the'seminars and,wefksheps in a given_
year, and some teachers have never had the oppdrtdnity fof
.any kind of in-service activity exéept the teachers’ confe-
rences. As a/result, most of the teachers, throughout thelr

{7

long career, rely almost wholly on(thelr initial preparation.
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Social Condition

Aba school system is located in one 'of the most develop-
ed regions of Nigeria. There are two teacher training insti-
tutions within this school system; Transportation and
communication ih this region are typical of whai is found in
the whole of southefn Nigeria. Alfhough there are few modern

roads, motor transport (which is the chief means of trans-

‘portation) seems adequaté, fast and affordable to most

. people. Postal service (which is the dominant means of com-

munlcation) provides a fairly adequate service to the commu-
nity. Much communication also takes place through the mass
media.

In Nigeria,'seéondary school teachers are generally |
regarded as middle-cl#ss civil servants.

In view of the foregoing contextual informﬁxlon. it

seems that there is a need for improved in-service activi-

tles for\secondary school teachers in Aba school system.

However, no systemgtic investigation, to this researcher's
knowlédge.‘has attemptéd\to determine the type of in-service
activifies and the mode of deliVery_which these teachers

and their administrators believe they need.
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Evidenceﬂfrbm the literature cited earlier shows that a.
widely held view on in-service education is that there is a
discrepancy between what educational leaders consider to be
teachers’ in-servicé needs and preferences and what teachers
feel they need. One majﬁf purpose of thislstudy, therefore,
was to examine the differences between teachers' and adminis-
trators' perceptions of the nature and extent of the in-service
needs of secondary school tééchérs in Aba School System, Imo
State, Nigeria: Another purposé was to examine the differen-
ces btween teachers' and administrators;,preferences regardf‘l
ing ways and means of meeting teachers' in-service needs.

A final purpose was to make recommendations, based on the
literature and the findings of this study, for improving
future plaﬁning of in-service education programmes and

activities.

THE PROBLEM : -

The main problem for this research was expressed in
the questiont+ what discrepancies exist between teachers'
and administrators' perceptions of teachers'’ in~servic¢
needs and g;eferences? This problem gave fise to the
following sub-problems; | |

1. What are teachers' perceptions of the importance of
various teaching tasks and the amount of difficulty
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experienced in performing the tasks?

2., What are administrators' perceptions of the importance.of
various teaching tasks and the amount of difficulty A
?ﬁperienced by their teachers in performing the tasks?

3. ﬁow different are teachers' and administrators' pércep-

tions of the importance of teaching tasks and the.amount

of difficulty experienced by teachers in performing the
tasks? C N |

i\
&

4, What in-service oppoftunities for helpihg teagperslover-
;ome_their teachiRg difficulties are currentlynavailable?_,
. 5 Whay,are teacﬁers' and administrators' preferences
regarding in-service opportunitiés for teachers?
' 6. How different aré teachers' and administrators' preferen-
ces for in-service opportunities for teachers?
7. What are teachers' and administrétors‘ preferenées on
the in-service issues of financing, planning and organi-
sing, timing, delivery methods, and incentives for
teachers' participation?
8. Kow different are teachers' and administrators' prefe-
rences on the in-service issues of financing, planning
and orgﬁnising, timing, delivery methods, and inpenfiyés
for teachers' participation? ‘ . | T -

9. To what extent do the perceived teachers’ Ep»service

needs and preferences relate to the :iipﬂndents educa-

e
P

and locale. ///

\ Y,

/

‘tional backgroundo teacdiif\experigy e, subject taughf,
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THEORETICAL SIGNI%ICANCE OF THE STUDY

The view of many educators, as noted earlier, is that.
the failure of many in-service programmes is due to the fact
that educational leaders often select and organise activities
which they feel will be helpful to teachers without sufficient
consultation with the teachers. An underlying assumption
inherent in thils argumeﬁt is that there is a discrepancy be-
tween what educationalyleaderé feel that teachers need and
what teachers themselves believe that they need for their
profesgional'development and advancement. However, very few
research studies havé/attempted to‘cbnfirm or refute this
wideiy held assumption. While the studie: of Schreiber
(1975) and Echevarria (1981) lend some support to this
assumption, those of Zandi (1980), Nkere (1981) and Ramaiah
(1984) do not. 'In facf. very. few studies have attempted to
examine simultaneously the view of teachers and.administra-
tors regarding teachers' in-service needs and preferences.

The need for such ihvéstigation was uﬁdersCofed by
Horowitz (1978) Qhen'he raised a number of questions which
should be sufficiently addressed in‘order to have a success-
fui in-servicefﬁrogramme. The questions include-the following:

1. Nhat ére fhe similarities and wﬁat the discreﬁancies

between what teacher leaders say teachers want and

~ what teachers in a particular school feel they want?

2. ... should the system provide more tangible rewards
such as degrees and adjustment in salary?

3. How are the coats to be covered?
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Besides differences in perception, it has been arg%ed

that consultation or inﬁblvement by itself may make a dif-
ference in ;he gfféctiveness of a programme. According to
Ingram and Mcintosh (1978:15-18)'1n order for an innovation
to be successful the ferson introducing change must, among
other things, involve all the parties concerned in the .

change process.

By proiiding more .information on these issues, .this study
hopes to ekpand the existing knowledge and understanding of

in-service education of teachers.

PRACTICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

A study by‘the OECD‘(1982a58) fevealed that many Mehber
- countries have few research findings on teaéhers"in-service
needs, partiéipation. and incentives to guide éhe improvemenf
of in-service progpammes. There is a general agreement among
piactitioners that in-service needs and preferences can be
more effectively and validly determined if both teachers and
. 'administrators are involved,(OECD,1982:59). As Harris (1980:
150) has noted. collaboration between teachers and administra-
tors in all facets of in-service programmes is essential férr
a>successfui opération. |
From a¢practical perspective,'then, a greéter under-
standing of how both teachers and administrators view teachers'
in-service needs and preferences might lead to an improvement

in future planningiof in-service educational programmes.

*

-
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The practical application of this study becomes even
‘more important when the research population is taken into
consideration. \As described in‘Appendix B (Nigerian Univer-
sities O0ffice CorresponQence), indentification of teaCQif's.
in-service needs is one of the cufrent educational néeds of
Nigeria., | |

In Nigeria, massive educationaI expansion during the
last decade has resulted in the recruitment of teachers with
extremely,v§ried social, cultural and, pariiculgrly, educa-
tional backgrouna; Most of theée teachers have found them-
selves pefforming tasks for which they had little_pfeparation.
»Qn effective means of heLpihg these teachers to imprdve their
performance might be to offer them ir-service activities
which meet their needs. |

It is hoped that this study would assist in providing a
research base for improving future planning of in-service
activities in A;a Secondary School Syétem. Nigeria. }t is
also hoped that it would provide greater insight in the

field of in-service education for teachers.

Delimitations

The data on in-service needs and preferences of secondary
school teachers in Aba School system was limited to that pro-
vided by.teachers and admiﬁistrators in a random, stratified.
sample of schools, and school system administrators involved

in providing teacher in-service programmes.
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Limitations .

The respohses‘from the pﬁrfiéipants in fhiS'study might
reflect_only‘their opinions at the time of completion of theQ
qﬂestionnaire of during the interview. 1In addition, their
ability to remember‘the in-gervice activities that were
availaPle to them about a year earlier limifs this study.
| FurtJZf. the - fact that only secondary school personnel in ° )
one schooi;sgstem were.iﬁvolved in this study may limit its

generalizability. \

Assumptions.

In this study it was agsumed that the pérticipants' per-
ceptions of téachers' in-service needs and preferences could.
be objecfively and éffectively determined through the ques-
tions asked. It was also assumed that the respondents,could.
and would accuratély report their perceptions on teachers' in-

service needs and preferences.

‘DEFINITIONS : o g

-~ The following definitions are used for the purpose of

this study:

In-service education. This term refers to an& organised

learning activity for practicing teachers specifically design-
ed to help them maintain or improve their professional compe--

tence.
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Need is deflned as a felt lack of the knowledge, skill or

R

motivation necessary for effectlve teaching

Preferences. This term denotes what the respondents cqnsiQ

der as what ought to be with regard to in-service opportunities,

planning, timing, delivery methods, programhe financing and

incentives for teacher participation.
| " \
Secondary School. This term refers to those schools under

the jurisdiction of Aba Education Board which enrol studénts
in Government Classes 1 to 5 and offer programmes- of study

~

authorized by the Imo State Ministry of Education.

Teachers. ‘This term denotes individuals who are employ-
ed by Aba School system as secondary school iAstructors.

. 4
Administrators. This term refers to school personnel,

such as principals, supervisers and superintendents, who are

. involved in providing in-service education for teachers.

ORGANISATION OF THE THESIS

This thesis consists of six chapters. This chapter pre-
sented the research area, the purpose and significance of the
study, the research problem, delimltation and llmitatgons,
| assumptions, and definition of terms.

A review of the related literature, and the éonceptual
framework of the study are pfesented in chapter 2. ‘Chapter 3

describes the' research methodology, instrumentation, sampling,



and -data collection and analysis.
Chapter 4 reports the analyses and findings of the
_ duestionnaire and interview data. The discussion of the

\of the study ié presented in chapter 5. Chapter 6

findings
summarizes the study, and discusses the implications of the

findingé.

M



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW
This review focﬂses on research studies related to tea-
chers' in-service needs and preferences. The intent is to
identify teaching task areas in which teachers express need -
for in-service as well as their preferences on majof issues
of in-service education. Research studies in the developed
and deveioping counfries‘are,presented separateiy for the
purpose of comparing summafy of findings. T
Concepts of in—serviCe need are also presented and dis®
cussed. The major idegs highlighted in this section-are
used in developing the conceptual framework for the study.

Studies Related to the In-service Needs and
Preferences of Teachers 1n the Developed Nations

The imporfance of galining kﬁdwledge on the ;n—service :
activities and practiées which teachers consider helpful is
reflected in the increasing number of empirical inquiries in

N

this area. Can (1969) was one of the eafly researchers who
attempted to asbért;in the kind of in-service activifies which
teachers believe they‘need.

He surveyed primﬁry and secondary school heads and tea-~
chers in England and Walés in order to determine their views

and preferences on in-service education for teachers. One

of his major findings was that both school heads and teachers

18
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regarded topics under the headings teaching methods, aids and
materials, and the development of new teaching schemes and
programmes as priorities for teacher in-gervice training.

o>

Cane also réported that:

[

«++ (teachers) would like the bulk of in-service train-
.ing to take place close to their own home or school,
preferably during school hours, but failing that at a
convenient starting time after school, for a half day
or full day at week-ends or for up to one week.:during
vacations (Cane,p. 30). :
Cane also reported that teachers preferred course
teaching méthbds'that involved much participation such as
Qbserving and discussing démonstrafions of lessons by other
teacﬁers. In addition, teachers were supportive of the broad-
casting of in-service lessons but disapproved of the use of
lectures without discussions. Finally, feaghers felt that
they were not consulted sufficiently in theuplanning and
érganising of ih-service_programmes. | -
Many studies related to in-service needs and preferen-
ces of‘geachérs have been conducted in the province of
Albert, Canada. A study by Staples (1970) attemped to deter-.
+ mine the professional development needs of practicing teachefs
in Alberta. This feseaﬁcher reported that teachers showed;
a strong desire for in-service activities designed to im-
‘prove or update teaching methods or teach new curriculum.
| - Teachers also Qanted in-service courses to be practical in
nature and relevant to the classroom situation. Further,
Staples found that teﬁchers were;willing to attend profession-

3

al development activities during the regular school day
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(substitute teacher provided) p; several days before the
“school yéar'opened. These findings substantiate those of
Cane's stud&. |

The results of studies by Schreiber (1975), Edmonton
~ Public School Board (1978), and Altmann et al. (1979) are
similar to .those of Cane and Staples. |

The purpose of Schreiber's study was to examine.and;
categorize the in-service'breference of teachers and adminis-
trators in Albe}ta. He reported that teaéhers considered the‘
curricular areas titled teaching stfategiesand'%echniqﬁeég
skill. knowledge and concepts aé requiring more in-service
emphasis. Thg Curricﬁluﬁ'area pf rationale and philosophy
was ranked least impbrt;nt.iTéachers also indicated that the
"workshop" waé the most effective in-service delivery method,
followed by.élassroom demonstrations and seminars. Teachers’
conventions were the least preferred.

In the same sfudy, teachers strongly ihdiqéted,that pay-
ing them‘rggular salary while attending in—éefQice training .
during regular schbql hours was the highest incentive for them:
Other incentives ipdicated by teachefs were ihclusionﬂof
spedial'bfientatisn activities for new feachers. gréﬁggr'in-c\
put in in-service programmes.kanq@release fime from thgﬁéiéss-“
room in order té attehd in-service sess}ong. Fiﬁally,v$chréibgr

Bcant differences between teachers' and adminis-

1 C . | ) «
p regarding teachers" in-service needs in-the
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In 1978 the Edmonton Public School Board_conducted a
profesefonal developpent needs survey of the teachers in the
.8chool system, Froé a list of 41 teaching competencies téach-
ers strohgly expressed needs for in—service ceurses which
dealt with the development of teaching strategies.'selectlon
of teaching alds, currlculum planning and pupil evaluation. ‘

‘Altmann et al. (1979) surveyed 700 teachers in Calgary,
Alberta, in order to de&emlne the aspects of pedagogy and
content deemed necessary for inclu51on in their 1n-serv1ce
programme. They,reported,that teachers wanted mostly in-
service activities that focused on language arts, especially
reading and writing skills, motivation of students.\special
education., and classroom management.

More recent studies in Alberta validate earlier findings
en teacher in-service preferences. Burke-(1980) sought to
defermine teachers' perception and preferenges concerning off- -
campus university eeurses and school district-sponsored in-
service education in Alberta. She‘found that teacpers placed
priority on in-service courses that focus on how teachers can
deal with individual differences anong'studenfs. use a variety
of teaching techhiques, and integrate theory with practice.
Teachers COASidered lectures,‘demonstrations.“discassion and
working groaps as effective in-service teaphing methods.

* They aISO;preferred to have greater input in organising in-‘N
jlserviee courses. In this study Burke concluded that there

" . -
was a gap between the. in-service activities offered to teach-

'
1
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ers and what teachers felt tﬁey really needed. She recomm-
ended a cooperative and rational ﬁlenning/bf in~serviee eduea—
tion programme. . x _

A study by Pansegrau (1983) attempted to determlne
teachers perspectives on 1n—service education. She found
that teachers attended formal in-service activities mainly to
;obtain information necessary for impiementing a major programme
change. Otherwise'feechers sodght.tde maihtaih or improve

their teaching effectiveness by participating in non-formal

W
¥

~activities such asj

... ongoing, in-school contact w1th colleagues. in:

particular with those who have a similar teaching

assignment; reading professional literature, partici- ]
pating in program = development; having student teachers
and watching other teachers; and attending extra-
curricular activities which have a spln-off to the
clagsroom (Pansegrau, p. V-vi). | :

As Pansegrau nofed these flndings suggest that the tradl—
tional assumption that teachers attend formal in-service
activities because they wish to -improve their,performance is
inaccurate. These findings, like those of‘Burkef therefore
| ipdicate a discrepancy between teachers' and administrators’
perception of teachef in—serviee needs_ahd preferences.

Several studies related to teacher in-service needs and
preferences haVe been conducted in the United Sfates.. For
example, Zigarmi et al. (1977) studied teachers] preferences
in and perceptions of in—service-educat;on in Soﬁth Dakota.

This study yielded the folloWiqg findings; teachers considered

as usefulvin-servicevactiVities that: -
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A

- 1ntroduced them to new ideas in education and res-
ponded to their needs in new ways other than through
traditional college courses; '

- were built on teachers' interests and provide them
the opportunity to choose both the courses they need
and the time to attend them;

- lasted longer than a day; fostered the exchange of
jdeas among teachers; and allowed tedbhers to have
some control.

These researchers concluded that:

,Useful in-service education programs are planned in
response to the assessed needs of teachers... teachers
are more committed to staff development if they have

been involved in planning and feel that they have some
contro} over their own 1n-service experlences (Zigarmi

et al. p. 550).

A survey of Tennessee school administrators and teachers
was undertaken by Gigkling et al. (1979) in order to assess
their prefgrencés regarding in-service training. They re-
ported that teachers preferred to take an active role in deter-
mining the content of in-service courses. In addition, teachers
wanted in-service sessions to be maintained at regularly
scheduled intervals.: Teachers also favoured the use of aides,
volunteers, or other personnel aé a means of gaining time for
in-service training. These findings, like those of Zigarmi
et al., are consistent with those of the Alberta Studies.

Further. the results of other American investigations
also lend support to those already stated, King et al.

(1977) surveyed 1,300 teachers in the United States in order
to determine’éxisting and désirable staff development practices.
They repérted that one of the distinct characteristics of the

most successful programmes was the active involvement of

teachers in the planning process.
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%inally. Burrello and Orabaugh (1982) reviewed some of
the current research findings on in-service education of
teachers in the United States. One of their conclusione~al
was that in-service training should be based on the needs of
part101pants and should be sensitive to changlng needs.

They aibm stated that on-site demonstrations w1th students

\
should be included when appropriate to an ineservice expe-

rience, and that in-service activitiessndﬁid be conducted
‘primarily during participants’ normal ofk'hours.

| To summarize, evidence from th?/sfudies (Burke,1980 and
?ansegrau. 1983, for e?ample) sug ests that administratore'
perceptions of teachers' in-senv{fe needs and preferenees"
may not adequately reflect teaéhers% needs and preferences.‘
Also, it is evident from théfstudies thaf:

- teachers con81der in-serv1ce educatlon as an effec-
tive means of malntainlng or improving their

~profes31ona;/eompetence;

- teachers mcetly want in-service'activitiee>that
fecus on the task areae of instructional methodology,
curriculum planning, motivation of stmdente,ﬁpmpil
evaluation, classroom management integratlon of
theory with practice, and how to deal with Indivi-
dual differences of children;

- teachers consider workshops, semlnars. demonstrations,

dlscu351ons and working groups as effectlve in—serv1ce

presentatlon methods;

E teachers mostly prefer to attend in-service sessions
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during regular school hours or vacation periods for
//ét least one day, and close to their schools;

' - teachers like to be involved in assessing their

/ ,
// in-service needs.

/

,/ "

Studies Related to the In-service Needs and
Preferences of Teachers in the Developing Nations

The growing interest on how‘to make in-service_educa—
tion programmes more useful to téaéhers is not limifed to
the Qeveloped4nations. Educators in the developing nations
have joined in the seérch‘for information on the kind of in-

- service activities wﬁich téachers perceive to be benéficial
to them. The increasing number of studies in tﬁis area
attests to this interest.

The International Institufe for Educati?nal Planning
(IIEP) evaluated a UNRWA/UNESCO in-service education pro-
gramme for Palestine Refugees in the_Near East. A major
finding of this study was that teachers were motivated,
enthusiastic, and committed to the programme because of:

...‘the incentive payments made to the trainees; \the

certificate issued at the end of the course; the fact

‘that the content of the courge is practical; and

above all the fact that the majority of trainees soon

became convinced of the value of the programme and

its connexion with their teaching duties (UNESCO
19701166), ‘I S
This implies that teachers afe‘committed to in-service
activities from which they derive professional as well as

personal benefits.
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An evaluation of a teacher in-service programme mouhted
by sthe Institute of Education, Ahmadu Bello University,-
Nigeria, was conducted by Hawes and Ozigi (1975). This
study revealed that teachers placed high priorlty on
courses that dealt with teaching methods. school administra-
tion, guidance ahd counseiling because they proved most use-
ful to them. Courses on educational phllosophy. statistics,
sociology, end technology received very low priority. These
findings are Consistent.with those of IIEP because in both
cases teachers strongly preferred more practical‘courees;

The fact that teachers,shoﬁed very little interest in
many of the courses offered them points to a discrepancy -
between administretore' and teaohers' perceptions‘of teachers'
in-service needs. | o i

El-Mehdiwi (1977) examined the priorityvneeds of elemen-.
tary teachers for in-service edﬁda}ion‘in two school dis- |
tricts in Libya. The respondents efronglyﬂihdicated a need
for 1n-serv1ce courses that prov1de information on teachlng
methods, espec1ally in language arts, latest advancement 1n
psychology of child development, and how to use audlo-vlsual-
aidse

El- Mehd1w1 found a relationship between the sex of .
'teachers and their perceived in-service needs. He found no
relatlonship between the number of years of teachihg. degree

held, subaect taught and percelved needs for 1n—service.

A major flndlng of a 81m11ar study by Rakprja (1978)
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oﬁ-secondary school teachers in Thailand was that teachers
displayed ; strong need for in-service courses dealing with
teaching methods. | -

It appéars.ftherefore. that teaching methods were of
great importance to teachers in both studies.

| ‘More recent studies on the in-service needs of teachers
in the developing world include those of Zandi (1980), Rg:Es
(1980), Echevarria (1981) and Nkere (1981).

Zandi (1980) examined the professional development
needs of. elementary school teachers in Iran as perceived by
the teachers, principals and in-service coord%naéors. He
found that in-service needs of teachers‘with pre-profession-
‘al preparation.differed from that of those without pre-pro-
‘fessional prepa;ation. This contrasts with the finding of
El-Mehdiwi'in Zibya. -

In the same study, Zandi also found that’ teachers, prin-
cipals and in-service coordlnators expreesed similar in- -
service needs and concerns. However, the principals
placed -more empha81s than the teﬁchers on items related to
student dlsc1pline and classroom management. Further,
teachers felt the need to be involved in developing the
purpose. activities, and methods of evaluating in-service
courses.

A survey of school teachers and administrators from
three regions of the Phillippines was conducted by Rosas

(1980) in an attempt to ascertain their views regarding
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in-service education. One of his findings was that teachers
considered administrators as the best instruétors of in-
gervice courses. In this study, teachers also indicated
that the Ministry of Education was the best group to sponsor
| in-service programmes. Teachers showed a strong desire for
courses that eﬁphasizeﬁ how td adapt recent Western education
techni&ues to the - Philippine conditions. ' In-service courses
désigned to help teachers improve their teaching skill were
also highly desired. In'addition, teachers favoured the use
of éummer vacation, weekends and holidays for in—service
activities but with extra pay.

EChevarriar(1981) studied the in-service training needs
of elementary teachers as perceived by teaqheré and princi-
pals of schools of Puertg Rico. This researcher found that
teachers and principals considered planning instruction .as
an in-ser#iCe area of priﬁary importance. Other than this,
he reported that there were significant differences between
principals' and teachers' perceptions of teachers in-
service training needs. He als§ reported that significaht
differences Qere found in teachers' perceﬁtién of in-
service needs when grouped according to age, sex, grade
level and years:-of teaching experience. kThis\finding
contrasts with that of El-Mehdiwi. :

Finally, Nkere (1981) sought the obihion of untrained
teachers iﬂ a rural school district in Imo State, Nigeriﬁ.
on.their need for improvément on 26vteaching competencies,

She reported that teachers and administrators expressed

{
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strong desire fof teachers to improve their knowledge of
subject matter as well as teaching methods;' Teachers also
‘ expressed a need forlpersonal growth. _

In sugmary. of the nine studies reviewed in this
section, three (Zandi, 1980; Echevarrla. 1981 and Nkere.
1981) attempted to compare‘teachers and adminlstrators
perceptions of teachers' in-service needs andApreferences.
The findings of Echevarria's study were not consistent with
fthose of Zandl and Nkere where teachers' and admlnistrators
—:perceptioné of teachers' in-service needs were similar.

Like the #udies in the developed nations, evidence
from the studies reviewed in this sectien indicates that:

- ‘teachers place pmiorityfon in-service courses that

have dlrect connection with teaching. such as, teach-
- ing methods, planning of . 1nstructlon, knowledge of
.subject matter, application of research findings |
" to ‘teaching, and student counselling;

- teachers like to attend in-service training during.
‘vacatlon periods; |

- teachers like to be involved in planning and orga-
nising jn-service activities;

- teachers in-service needs may be related to some
personal variables such as, educatlonal background,
teaching experience, and grade level taught.

It is interesting to note that these findings are

similar to those frem studies in fhe developed nations

which were summarlzed earlier in this rev1ew. These research

findings are incorporated in the conceptual framework and in
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developing the questionnaire for the study.
THE CONCEPT OF NEED

In view of the appare\\ discrepancy between teachers'’
and administrators’ perceptions of teachers' in-service
needs and preferegées, four needs assessmént‘models were
examined in,ordef to develop a conceptual framework for the.
study. Following is a summary of three of the models and, a
more detgiled presentation of the Sweitzer's model which was

adapted for this study.

Battlle's Surveys

This is one of four needs assessment models‘compiled by
Witkin (197717-8). This model assesses need by measuring

conditions on two-five point scalest—._

1. perception of th& extent to which the condition
actually exists, the "actual state" (A);

Vo2, perception of the extent to which the condition
should exist, the “desired state" (D)., The
numerical difference between the two scale values,
A and D, is the need index for each neéd statement.

This model is designed primarily for assessing the priority

needs of an entire school system.

Westinghouse Surveys

"This model, aiso_compiled by Witkin (1977:7-8), is a

three-way analysis of discrepancy using three different
scales: perceived importance, perceived adequacy and perceived

reSponsibility. The primary focus of this‘model is on



students' skills, knowledg%éand attitudes.

Konrad et al. Model

Konrad et al. (j??éxh)'in-service needs assessment mo-
del presents need as having three dimensions, namely,

1. Importance - Is the need crltlcally or significant-
- ly related to your job performance or not?

2, Urgency - Is the need of immediate concern or can it
- . wait to be addressed° :

3. Occurrence - Dpes the need arise frequently or not?

"Sweitzer's Model

o In his model, Sweitzer (197613-38) conceives in-gervice
néed as having two dimensions, namely, |

1. Importance - whether an area of respon81b111ty or -
task is important or not.

Ll

2. Difflculty - the amount of difficulty experlenced
in carrying our an important task or responsibility.

In the Sweitzer's model, an educator's needs are thought
“to be related to the tasks which he regards” as important
(personally, institutionally and professionally) and which
also tend to be a problem to him in performing;them."The |
difficdlty an educator has in performing’important tasks is
used to define potential professional needs which could be
~met through in-service education.

Further, this model regards the perception of a task both
as important and as a problem to be partially related to the
educational as well as the experlential Eackground of an

1

‘educator.

7

In the main, this model identifies in~-service needs by
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compariné job tasks perceivog to be important and the level of

difficulty encountergd in performing those tasks.

Discussion

fb . » .
From the foregoing needs assessment models one may con-

clude that need is a multi-dimension variabie.. Second,
*importance” oeems fo be the most common dimension of need.
Another dimension of need which is common to two of the,models
(Westinghouse Sur%ey and Sweitzer's) is "responsibility" or
"task". V |

Of the four models. the Sweitzer's model was thought to
‘be the most approprlate for this study. For one, it utillzes
the two most COmmon dimensions of need in the models presented.
Secondly, it assess in—sefvice needs through an indirect
approach - comparing importance>and difficdlty of tasks. ‘
This approach was particularly épproﬁ%iate for the,study be-
cause'itrcould help to elicit'more accurate responses from
those respondénté who may, otherwise, have wanted to hide
'\QXeir teaching weakness. In view of this, the SWeitzer's‘~
nodel was adapted and used as the conceptual frameawofk'foro‘

this study.

THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK | {
The conceptual framework of thls study (Fig. 1) is an
adaptation of Sweitzer s (1976) model. Like Sweltzer s model,

it conceives of 1n-service need gs being related to teaching
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tasks or responsibilities, personal variables, importance

and diffid . Unlike Sweitzer's model, however, in-service

need is déi i;d by the pérception of the difficulty encounter-
_ed in car €>ﬁé .ut both impoftént and relatively}ﬁnimportant
tasks. It therefore allows the defermination of differences
in teachefs' and administrators' perceptions of teachers' in-

- service needs. Further, this framework regards the perception
of tasks related:to pupils, staff, and management as difficult
to be partially related not anly to the educational and experi-
ential backgfound but also to the locale of the educator.

Teachi, asks or responsibilities in the model repre-

sent‘teachf twes in the school. The identification of

fed on the literature reviewed for this

oS

these taskd
| Fed the tasks areas in which teachers dis-

play ; E: \ifor in-service. For the purﬁose'of this
study ;vf ;;skS'were divided into five major areass’c;rfif
culum/ig ‘qgkion related, pupil related, staff related,
managemey :;Elafed; and change related.

1 fﬂl variables included in the model are amount ahd '
%ning, teaéhing experienéé;‘and locale. Thgﬁg/Lere

| identifieéif ?m the literature réview which showed that they

méy be reliwfd to the in-service needs of Lleachers.

- Importance refers to the perceived level of importance

of each teac?% g task by the respondents. Difficulty re-

presénts the Ptiree of difficulty experienced in performing

1

*

each task. "

The development of the instruments for this study was
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largely based en this concept of in-service education needs.
in this study the respondents' percepfions of the amount

of difficulty experienced by teachers in performing their

fasks was- used to determine potential in-service'needs of

the teachers.

SUMMARY'

Research studies in the developed and the developing
nations. whlch relate to teacher in-service needs and preferen-
ces were presented in thls chapter. The‘lntent was to hlghf
light the task areas in which teachers place high priority
for in-serviee as, weli as their prefereneeS~on»majore in-ser-
vice”issues. Evidence from the llterature 1ndlcates that |
very few studies have examined 31multaneously teachers' and
administrators’ perceptions of teachers in-service needs and
preferehces. Also, teachers display a strong need for in-
service courses that focus.on teaching methods, 1nstruct10nal
plannlng and- the subgect area being taught. Teachers also
llke to attend in-service tralnlng durlng ‘vacation perlods
and would like to be invelved in assessing their in-service
needs.

An adapted versioh'of.SQeitzer's in-service heeds assess-
ment model was presented asfthe‘conceptual framework for ﬁhe'
4 Study. The framework ptiliies the perception of the difficul-
ﬁbty experinced in performing‘both-impor€3nt and relatively
unimportant tasks in determing poten@ial‘ih-service needs.

Y
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As such, if'allowé_the determination of differences in- tea-
chers' and administratbrs' perceptions of thelin-service needs
of teachers. The literature review }evealed»task'area8 in
which teachers express need.for in-service as well as certain
QOCiél vé}iables.that may be related to teachers' in-service
_Aeeds. These task areas ahdvsocial vafiables'were incorpora-

ted in the framework for the study.



CHAPTER 3 ‘ "

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN

'This chapter presents the'general methodology bf the

- study as well as.the instrumentation, sampling and data analy-

8is procedures. The characteristics of the respondents are

also presented.

~ Research Methodology

The major purpose of this study was to examine the diffe-
#

rences in the perceptions of secondary school teachers and éd-

-ministratorsgrégafding the in-service needs and preferences of-

el

teacﬁefs in Aba school system, Imo State, Nigeria. A second

purpose was. to égamine the “nature and extent of need perceiv-
ed by‘the teachers and administrators. A final purpose was to
recommend wéys and‘means for improving future planning of in-
service education based on'the literature and the findings of

this study. In view of these purposes, tﬁe descriptive re-

‘search methodology was used for this study.

According to Verma and Beard (1981:58-60) the descrip-

tive method of research is concerned with‘a clear definition

- of the problem and the collection of facts and opinions about

the present condition of things. It also "involve%]elements

of comparison and relationships of one kind or another" as

.well as some "interpretation of meaning or significance of

what is described." Similarly, Van Dalen (1979:284) states

37
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that descriptive research not only gathers information about
prevailing conditions, practices and attitudes but also‘iden-
tifies and clarifiés relationships among variables. Gay
(1976110) adds that descriptive research involves aSéessing .
atiltudes or opinions of ind%yiduals concerning the cﬁrrent
status of the subject being'iAvestigated. Lo

This study _was concerned with comparisons, relationships,
and attitudes or opinions of teachers and administratprs re-
‘ gérding teachers’ in-gervice needs‘and preferences and, as
such, exhibits the foregoing characteristicé of, descriptive

research.

'Iﬁstrumentation E&

The data for this study were collected through two
widelyvaccepted descriptiye research}pr0¢edure8. namely,
questionnaires and interviews. (Gay,1976:10; Van Dalen,
1979:1285; and Vérma and Beard, 1981:57). The questionnai-

re, however, was the main instrument used.

R

Questionnaires

Accbfding to Ary ef al. (19721169) the questionnaire-
is very -efficient and praétical and allows for the use of
large samples. Van Daleﬁ (1979:1152) adds that the question-
naire allows objectivity, intensity and StaﬁdardiZation of
the observations of the respondents.

Two similar questionnaires, one for‘teacheré, the other
for administrators, (see Appendix A) were used in this study.

The questionnaires consisted of closed questions: a set of
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categories for the réSpondents to check (Good, 19721230),

with opportunltles for comments. The %uestlons were based on
instruments such as those used by PaYluik and Pickard (1976).
Sweltzer (19?6)'and Edmonton Public School Board (1978), and

‘other concqﬁts obtained from the review of the literature.

The "Teacher" and "Administrator” Questionnaires were
based on the conceptual framework ana the major ideas drawn
from the review of the literature. The questions were
designed'to pro#ide information on the research questions
for the study. The questionpaifes consisted of four seétions.
namely |

SeCtion 1: This section requested the foliowing'
personal datas lg?éls of education and teacher education,
teachingvexperiehce, major subject taught, and school loca-
tion.

Section 2: In this section the respondents were>asked
to indicate how important and how difficult they pérceive 25
teaching tasks to be by circling the appropriate number on
two four-point (Likert) scales. For theﬁpurpose of this study,
task item numbers 1 to 12 are considered . as currlculum/lnstruc-
tlon related; 13 to 18 pupil related; 19 to 21 staff related;
- 22 and 23 management related; and 24 and 25 change related.

Section 3+ This section requested the respondents to
indicate the degree of availability of 11 in-service opportu-
nities and their preferences for these opportunities by

circling the appropriate numbers on two four-point scales.
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Section 4t This section asked the respondents to indi-
acte their opinions regarding five major in-service issues,
namely, funding, planning and 6rganising. timing, delivery

methods, and incentives for teacher participation.

Interviews

Intérv%ews; according to Gay (19763134), have the advan-
~ tage of being flexible and may yield mdre accurate and honest
responses since they allow the investigator to explain and
élarify the questions. Van Dalén (1979:158-160) notes that
interviews allow the inveétigator to probe deeper into a .
prdblem.‘ Borg and Gall (1983:#&2) believe that the semiétruc~
tured interview is the most appropriate for educétion studies.
For one, it allows the use of initial respbnses‘to_frobe deeper
in order to better understand the respondent's opiﬁions and
the reasons béhind them. Further,‘it has the advantage of
being reasonably objective. |

The intérview guide for this study was seﬁistructured
(;ee Appendix A) and consisted of two sections. The first
section sought'genefal iﬁformation regarding the educétioﬁéi”
preparation of teachers and administrators, current in-ser-
vice practices, and social condition. ‘The second sought for
feasons behind initial responses on‘in-sérvige fundipg,
planning, timing, délivery methods and incentives for téacher
- participation. The intent was to obtain more in—depth‘informa-
‘tion not possible with the questionnaires. The interviews

also served to establish some validity for the questionnaires.
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Twenty one teachers and 7 admlnlstrators were interviewed,

Valldlty of Instruments

I3

According to Kerlinger (1973:45) validity has to do with

- the question: "Are we measuring what we think we are measuring?"
For Verma and Beard it refers to how successful an instrement
measurestwhat.is claims to be measuring. Van- Dalen (1979:136)
adds that it involves sufficient coverage of the various as- -

" pects of the problem belng examined. ~ |

To help insure the validity, clarity of statements, un-

ambiguity and logical Sequence of questions, the questionnaires

. were reviewed three tlmes by selected faculty members of the

Department of Educatlonal Admlnltratlon. The University of
Alberta. Each review was followed by a pre- test on groups of
seconkary school teachers and administrators from Anambra State-
a nelghbouring school system to Imo. The questionnaires were

'modified based on the recommendations of the above persons.

Sampling Procedures

The populatlon represented in this study comprised se-
condary school teachers (1, 105) and principals (?3) in 73
schools, and 5 professional zonal office administrators (4 su-
pervising pr1nc1pals/super1ntendents and the chief education
officer) in Aba school System for the 1983-84 academic year.
The 73 sehools were stratified according to their locations, 20
urban and 53 rural schools, to ensure a fair representation
from both areas. Six schools were ran@omly selected from the
20 urban schools and 12 were randomly selected from the 53

rural schools. The teachers (251) and principels (18) in the

)



L2

18 schools and’the 3 zona1 office staff comprised the sample
for this study. Thﬁs. the sample size comprisedlof 22.7
percent of the teachers, 25 percent of the principals, and’
60 péréent of the central office édminisﬁrators invaolved in

providing in-service activities for teachers (Table 3.1).

Table 3.1 | )

Summary‘of Population, Sample and Returns

\

Populgtion Sample Returns
| % popu-
Position . No. No. lation No. % Returns
Teachers 1,105 251 ' 22.7 200 - 79.7
Principals 73 .18 2.6 18 100.0
Zonal Adminis- ' g

Total 1,183 272 23.0 221 81.4

Data Collection

.

Permission to conduct this study was obtained from both
the Chairman and the Chief Education Officer, Zoﬁél Board,
Aba (see Apﬁendix B). The researcher visited Nigeria in
March, 1984 for the purpoSe of distributing the question-
naires and conducting the interviews. The researcher dis-
tributed the questionnaires to 251»teaéhers and 18 principals
in 18 scﬁdols. and to 3 Zonal Education Office staff, with

the instruction to complete and seal them in the envelopes
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provided. The purpose of the study was also stated. The
respondents were allowed one week to complete the question-
naires after which they were collected by the researcher.
More time was given to reSpondents who ¢ould not meet the
first time limit. = It was during the collection process that
the researcher interviewed 21 teachers and 7 administrators.
The entire exercise lasted for five weeks after whigh the ré-
turns from the teachers was 80 percent, and administrators
100 percent (Table 3.10. Sample returns accofding to schools
exhibited in Table 3.2 shows that the distribution of respon-

_ dents approximates that in the total sample.

\

Characteristics of Respondents

In presenting the characteristics of the respondents, it
~should be noted that only in two cases.(nﬁmber of teachers
with bachelor's degree and grade II certificate) were the
cofresponding data for the research population made available
fb fhe researchef, Consequently, fhe compérison of the charac-
‘teristics of the}f98pondents to the population was limited to
these cases. )

Highest degree held. As presented in Table 3.3, the

majority of teacher respondents (69 percent) had less than.a
bachelor's degreedwhile 31 percent had a bachelor's degree
or more: 25 percent, bachelor's; 2.5 percent, dip;oma after
bachelor's; 1;5 percent, mﬁster’sr and 1 percent, doctorate
degree. The percentage of teacher respondents with a bache-
lor's degree (25 percent) approximates that (24.3 percent)v

for the entire school system (Table 3.4).



Table 3.2

<

Questionnaire Distribution and Returns by Schools

-

Ly

Non-

School No. No.
No. Distributed Returned :Rgturns (Usable Unuss?le
1. 16 13 3 13 /
| 2,» 22 19 3 22
3. 21 18 3 18
. 7 6 1 sl
e o \
5. 1 12 2 14
6. 13 11 2 11
7. 16 12 4 12
8. 17 14 3 14
r 9. ' 8 6 2 8
10, 19 13 6 13
11. 13 11 2 11 -
12. . 10 7 3 7
13, 16 12 'u 12
14, 22 18 4 18 ’
15. 8 6 ‘ 2 6
16. 1b4 8 . 6 8
17. 7 . 6 1 6
18, 8 8 8
Total 200 51 200

251
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Table 3.3

Distribution of Respondents by Highest‘Degree Held

R
+

- Teachers (N=200) Administrators (N=21)

Highest Degrge - _Frequency % Frquency %

Less than Bachelor's: 138 69.0 3 14.3
‘Bachelor's | 50 25.0 12 57.1
Diploma after Bachelor's 5 2.5 4 19.0
Master's 3 1.5 1 4.8
Doctorate ' 2 1.0 1 L.8
Not reported 2 1.0 2

Total 200 100.0 21 100.0

Table 3.4

Percentage of Bachelor's Degree and Grade ITg -
Teacher Respondents Compared with the.
' Percentage in Aba School System’

Qualification Population Respondents .
| - No. 4 ~ No. % |
Grade II 475 3.0 85  L42.5
Bachelor's - ‘ ’

Degree 269 24 .3 - 50. 25,0
Others 361 32.7 _ 65 32.5

Total 1105 100.0 - 200 100.0

T
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Table 3.3 elso ghows that about 14 percent of the‘ad—
ministrators (3 vice prinCipals who completed the question-
naires on’ behalf of the principals) had less than a bachelors
degree; 57 peréent had a bachelor's degree, 19 percent had a
dipioma after a bachelor;e degree,; and master's and doctorate
degree'holder compri%ed‘about 4 percent each. To facilitate
date analysis. the groupe ﬁere collapsed into three, namely;
less than bachelor's; bachelorfs;‘and diploma efter bachlor's,ﬁ

master's and doctorate degrees.

Level of Teacher Education. When respondents were grouped

dn the basis of the‘highest level of teacher education recei-
ved (Table 3. 5). the data revealed that aﬁong the teachers._
about 42 percent had the teacher education (advanced teacher
tréf;ing and bachelor of educatlon) consldered to be adequate
- for teaching in N;gerlan secondary,schools. About 43 percent
had Grade II,teacher‘s training (a preparatory programme for
elementary school teachers), while apﬁggzdmately 10 percent
had no training at_all.ArIt should be noted‘thet Grade II
teachers also comprise of 43 percent of instructional staff
population in_Aba'school system (Tablej.h). |

' Teble 3.5 shows that the highest level of- teacher educa-
tion for approxlmately 48 percent of the administrators was
teacher's Grade II. About 29 percent had bachelor of educa-
tion and about 5‘percent had no form of teacher training.
For data analysis, the teacher education levels for adminis-
tfators were collapsed into 2 groups, namely.gfade II and

!

baehelor of education holders.
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Table 3.5

Distribution of Respondents by -Highest
Level of Teacher Education Received

Teachers (N=200) Administrators (N=21)

Teacher Education Frequency % Frequency %7
None | 19 9.5 1 4.8
Grade TT 85 b2.5 10 . 7.6
Advanced 61 30.5 .
Bachelor 'éf Education 22 11.0 - 6 28.6
Other ‘ - 12 6.0 .. L 19.0 ..
 Not reported , 1 .5
Total . 200 100.0 21 100.0

N

Yeargﬁof teaching or administrative experience. With re-
gard tq/yéars of teaching %xperieﬁce (Table 3.6), approximate-
ly BéM;ercent of the teadhérsbhad 1 to 5 years, 30 percent had
6 to 10 years, about 9 percént had 11 to 15 years, about 7
percent had 1§ to 20 yéars'of experience; The data on Table
3.6 also reveal that there were 19 percent of the administra-

- tors with 1 to 5 years of Administrati&e experienée. Approxi-
mately 33 percent had 6 to 10 years, about 24 percent had 11
to 15 years, about 10 percent had 16 to 20 years and. over
20 yearg'of expéfience each. To facilitate data an;lygisv

these 5 _éEoups were collapsed into 3, for the administrators._
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as follows: 1 to 5 years, 6 to 10 yéars and 11 years or more.

‘Table 3.6

Distribution of Respondents by Years of Teaching (for Tea-
chers) and Administrative (for administrators) Experience

Teachers (N=200) Administrators (N=21)

Teaching/Adminf{str- N |
tive Experience Frequency % Frequency _ %
1;5 years 75 37.5 b 19.0
6-10 ye;yg : 60 - 30.0 7 33.3
11-15 yéags. 17 8.5 5 23.8
16-20 years o 13 6.5 2 9.5
Over 20 years - 35 17.5 2 9.5
Not reported . - 1 4.5
 Total | 200 100.0 21 100.0

Location of school. As is exhibited in Table 3.7, approxi-

mately‘Mhtpercent of>the teachers. and 43 percent of the ad-
ministrators were from urban schools- There were'abqpt}5?
percent of the teachers and 57 percént.of the administrators
from rural schools. As diSplajed_in Table 3.8, the percent-
es of'feachér respondents from urban (43,5) and rural
(56.5

vurban and 56.6 for-rpral schools.

hqols approximate those for the sample: 43.4 for



.Table 3.7

Distribution of Respondents by School Location

b9

’.

Major subject taught.

When the teacher respondents

were grouped on the basis of the maJor subgect tauﬁyt (Table

<\
Teachers (N=200) Admlnlstrators (N 21)
School Location Frequency | % Freguency %
Urban 87 43.5 9 2.9
Rurauly 113 56.5 12 5741
Total - 200 100.0" 21 100.0
. o . : 7
R . \
- ‘Percentage of Urban and Rural Returns
Compared with the Percentage on the Sample
e .
Sample Returns
- School Location No. % No: % N
~ Urban 109 . 43.4 87 k3.5 h
Rural 142 56.6 113 . . 56.5
Total 251 100.0 200 100.0

3.8), the data revealed ‘that about 31 percent taught language
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arts, 11 percent taught mathematics, about 26 percent taught

‘science, 21 percent taught social studies, and 12 percent

taﬁght subjects other than those mentioned above.

Data Analysis |

The data from thg teacher and administr§£ornquesfion-"
naires were cbmputer anaiyseq so as ‘to determine frequenciés
iand mean scores. The respbndents were groﬁpéd on the basés
of}éelected personal characteristics which were-considered
as independent variables. 'The)indépehdengpvariables‘were
highest;degrée”held. level of teacher education.,experience,
~and location for téachers and adﬁinisfratoiggvénd subject -
taught for teaphers;. |

. The one-way'analysis of variance (level of significanée ,

- .05) and Scheffe MultiplenCompérison of Means (level of
significancé .1) were uéed to‘determine différénces.bet-
ween more thanvone pair of ﬁeans."Differences between one
| péir of means’were.determined by usingvthe“t—fest With_a
1eve1 of significance of .05.

The 1nformatfon obtalned from the 1nterv1ews was

grouped and reported accprding to their various subject

matter.
SUMMARY | | .

This chapter discussed the descfiptiye research metho-
dology which is the method of research used in this‘gtudy.~

'Also, the use and development ofl the questionnaires and
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&

interview guide for data collection were discussed. The data

analysis procedure and the characteristics of the respondents

were also presented.



CHAPTER 4 | i
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

One purpose of this study was to examine the differen-
ces in ﬁeachers' and administrators perceptlons of the nature
and extht of the in-service needs of secondary school
teachers in Aba school system. Imo State, Nigeria. Another
purpose was to examine the dlfferences between teachers'
and administrators' preferenoes regarding ways and means of
meeting the in-service%needs of teachers. A final purpose
was to develop wajs an% means of improving in-service educa-
tion pianning and programming. The sub-problems addressed
by this study werf designed to accomplish these purposes.

In this chapter, the findings on the sub-problems
are presented in four sections. The first section presents
the findings on teachers' and~adminiétrator8' perceptions of
the importance and difficulty of teaching tasks. The fin&ings
on the avallablllty of and preferences for in-service opportu-
nities are reported in the second section. The !klrd section
reports the finqings on the respondents’ preferences on the
in-service issues of financing:’blanning and organising,
timing, deiivery methods, and incentives for teachers' parti-
cipation. Information obtained from the interviews is repor-
ted in the fourth section,

In each section the data are categérized. analyzed and

presented. A summary of the findings is presented at.the end

52
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of the chapter.

PERCEPTIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE AND DIFFICULTY
OF TEACHING TASKS'

The main objective of this section is to determine the
differences between teachers' and administrators' perceptions
of the nature and extent of teachers' in-service needs
through the information obtained from sub-problems 1, 2 and -
3. The respondents' perceptions of the level of difficulty
experienced by teachers in performing their tasks was used
as a basis for identifying potential in-service needs of the
teachers, |

To facilitate the reporting of respondents’' percepiions
of teachers' in-service needs, the mean scores on the items
on sub-problems 1,2 and 3 were grouped into four categories
(Tabie‘U.l). In the grouping, a mean score of 3.50 - 4.0
is categorized as "high"; 3.0s-3.49 is categorized as
"moderate"; 2.50 - 2.99 is categorized as "fairly moderate";
and a mean score of 1.0 - 2,49 is categorized as "low."
These categories were used in describing the respondents'’

« percepfions of the importance and difficulty of teachers'

tasks and, in effect, their in-service needs.

Tasks which the respondents or their sub -groups assign
a mean rating of 2.50 ("fairly moderate") or more with regard
to their dlfflculty are deemed to be potential need areas

which might be met through appropriate in-service education.
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For the purpoée'of this study, 12 of.the tasks (num-
bers 1 to 12) are considered to bé‘curriculum and instruc-
tion related; 6 (numberé'13 t0418) are pupil related; 3
(numbers 19 to 21) are staff related; 2 (numbers 22 to 25)
are management re%ated;\aﬁd 2 (numbers 24 to 25) are change

related.

Table 4.1

Categories of Mean Score

2

Mean Séore Range Category

3.50 - 4,00 High

3.00 - 3.49 : Moderate

2.50 - 2.99 - Fairly Moderate
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-Sub-problem 1: What are teachers' perceptions of the

' importance of various teaching tasks and
the amount of difficulty experienced in
performing the tasks?

Information on this sub-problem was obtained by asking
the teachers to rate the degree of importance and difficﬁltyr
of 25‘teaching'tasks on.a four-point Likeft-type scale. The
items were ranked on the basis of their mean scores (Table
4, 2), |

Findings. With respect to the importance of teaching
tasks (Table 4.2), the teacher respondents assigned the
highest mean rating (3.93) to the task of developing and main-
taining knowledge in the subject area in which they teach.
Planning and preparing lessoné. and understanding students'’
learning problems received the éecond and third highest mean
ratings of 3.91 and.3.83 respectively. The lowest mean rating
(2.95) was assigned to the task of teaching classes ofébaried
abilities. On the whole, 19 tasks were rated "high", 5 were
rated "moderate", and 1 waé rated "fairly moderate" wiéhv
regard to their importance.

With reference to the}amount of difficulty experience
by teachers in performing the various tasks (Table h.z;, the
feacher respondents gave the highest mean rating (3.13) to
the taskhof teaching classes of varied abilities. Dealing
with students who caﬁse a lot of trouble in sphool was gi?en
the second highest rating of 3.06; and implementing a new pro-
gramme in the school received the third highest rating of

2,76, Attending staff meetings received the lowest mean

rating of 1.29.
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Overall, teachers perceived the difficult& of 2 tasks

to be "moderate",and the difficulty of 4 tasks to'be "fairly

”'moderate." The difficulty of 19 tasks was perceivcd to be

“low-"

Analysis on the bases cf-social characteristics

More analyses of feachers' rcsponses on the importance
and difficulty of teaching tasks were undertaken to examine
the relationship between these responses and teachers'
social characteristics. The respondents were grouped on the
Bases of 6 social categories, namely, school (18 schools);
highestﬂdegree heid (less than bachelor; bachelor; and dic-
loma after bachelor, master and doctorate); level of teacher
education (none; Teachers' Grade II, Advanced Teachers'
;Training,.and‘bachélcr of education)s teaching experience
(1-5 years, 6-10 years.\11-15 years, 16-20 years, and over
20 years); major subjecf taught (laﬁguage arts, mathematics,
sscience,. and social studies); and school lccation (urban, |
amd rupali.' Differences between one pair of means were
determiqed by uéing the t-test with a level of significance
of .05. The Oneway ;halysis of variance and Scheffe‘%ro-
cedure (F-test) were used to determine differences between
more than one pair of means. The level of significance for
the F-test was .10.

Findingé. These analyses revealed that there were

no significant differences in teachers' perceptions of the

importance and difficulty of teaching tasks when grouped on
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the bases o' . toir school, level of'teacher education,
teaching experience, and subject taught. However, 81gn1— '
ficant differences were observed in their perceptlons of the
dlfflculty‘of 3 tasks when grouped on the basis of the |
highest degree heid, and 1 task when grodped according to
their locale (Tables L.3 and 4.4). '

'Highest degree held} ¢ As shown in-Table 4.3, the mean

score (2.05) of group 1 teachers (those w1th less than a
bachelor's degree) is statlstlcally hlgher than the mean‘
score (1.58) of group 2 (those ' with a bachelor's degree)
with regard to the difficulty of Task Number 2 - interpre-
ting,the}syllabus (curriculum) for their subject area.

| Both'groups. however, perceived the difficulty of this task
to be "low." '

With regard to the difficulty of Task Number 17 - deal-
ing with students who cause a lot of trouble in school - the
mean score (3.18) for group 1 teachers (those with less than
a bachelor s degree) fell in the "moderate" category, while
the mean score (2.73) for group 2 teachers (those with a
'bachelor s degree) fell in the'"falbly moderate" category
The difference between the mean scores of these two groups -,
is statistically significant\{Table‘blB) .

Table L,3 also shows that the mean scores for teachers
with (1) less than a bachelors degree (1.90); (2) bachelor s
degree(1.60); and (3) diploma after a bachelor's degree,.
master's and doctorate degrpés (1.22) fell in the)"low"

category with reference to the difficulty of Task Number 21 -
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Table 4.3

Differences in Mean Scores of Difficulty of Three
Teaching Tasks Based on the Highest Degree Held
by Teachers

Task Degreé - | - » Scheffe
—no. group! = N Mean SD F P (P&.1) .
2 1 124 2,05 0.99 4.72  0.01 2-1
2 45 1,58 0.87 o
3 9 1.5  0.53
17 1 129 3.18 | 1.00 3.48 0.03 2-1
2 48 2.73 1.09: |
3 9 ~ 3.22 1.09
~
21 1 126 1.90 0.82 4.99 0.01  2-1,3-1
2 ks 1.60 0.69 -
-3 </§, 1.22  0.67
1Degree group: 1= Less than bachelor; 2= Bachelor;
: 3= Diploma after bachelor, Master and
. Doctorate, = - .
working cogperatively with staff members. However, the
‘differences in the mean score for teachers with less than a
‘bachelor's degree and each df the other groups are statis-

TN
!

tically signifiéant.

———

£
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The data in Table 4.4 shows that when

ter

on the basis of their.school locatioﬁ"'
the mean score (2.0) for urban teacheré was statistically

~ higher than that (1.65) for rural teachers witQ.regard;to
‘Task>Numb;%;23 - cooperating with school adm;Fi;trators (e.g.
principal =and ségﬁrvisors). | ‘

Table 4.4

\

Difference in Mean Scores of Difficulty of One
Teaching Task Based on the Locale of Teachers

- -

Task \

no. Locaie N Mean . SD T P
23 Urban 65 - 2.00 1{92 - 2.10 0.04

Rural 1135 - 1.65  0.78

R

—

Sub-problem 2: What are administrators' perception of
< the importance of various teaching tasks
and the amount of difficulty which their -
teachers experience in performing these
tasks? ‘ '

As in sub-probléﬁ 1, information on sub-problem 2 was
“obtained by asking the administrators to rate, on a four-
point Likert-type séale. the degree of importance of 25
teaching tasks as well as the amount of difficulty which

they felt their teachers encountered in performing these tasks.

R
IAEAD

Sos %
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Findings: A summary of the andlysis of data on.sub-
-pioblem 2 is presented on Table 4.5. As regards the impor-
tance of tea;hing_tasks, the adminis%rator respondents as-.
5igned the highest' mean rating of 3.95 to 3 tasks..ﬁamely.
planning andvbfeparing lessons, using teaching aids, and

communicating effectively with students. The second highest

mean rating (3.91) was given to 3 other tasks: developing

and maintaih&ng'kn dgg\in the subject érea iﬁ'which they |
teach; constructing, ﬁark{;gj\aﬁdéiniggngfggé;ifgdent -
examinations; and motivating students. Like the-tégEiéés;’"
the administrators'aésigned fhe lowest meanArating (3.05) to -
the tésk-of teaching classes of varied abi;ities. Likéwise,
their fating of the importance of tge teaching‘taskg was
generally high. | )

-‘Concerning the difficulty experiéhced by teéchers in
carrying out their task3~(Table 4.5) the administrators
assigned the highesf.mean ratiAg (3{30) to the’task of
applying recent educational findingé in the cléssfbom.

: Evaluatiné‘self perfdrmance received the second hignest 
rating of 3.0 and deéling with students who cause a lot of
trouble in school was giveﬁ the third highest rating of 2.95.
- Two tasks, agtending staff meetings, and communicating - |
effectivéiy with staff members received the lowest mean
vrating of 1.43._ ‘ | b | |

On the whole, the administrators_perceived 2 tasks to §
be "modefhté".:15 to}be "fairly moderate", and 8 tasks to be k

"low" in difficulty for their teachers.
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Analysis on the bases of social characteristics

Further analysis of the data on administrators' percep-
tions of the importance and difficulty of teaching tasks was
undertaken to examine the relationship between these data and
administrators' social chéracteristics. The administrators
were grouped on the bases of 4 social categories, namely,
highest degree held (less than bachelor; bachelor; and
diploma after bachelor, master and doctorate); level of
_teacher education (grade II, and bachelor of education); ad-
oo .
ministrative experience (1-5 years, 6-15‘years, and over 10
years); and school location (urban, and rural). Oneway ana-
lysis of variance, and t-test were used, as before, for deter-
mining differences between more than one palir of means, and
one pair of means, respectively.

Findings. From these analyses it was found that édminis-
trators' perceptions of the importance and difficulty of
teaching tasks did not differ significantly when grouped
according to their level of teacher education and school
location. But significant differences were found. in their
. perceptions of the difficulty encountered by their teachers .
in performing 2 tasks when.groupedvon the basis of the
highest degree held, and 2 tasks when grouped accordiné to
their experience. |

Highest degree held. The data on Table 4.6 indicate that

the mean:score (1.67) of administrators with less than a

bachelor's degree (group 1) is statistically lower than
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Table 4.6

Differences in Mean Scores of Difficulty of Two
Teaching Tasks Based on the Highest Degree
Held by Administrators

Task Degree Scheffe

no. groupt N Mean SD F P (Pk.1)
11 1 3 1.67  0.58 4.09 0.03  1-3,1-2
2 12 3.25 0.87
3 6 3,12 0.98
17 1 3 4,00 0.00 9.48 0.00  3-1,3-2,
T ~ | 2-1
2 12 ° 3.00 0.60
3 6  2.33 0.52
1Degree groups 1= Less than bachelor; 2= Bachelor;

3= Diploma after bachelor, Master and
Doctorate.
those (3.25, 3.12) of administrators with more than a bache-
lor's degree (groups 2 and 3) with respect to the difficulty
of'Task Number 11 - evaluating self ﬁerformance. Groups %
énd 3 administrators perceived "moderate" difficulty wheréas
group 1 administrators perc?iVed "low" difficulty in teachers'

performance of Task Number 11.° . Ce

Nith regard to the difficulty of Task Number 17 - dealing
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W%th students who cause a lot of trouble in school - Table
ujé also shows that the mean scores (4.0, 3.0, and 2.33) of
each of the 3 groups differed significantly from the others.
Thé perception of difficulty increased from the group with

the lowest degree to the one with the highest degree.

¥

Table 4.7

&

-
v
T &

Differences in Mean Scores of the Difficulty of Two
Teaching Tasks Based on the Experience,of

Adminiétratprs
Task Experience - ° Scheffe.

no., group! N Mean * SD F P ~ (P&.1)
3 e b 2,75 0.50 2.97 0.08 @ 3-2

2 6 3.33- .0.52 .

3 -8 2,38 0.92
4 1 4 2.25 0.50 1-2 -

2 7 343 0.53

3 - > 8 2.63 0.92

1Experience groups 1= 1-5 years; 2= 6-10 years and 3=
over 10 years.

Administrative Experience. According to the data on Table

4.7, the mean score (3.33) of group 2 administrators (those

with 6-10 years of experience) is statistically higher than
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that (2.38) of group 3 administrators (those with Over 10
yéafs of experience) with regard to difficulty of Task
Number 3 - planning and preparing lessonsf Group 2 adminis-
trators also have a statistically higher mean score (3.&3)
than group 1 administrators, those having 1-5 years of
experience, (mean:.2.25) with reference to the‘difficulty of‘
Task Number 4 - evaluating and selecting teaching materials.
In béih cases, group 2 administratdrs perceived "moderate"
difficulty while groups 1 and 3 administrators perceived

"fairly quératea or "low" difficulty in teachers' perfor-

mance of Task Numbers 3 and 4.

Sub-problem 3: How different atre teachers' and administra-
tors' perceptions of the importance of the
various teaching tasks and the amount Jf
difficulty experienced by teachers in . »
performing these tasks?

This sub:ﬁrob}em was addressed by comparing teachers'
and administrators' mean ratings on the,importance'and '
 difficulty of the 25 téaching tasks. The'difference
between each pair of means was determined by using the
t-test, as before. | ‘

Findings. A comparison.of teachers' and administrafors‘
" mean ratings of the ;mpoftaqcegéf the 25 teaching tasks in-
dicated no-significéﬁt difference in their peréeptions of
the importance of thése taéks. 'However; when their mean
ratings of teachers' difficulty. in performing these tasks
were compared, 12 tasks produced significant differences

between teachers' and administrators' perceptions.(Table 4.8).

* v : 2
LS

AR
O
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The data in Table 4.8 reveal that for aliﬁfneﬁ12 tasks
t@ﬁ mean scores of%the'administratprs were statistically
Bk \
higher than those of the teachers. The differences between

the mean scores of teache Wfand administrators on 6 tasks

(nos. 3y 5+ 7, 10, 11, and 12) were hingy signiflcant.

As indicated’ by the mean scores (see Table 4. 1 for mean score

'categories), administrators perceived that teachers had

moderate” difficulty in performing Task Numbers 7 and 11,

"low" difficulty in-carrying dut_Task Number 2, and "fairly-

.'moderate” difficulf§ in executing the remaining 9 tasks.

Conversely, teachers perceived "low" difficulty in performing
all 12 tasks. Concerning the Lé.tasks. 10 (nos. 1 to 5, 7,
and 9 to 12) are curriculum and instruction related;‘and 2
(nos. 14 and 15) are pupil related. |

0of the 13 tasks in which no gignificént/ﬁifferehcesrwere'
observed, both thé teachers and the administrétors perceived
that the teachers had "fairly moderate* or "moderate® diffi-
culty.in carrying out the same 6 tasks {(Table 4,8a). Two of
these. tasks (nos..6 and 7) are curriculum/instrucfion related;
'2‘(no§. 16 and 17) are pupil rélated; and 2 (nos. 24 and 25)

are change related}

Summagx ’
‘This section reported teachers' and Administrators' per-

ceptions of the importance and difficulty of 25 teaching tasks.

Teachers',gﬁd administrators' ratings of ‘the impdrtance 6f )

the tasks were generally high. With regard to the difficulty

Y
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of the tasks, teachers perceived 6 tasks to be either
"moderate” or "fairly modera%e".im difficolty; while adminis-
trators perceived 17 tasks to be either "mo@erate" or "fairly
moderate" in difficulty for their teachers:i

There were no significant dlfferences among teacher and
| administrator sub-groups' perceptions of the importance of the
tasks; but few differences occurred in their perceptions of
the difficulty of the tasks. | : -

There were no significant differences between teachers'
and adminlstrators' perceptlons of the 1mportance -0f the 25
tasks., However. significant differences occurred in their
perceptions of the amount of difficulty encountered by
teachers in earryingfout 11 tasks. Concerhing the 11 tasks,
the admlnlstrators felt that the teachers had either |
"moderate" or "fairly moderate difficulty, whereas the
teachers felt that they had "low" dlfflculty in performing

them.

AVAILABILITY OF AND PREFERENCE FOR
IN-SERVICE.OPPORTUNITIES

A Ta | . | |
This section aims at ascertaining the availability of

in-éervice opportunities designed to help teachers overcome,
their professional difficulties as well as ‘the differences ‘
between teachers' and administrators' preferences regarding
_.various,in-serVice opportunities. The same mean scOrevgroup—.
'ing established in the previous section (see Table 4.1)'are

used in reporting the findings in this section. In the



S
A%t

7

grouping, é mean score of 3.50-4,0 is categorized as "high",
3.0-3.49 is categofized as "moderate't 2.50-2,99 is catego-
rized as "fairly moderate", and 1.0-2.49 is categorized as
"low." In-service opportunities'for which the.respondents
display\"moderate" or*“highﬁ-préfe%ence are deemed to be the

most appropriate for the teéchers.

o

Sub-problem 43 What in-service opportunlties for heiplng

teachers overcome their teaching dlfflcultles
are -currently available? :

A

To obtain information on this sub-problem the respon-
dents were askedvto\rate.,on a four-point rfting scale, the
dégree of availability of 11 in-service opportunities to the
teachers. Thelreference period was January, 1983 to

December, 1983.

‘Findings. The data exhibited in Table 4.9 show the respon-

- ges of the teachers and administrators on the availability of

‘in-service opportunities.. - TeacherS‘éssigned the'highest»mean

fating (2.21) .%o the‘in-service opportunity'involving consul-
tatioﬁ with school system consultants. iin—service opportuni-
ties ihyolving,college'oriuniversify courses dﬁring'vacatidn.
and college or university courses during the school year

were rated secondr(meanzz:oé),and third (mean31.90).'respec->

tively. The in-service Opportunityuthat involves weekend

classes received the lowest mean score of 1.29.:

a4
2

Similarly. administrators éave the highest mean rating

(2.38) to the in-service opportunity that involves college or

)
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_ unlver51ty courses durlng vacatlon. " Two 1n—serv1ce opportu-
,nltles that 1nvolve using professional books and Journals, and
consultation with school system consult ts: received the second
highest rating of 2. 2, | Again, the lowest mean score (1, 19)
‘was given to the opportunity that involves weekend classes
Overall, the.reSponses from the teachers and administra-
tors were very similar. Both groups perce1Ved "low" aValla— |
' bllity of in-service opportunltles. In addition, they |
ranked the aVallablllty of the opportUnltles in a very .

51m11ar order. - . , o

" Sub-problem 5: What are teachers' and administrators' pre-
. ferences regardlng in-service opportunltles
v for teachers° » .

T
W,

To address this subéproﬁlem the»respondents'were asked
U
to 1ndlcate. on a four-p01nt rating scale, the extent to y

which they preferred each of the 11 in-service opportunities
dlscussed in sub-problem 4 The findings are summarized in
Table 4.10. ‘ o o

Flndlng . The data presented in Table 4, 10 reveal that ‘o
the most preferred 1n—serv1ce opportunity by teachers and ’
admlnlstrators was the one involv1ng the use of profe831ona1

, books and Journals (meanss 3.41 for teachers and 3, 57 fo; '
L admlnistrators) The opportunity of college or unlyer51ty N
Vcourses during vacation was ‘the second most preferred by S
‘both groups (meanscj 30 for teachers. and 3.33 for admlnis-
trators). College.or un1vers1ty courses durlng the school
year.(mean33.13) was“the third most preferred opportunity

. .

!
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by temchers, while special topic seminars (mean:3.05) was
the third most preferred by administrators. The least
preferred in-service opportunity by both groups was the one
involving weekend classes (mean:2.16 for teachers.‘and 1.52
for administrators) | B

OVerall teachers and administrators displayed similar
preferences for the 11 in-service oppotunities. Both groups
showed "fairlytrqqerate" to "moderate" preferenceﬂfer\the
same 8 in-service opportunities. |

-

Analyses on the bases of socfﬁl characteristics

Teachers. Teachers responses on the availability of
and preference for 1n-serv1ce opportunities were further
’_analyzed in order to determine the relationship, if any, be-
tweeh these responses- and the social characteristics of
teachers. Theseﬁanalyses were based on the 6 social cate-
gories (schoel. highest degree, level of teacher education,.
experience, major subject taught, and locale) and their sub;
groups which were outlined in the first section of this
chapter.' As before, differences befween one pair of means
were determlned by using the t-test, whereas the Oneway analy-
sis of variance and Scheffe procedure were used to determine

/

differences between more than one pair of means. /

/
/

/
Findings. The above analyses revealed no significant

differences in teachers' perceptions of the availability of

and preferences for the inuservice opportunities when grouped

according to school, highest degree held, years of teaching



experience,

ahdvthe major subject taught.

Significant

81

dlfferences were observed only in teachers'’ preferences for

level of teacher education received,

when grouped on the basis of their school location (Tables

4,11 and 4,12).

Table 4.11

2 1n-service opportunitles when grouped ‘on the basis of the

and for 3 opportunltles

The Relation BetWeen Level of Teacher Educatlon

and Teachers'

Preferences for Two
In-service Opportunities

: i
In<service- ’ .
Opportunity ' Education . Scheffe
no. "~ group! N Mean SD F . P  (Fe.1y’
5 1 17 3.00 1.27 4.64 0,00 3-2
2. 72 3.01 1.07 .
3 56  2.41 0.91° '
4 16 2.38 0.96
6 1 17 2.9 1.16 3.26 0.02 3-2
2 76 2.93 1,19
3 5k ?-31 0.99
L 16 2.69 1.08 \ \
1Education groups 1= None; 2= Teachers' Grade II1;
3= Advanced Teachers' Training; -

and 4= Bachelor of Education
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Level of teacher education. The data on Table 4,11 show

that the mean score (3.01) of group 2 teachers (those with
Teachers*® Grade II) s%atistically differed from that (2.41)
of group j\teachers (thosé with Advanced Teachers'’ Training)
witﬁyresﬁect to their preference. for in-service opportunity
Number 5 - intepsiva short coﬁfses (Lbr 2 Qeeks duration).
The mean score (2f§3) of group 2 teachers is also statisti-
cally higher than that (2.31) of group 3 teachers with regard
to-fheiffpreference for in-service opportunity Nﬁhber 6- - one
or tWo'days workshop. In both cases, the group 2 teachers
}displgyed,"moderéte" or "fairly moderate" preferences while
the group 3 teachers showed "low" preference for the in-

service opportunities. - - 1 "

. School location. Table 4.12 shows the relationship be-

tween locale and teachers' preferences for 3 in-service
"oﬁpértunities. Urban teachers had avstatistically lower
mean score (2.83) than‘fural:teachers (mean:3.28) with
refererice to their preference for in-service opportunity
Number 1 - collegé~or university courses durihg tge school .
year, Urban teachers also had a statistically 1ower mean.
score (2;67).than their rural counterparts (mean:3.0%) in
their preferencé for in-service-opportunitg Number 7 -
yearly conferenées and conventions. Finally, the mean
score (2.71) of urban teachers Statistically differed from
that (3.10) of rural teachers with reference\to their pre-

ferences for in-service opportunity Number 8 - special



Table 4.12

-

K

The Relationship Between Locale and Teachers'
Preferences for Three In-service Opportunities

83

In-service

Opportunity - . . -
» NO. Locale N Mean SD - T P

i o Urban 60 2.83 1.24  -2.,47 -0.00
Rural 114 3.28 1.08

2 Urban. 61 267  1.14  =2.17. 0.03
‘Rural 116 3.05  1.09 |

8 Urban 63 2.9 0.94 -2.51 0.01

N Do ' '3 .’ 1 O h 099 o N

‘Rural 114

topic seminars. -In all three cases,furban teachers exhi-

bited "fairly moderate" preference, whereas rural teachers

N ‘ £ . ' - .
showed "moderate" preference for the in-service, opportunities.

i
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Administrators. Further analyses of admlnlstrators' res—

ponses on the avallabLllty of, and preference for 1n-service
opportunities were based on the 4 social categories (highest
degree, level of teacher educatlon,.experlence..and locale)
and thelr sub- groups which were identified in the first
section of +this chapter. The t-test and Oneway analysis

of variance were used 1n determlnlng dlfferences between a

pair of means and two or more pairs of means, reSpectlvely

Fihdings In the above analyses there were no ev1dence
of 51gn1flcant differences in administrators"’ percept;ons
of the availability of in-service opportunities. However,
31gn1f1cant differences were noticed 1ﬂ?adm1nlstrators pre-
ferences for 1 in-service opportunity when grouped on the}

basis of highest degree held, 2 opportunities when - grouped

accordlng to the level of teacher education received, and

4

2 opportunitiesryhen groupedeon_jheﬂbqsiswof their school

location.

, .
nghest degref held As shown in Table 4,13, the mean

scvf”“$1 33) .of group 1 administrators (those with less
thjg\g bachelor's degree) ang that‘f2.27) of group 2 ad-
: ministrafors (those with a bachelor'S'dg;iee) are statis-
tically’lower than that (3.50) of group 3 administrators
(those with diploma after bachelor. Master's or doctorate
- degree) with,regard to their preference for in;service

opportunity Number 3 - evening classes. Group 1 and 2

administratorsvshowed‘"low" preference while group 3 adminis-
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trators showed "high" preference for this 1n serv1ce oppor-

e//’%//fé\n%fy for. their teachers.

F

’

Table b,13%

The Relationship Between Highest Degree Held and
Administrators' Preference for One In-service

Opportunity
In-service | .
Opportunity  Degree . N Scheffe
no. group? N Mean SD F P {P£.1)
1. 1 3 1.33 0.58 8.75 0.00 1-3,2-3
! 2 11 2.27 0.79
3 6 3.50 0.84

1Degree groupz 1= Less than bachelor; 2 kachelor;
" 3= Diploma after-bachelor, master and “
"doctorate. '

Level of teacher eduéation. The data shown in Table

4.14 indicate that there-is a statistical difference between
the mean score (2.40) of group 1 administrators (those with
Teachers' Grade II) and that (3-50).of gr8up 2 administrators
(those.with baéheier*gf\eeucation degree) in their preference
for in-service epportunitj\Number 6‘; one or tWo days worki
shop. Likewise, there is a significant difference between
the mean score (2,70) of group 1 administrators and that '

" R s

(3.67) of groun 2 administrators with regard‘fo their pre-
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ference for in-service opportunity Number 7 - ygarly;coﬁfge

.
-

rences and. conventions. Group 1ﬂadministratorsgdisp}ayedi” =,

"low" preference for oppog{:nity Number 6 and thiriy

moderate" preference for op ortunity Number 7. Groﬁp 2

administrators showeq'"high" preference for both opportuni-

ties for their teachers. ™

. 4
~Table L.14 | ®
The Relationship Between Level of Teacher '
Education - and Administrators' Preferences
for Two In-service Opportunities
In-service ;
Opportunity  Education ,
no. group? N Mean SO T P
6 1 10  2.40 " 0.97 -2.53 0.02-
2 6 3.50 0.55 |
7 1 10 2.70  0.95 -2.28 0.04 ’

2 6  3.67 0.52

1Education groups 1= Teachers' GradeeII;'and
‘ 2= Bachelor of Education.

Administrative experience. Table 4.15 exhibits. the

.relationship between administrative experience and preference

for 2 in-service oppg?ﬁunities. The mean scorem(UiO) of

A |

group 1 administrators (thoseIWith 1-5 years of experience)

fell in the 'hAigh" caiegory; whereas that (2.29) of group 2

PRI
LY

<
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“".. ’ - e t ¢
. . : ’ X
. - ﬂ . Table 4.15

¢
3

. o . f ’
The Relationship Between Expgrience and Administrators'
Preferences for Two Inefervice Opportunities

L
o

S

4
In-service ' : ’
Opportunity Experlence _ Scheffe
no. ° gro;p1 N__\Mean SD 'F P (P£,1)
’. 1 4ok, oo 0.00g4 5.16 0.0p 2-1
o e *» \
C 2 7 2,29’ 0.76 .
. 3 .09 2.89 - 1.05
.9 ‘1 b 2.75  0.50 §:16 0.02 2.1,
E . - 53
2 7 1.43  0.53
. 3 8 2.75 1.17

1Experlence group: 1= 1-5.years; 2= 6-10 years and
5 3- over 10 years.

-

e

~administrators (those with 6-10 years of experience) fell

it the "low" category with fespectkfo their preference for

y
\
\

in-service opportunity Number 7 - yearly conférences and
conventions. The difference between the mean score- (1.43)
| of group 2 administrators and that (2.75) of'groups 1 and

3 administrators, in their preference for in-service oppor-
tunity Number 9 - internships, is significant, Groups 1

and 3 administrators exhibited "fairly moqérate" preference
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whereas group 2 administrators showed "low" preference for

in-service: opportunlty Number 9. R . t

Sub-problem 6t How different are teache¥s' and administra-
tors' preferences for in-service opportuni-
ities for teachers?

' ’ \b ) >
‘Thf&%ﬁyb-problem was.addressed by comparing teachers'
and administrators' mean ratings of their preferences for th

L}

11 in-service opportunities. The t—%est“was used, as before,

to ceterm?ne‘the difference between each pair-of.means.

Findings. The above analysis revealed no significant
dlfference between teachers' and administrators'’ preferences
for any of the 11 1n-service opportunities. . Teachers and

: >

admlnlstrators exhibited s;mllar preferences for the various
- . i

opfortunities. S R R

'Sumﬁagy
~ The foregcing section presented teachers' and administra-
tor’'s indications of available in-service opportuniéies for
teachers, and.their breferences for them. Boty groups iggify
cated low arailability of the 11 in—service'oppcrtgnitiee
identified. iAlso. they ranked the availabiliti of the oppor-
tunities in a similar order. The four most available opportu-
l.nltles were consultatlon with school system consultants,
college or unlversity courses durlng vacation or school

Rt

year, and professional books and journals.
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N \ ; o
. . A : .
. The teachers and the administrators exhibited fairly
moderate" to "moderate" preferences for the same 8 in-service

.

‘opportunities: For both groups,aprofeSSional books'and journals,
/

and college or unlvereity courses during the vacation period
f

were the first and second most preferred in—service opportuni-
ties, respectlvely. | - - N :\'

A -comparison of teachers' and administrators' preferencee
for the 11 in-service obportunities revealed no significant. \\

,differences. \F - £

* PREFERENCES ON SOME ASPECTS
' OF IN-SERVICE EDUCATION

ot

The object of this sectlon is two-fold. One is to - "‘ )
determine tegchers' and admln}strators' preferences re- |
gardlng flve Le-serv1ce‘educatlon issues, nemely. financing,
planning, timing, methods of deliveFy, and incentives for
teacher parficipation. Ahother is to‘aetermine if there are
any differenceslbetween teachers'’ end administrat;rs' preferp
ces on theee issues. The respondents' ranking of the various
views on these 1ssues was used as a basis for determlnlng

their preferences on these issues as well as for encouraging

current practices or recommending alternative ones..

»*



1~/- » ) ‘ . . , . | . 90
T o o o . ~ . : . .
.Sub-problem 7: What are teachers' and administrators' pre-
. ferences on the in-=service issues of finan-
cing, planning, timing, delivery methods,
and incentives for teacher part1c1pat10n° .

Information on this sub-problem was obtalned by asking ..

the respondents to rank, in the order of thelr preferences.
the various ways in whlch the 5 issues CCJld be addressed.

\One (1) was used to indicate the highest rank.: The spe01f1c4
/

question and the responses to each issue, ~are presented below. *
’ . . ~

’\\

Issue 1: Responsibility for Financing Local In-service
Programme . N )

The respondents were asked to fank. in the order'of their

-

'breference. 5 agences that colld be responsible for financing:

h
local in-service programme.

Findinés. The_déta presented in Tabie 4.16'show tha&
teachers and administratorg ranked the agencies in an»_ider}-'-~
tical order.- The;Miﬁistry okaducation wds ranked first,
while the Zonal Educ tioh Boerd, and'Local Teachers -Union
were ranked'second ;id thlrd respectively ‘"Individual!
teachers’ recelved the flfth and last rank. :
| /

Differences between teachers' and administrators' responses
N ] .

The t- test was admlnlstered to teachers"and adminis-
trators' responses on Issue 1 so as to determlne %}fferences
in the responses of the two groups. ,This analysis revealed
no s1gn1flcant dlfferences ‘in the mean scores a351gned to
the agen01es by both groups.gJThus, indicating no differences
'in the perceptlons of the Ewo groups'on'who should fund .

in-service activities. S xﬁ
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Administrators. * The gresponses of the administrators on

Issue 1 were’subjeéted to more analyses based on the 4 social.
categories (highest degree, level of teacher eduéation.
experience, and 1ocale)-and“their sub-groups which were

ouflined in the first section of thi; chapter. As before,.

the t;test and Onewéy analysis of vgriahce were.used in determif
ning differences between one pair of means, and twc or more
pairs of meéns.‘respectively. Ti? ébo&e procedure was re-

peated for the administrators in the-remaingpg 4 issues.

Findings. The above analyses yielded no significant differ-
ences in-administrators' responses except in one instance

o

when they were grouped on the basis of their experience.

Administrative experience. The data in Table 4.18 in-

dicates that gfoup 1 administrators (those with 1-5 years of
experience,.mean12;75) showed a higher preference for in-
service funding age?cy Number 1 - locgi Teachers' Unioen - than
group 3 administrators (those with over 10§years of experienée,
meani4.20). The difference bétween the mean scores is statis-

tically significant.
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"Table 4.18

The Relatlonshlp Between Experience and Administra-
tors' Preference for One In-service Funding Agency

Agfxg?y Exﬁiﬁiﬁ?“ N Méan® sp , F P ?SZGSG
1. 1 L 2,75 | 0.50 3.54 0.06 3-1

2 6 3.83 0.98

3 5 4,20 0.84

ﬁ
1Experlence groups 1=1-5 years; 2=6- 10 years and 3=0ver
10 years.

%A smaller mean}indicates a higher preference.

Issue 2: Responsibility for Planning and Organising Local
In-service Programme

In this case the respondents were asked to rank, in the
érder of thelr preference. 6 agencies that could be respon-

sible for plann;ng and organising local in-service programme.

Findings. The data exhibited in Table 4.19 reveal that

teachers and administrators ranked the agencies in an identi-.
cal order. Both groups ranked the Ministry of Education
1 T

first, and ranked the Zonal Education Board, and Universities
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and Teacher Training Colleges second and third, respectively.

The last rank was given to "teachers themselves."” o s

Differences between teachers' and administrators' responses.
: = _

A comparison of teachers’ and administrators' fesponses on .
Issue 2 (using the t-test) yielded no signifiﬁant differencés ‘
in the mean scofes given to the agencieé‘by'both groups. This
is an indication of similar perceptions'by the twa‘grouﬁs on

who should plan and organise in-service activities.

Analyses on the baseg of social characteristics

Teachers. As before; the responses of teacherslon Issue
2 were‘fufther analysed on ‘the bases of the 6 social catego-

ries identified previously. |

Findings. The above analyses did not reveal any signifi-
¢ . ; .
cant difference in teachers' responses on Issue 2. This
suggests a strong agreement among the teachers on who should

plan and organise local in-service progrémme.

- Administrators. The responses of the administrators on
. !
Issue 2 were also subjected to more analyses based on the 4

~ social characteristics outlined earlier.

;Eingiggg, Again, these analyses did not yield significant
differences in administrétors' fespbnses on Issue 2. This

also indicates a strong agreement among the administrators on'-

who should plan and organise local in-service programme.

=4
o
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Issue 3: Timing of In-service Sessions

On this issue the respondents were asked to rank, in the
order of their prefefence, 4 time periods in which in-service
sessions could be held. / v |

Findings. As evident in &able 4,20, teachers ano admi-
nistrators ranked thé four different time periods in a
similar order. Both groups assigned the first rank to
4vacation periods,” and thﬁ second rank to "weekends." How_
ever, teachers ranked "school hours" and "evening hours"
third*and fourth, respectivelya Conversely. administrators

| raniéd them fourth and thirg, respectlvely

Further apal sesj | ‘ . D

Moregenalyses (using the t-test) to compare-teachers?
and adminisg}aiors' responses on Issue %&disciosed no signi-
ficant differences between the mean scores assigned to the
various}time periods by both groups.

" In addition, analyses comparing the responses on the
bases of the respoﬁdents' sociel characteristics produced no.
significant differences. These results seem to suggest that
teachers and administrators share a similar view on.when in-

service sessions should be held.

* Issue 4? In—Service Delivery Methods

On this issue the respondents were asked to rank, in the

order of their preference, 4 methods through which in-service

courses could be presented. .
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Findings. The data in Table 4.21 show that teachers and
administrators ranked 3 of the four in-service delivery
methods in a different order. Teachers'aséigned the first

rank to "formal lectures with opportunity for questions,"

but administrators assigned the third rank to it. "Seminars

-

with opportunity for questions and discussion" was ranked g

o

T

i
§

A

1

second by teachers,' but was ranked firé%ﬁby administrators.

B ¥

"Workshops with practice in simulated or classroom setting"

received third and second rankings from teachers and adminis-
. Pl

trators, respectively. Botn_groups ranked_“special;radio or.

television programme"” fourth and last.

b

Differences between t;hchers and administrators' responses

A comparison of teachers' and administrators' responses

(using the ‘t-test) on Issue 4 revealed some differences in
&

-

their résponses to 2 in—sQrviceldelivery methbds. As shown
in Table 4.22 teachers (mean:l.61) showed a higher preference
for "formal lecturés:with opportunity for questions" than
administrators (mean;2.50). The\different betWeen_the mean
scores is statistically significant. $

Conversely, administrators (meanzl.él) displ%yed a higher
preference for "seminaré with opportunity for questionSjand

discussions" than teachers (mean:2.81). There is a signifi-

" cant difference between the mean scores of the two groups.

LS
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4

Analyses on the bases of social characteristics

!

Teachers. Teachers' responses on Issue 4 were further
’
¢

analysed on the bases of the 6 social categories outlined
previously\in this chapter. | ‘
Findings. In‘the above analyses, significant differen-
.ces were observed in teachers' responses on 2 in-service
delivery methods when grouped on the basis of the major
subject taught; and on 1 delivery method WHen grouped accor-
s . :

ding to their locale.

Major subject tauéhtl"The data in Table 4.23 indicate

'that gfbup 1 teachers (those that taught language arts,
‘means 1.84) exhibited a higﬁer preference for in-service de-
1livery method Number 2 - seminars with opporiunity for
questions and discussions - than ggoup 2 teachers (those that '
taught mathematics, meant 2.57). The difference between the
mean Scores df the two groupslis Statiqtically significant.’
Table U.23 also shows that the group 1'teachers (mean: 2.
39) displayed a lerr preference for sn-service delivery
method Number 3 - -workshops with practice in simulated or
classroom setting - thén group 3 teachers (those thét taught

science, meant +.79). ' The mean scores of the two'groups‘

differ significantly.
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Table 4.23

The Relationship'Betwéen the Majdr Subject Taught
and Teachers' Preference for Two In-service
Delivery Methods

Jelivery Méjor : :
method;. ~subje$t 3 . > | Scheffe
no. £roun N Yean va F F (P£.1)
2 ' 1 Ls 1,84 0.90 13.51 0.02  2-1
| 2 1t 2,57 0.65 .
3 34 2,09 0.79
4 29 2.28  0.75
3 1 36 239 0,90 2.73 0.05  1-3
2 "1u 2.07  0.92 |
. 3 3% 1.79 0.8
L 32 .28 0.99 ’

1I".ajor subject group: 1= Language Arts; 2= lathematics;
3= Science; and 4= Social Studies.

2y smaller mean indicsates a higher preference.

School location. As exhibited in Table 4,24, urtan

téachérs-(meaﬁi 1;84)vshowed a lower preference for in-service
delivery method Number 1 - formal lédtures'with opporfunity, .
" for questions - than rural teachers (mean: 1.46). There is

a significant difference between the means scoreé of the |

two groups. w\~



+

- Table 4.24

k

The 'Relationship Between Locale and Teachers'’
Preference for One In-service Delivery Method

\

Delivery . K
method B 1
no. Locale N rean SO T P_
1. Urban 62 1.84 1.07 2.40 0,02
Rural 100 1.&6/ 0.80
1A smaller m indicates a higher preference.

Administrators. The administrators' responses on Issue

" 105.

4 were also analysed on the bases of the 4 social categories

identified earlier in this chapter.

Findings. The above analyses revealed a significant

' ‘ 13 i ) . S - . - >
- difference in administrators' responses on one in-service .

€

delivery method When’grouped on the basis of their experien-

ces., .- L

Administrative_expgrience. As evident in Table 4.25,

the mean score (3.00)‘of group 2 administrators, {those with
:.6—10 years of experience) is“statistically different from,

" that (1.67):of'group 3 édminigtrators"(thbse with over 10 -
yeafs'of éxperience) with%regard t0~tﬁeir preference for

in-service delivery method Number 3 - workshops with prac-

tice in simulated or classroom setting.
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. Table &.25

h The Relationship Between Experlence and Admi-. .
nlstrators' Preference for One In-service
Dellvery xethod

Delivery A
method  Experience Coo > scheffe
no. group! R t.ean SD K P (P&1)
3 1 4 2,00 0.82 3.25 0.71 2.3
2 6 3.00 1.10 |
3 . .6 1.67 0.82

‘1Experience group:. 1='1£5 years; 2= 6-10 years; .and ~
' 3= over 10 years.
2A smaller mean indicates a higher preference.

CIE QS
. .

Issue 5: Incentives for Teachers' Participation in In-
service Actlvities ‘ '

On‘this issue the respondents were asked to rank, in
- the order of their preference, 5 incentives for‘botivating

teachers to participate in in-service activ}ties.

M\

- Findings: - Table 4.26 reveals that teaChers:and'admi;
nistrators ranked the incentives in an ideﬂtical order.
fhé two groups asgigned fhe first rank to "offefing in-
service courses that lead t6 a higher quaiification or pro-
motion;" and gave the seéond rank to "not requiring teachers

to pay-for in-service programmes." Involving more teachers
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in planning in-service activities" was ranked fifth and last

by both groups.

Further analysis

Additional analysis (using the t-test) to compare
teachers' and administrators' responses on Issue 5 yielded
no significant differences between the mean scores assigned

~ to the various incentives by both groups.

Analyses on the bases of social characteristics

- Teachers. The responses of teachers on Issue 5 were
analysed on the bases of the 6 social categories identified

earlier in this chapter.

~Findings. In the above analyses, a significant diffe-
_rence was found in 'teachers" responses on 1 incentive when

they were grouped on the basis of their school location.

School location. The data in Table 4.27 indicate that

. urban teachers (mean: 3.30) showed a much lower. preference

for‘incentive Number 3 - paying teachers extra salary for-
attending infserfice activities that last longer than regu-
lar school hours - than rural teachers {(mean: 2.77). |

The differencé,between the mean scores is statistically

significant.
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Table 4.27

The Relationship Retween Locale and Teachers'
Preference for One Incentive for Teachers'
Participation in In-service Activities

Incentive . 1
no. Locale N Mean SD T P
3 Urban -+ 56 3.30 1.37 2.26 0.03
Rural 73 2.77 1.31
1

A smaller mean indicates a higher preference.

~Administrators. The responses of administrators on

Issue 5 were also analysed on the basis of the b social

categories outlined previously in this chapter.

Findings. The above analyses revealed A significant
difference in administrators' responses on one in-service
incentive when they were grouped dccording to their school

location.

School location. As evident in Table 4.28 urban-admi-

nistrators (mean: 1.60) displayed a much higher preference
for incenfi&e Number 4 - not requiring teachers to pay for
in-service programmes - than did their rural counter parts

(megn:3,09)., The mean scores for tﬁe two groups differ |

significantly.
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Table 4.28

The‘Relationship Between Locale and Administrators'
Preference for One Incentive for Teachers'

ég Participation in In-service Activities
o
Incentive ’ 1
no. Locale N Mean SD T P
U Urban | 5 1,60 ™ 0.89 -2.58 0.02

Rural 11 3.09 1.14

J L

-

1y smaller mean indicates a higher preference.

Summagx

The findings reportéd in this section indicate ‘that
there were no significant differences betwéép teachers' and
administrators' preferences regarding in-service financing,
ﬁlanning and organisaing, timing, and incentives for teachers'
participation. Bdth groups of respondents felt that the State
Ministry of Education should be primarily responsiblemfor
finanging, planning and organising in-service education of
te!chers. Also, they indicated that the most appropriate time
for in-service éession was during vaéation periods, and that
the greatest incentive for teachers to participate in in- ‘
service activities was to offer them courses that lead to
higher qualification or proﬁotion.

However, teachers and administrators differed in their
preferences for in-service deli#ery methods - the formal,lec-
ture format was the most preferred by teachers, while the

seminar format was the most preferred by administrators.
. ) <.
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PRESENTATION OF INTERVIEW DATA

One purpose of the 1nterV1ew was to collect contextual
information (educational preparatlon of teachers and admlnls—
trators, current in-service practices, and social condltlon)
about Aba school system and community area., The flrst_sectlon
of the interview guide was designed to accomplish this purpose;
and the infermation obtained was presented in chapter- 1 under
the heading "The Context of the Study."

Another purpose of the interview was to ascertain the
reasons for the initial responses to Section 4 of the questlon-
naire which delt w1th the in- serv?%e issues of funding, plannlng.
timing, delivery methods, and incentives for teachers' parfici-':
‘pation. In the second se¢tion of the interview guide, there- o
forey the interviewees (21 feachers and 7 administrators)
were asked to elaborate briefly on thelr responses to each of

these 5 issues. A summary of the information obtained for

each issue if presented below.

Issue l: Responsibility for Financing Local In-service
Programme :

Most of the teaehe; andr administrator interviewees'felt
that the State Ministfy‘of4Education should be primarily
resportsible for financing local in-service education programme.
By far, the mosf_often cited‘reason for this opinion was that

the Ministry of Education was in the best financial position,

compared with the other agencies, to pay for the operation
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4
!

of in-service education programmes. The interviewees also
pointedléut that even if the Ministry of Education did not
-have the funds, it was in the best position to influence the
government so that the fundScould be made available. Most
of the interviéwees also felt that the Zonal Education Board
and the Local Teachers' Union should contribute inrfiﬁancing
in-service activities; but not teachers; They contended
that aéking teachers to contribute to .in-service fundihg

was é negative in-service incentive for teachers. However,
they also felt that teachers may be required to assist in
1fundinglin-service activities-only if such activities will
lead to a higher qualification or promotion. At present,
the small amount of money allotted for in-service education

comes from the Ministry of Education.

Issue 2 Responsibility for Pianning and OrganisingﬁLocal
In-service Programme

¢

Both the teachers and the administrators had identical
responses and the same kind of justification for their res-
ponses on Issue 2. First, they pointed out that in-service
education programmes and activities were, for the mogt‘part.
State-wide ﬁffairs. ;n view of this, most of the inter-=
Viewees were of the opinion that the"Staté Ministry of
Education should be primarily responsible for planning and
organising the local in-service programme, followed By the
Zonal Education Board, and the Universities and Teacher

- Training Colleges. A significant number of the interviewees

.
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justifieL their responses from the notion that thése agencies
‘had the hﬁmén resources as well as the facilities necessary -°
for planning and organising an effecfive in-service programme.
They believed that teachers should be involved in idéinfying
in-sgrvice needs, but planning. organising and delivery -
should be left to competent in-service personnel of thése
three agencies. Further, they argued that teachers and indi-
vidual schools could not plan and organise in-service acti-
vities because they lack not only' the knowledge'and skill but
also the time. Presently,vthe common ﬁractice is-for the
Ministry of Education to determine in-service needs of
teachers and then order the Zonal Education Board to plan,
organise and deliver activities to meet those needs. -

Issue 31 Timing of In-serviée Sessions —-

Almost all the ‘teachers and administratérs indicated that
tﬁe vagétion period was the most appropriate time for in-
service activities. Most of the interviewees beiieved that
this was the period when most of the teachers were under
minimum pressure from other 8chool activities. As such, it
was the period when the teachers had,more.timg, strength
and, therefore, motivation to attend in-service aétivities.
They felt that an in-service acfivity may be conducted
. during. the weekend or school hours only if such activity
could not be successfully held during the vacation period.

At present, in-service activities are conducted during
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vacation periods and school hours.

Issue 41 In-service Delivery Methods

Ih Aba school system, as in other school systems in
Imo State, in—éervice courses are always presented in the
form of a seminar or Qorkshop. However, a.substanfial num: .
ber of teacher interviewees ﬁreferred the presentation of
in-service courses in thé form of formal lectures to seminars
or workshop.‘~The reason given fdr this preference was that
seminaf and workshop courses always abpeared to be poorly
organised and executed, whereaé formal lecture courses were
always informative and worthwhile. ’In contrast, the adminis-
trator.interv;ewees pfefefred seminar and workshop to.the formal
lecture'formét. They felt that the former mefﬁbds gave
teachers more practical experience than did the latter.

N3

Issue 5: Incentives for Teachers' Part1c1p;t10n in

In-serv1ce Act1v1t1es

Both teacher and administrator interviewees indicated
very strongly that offering in-service courses that led to
higher qualification o} promotion was, by far, the greatest
" incentive for teachers to actively participate'in in-service
activities. One justification for thls belief was that
hlgher qualification or promotion prov1ded teachers higher
salaries as well. as higher status. Also, the interviewees

were of the opinion that in-service courses that led to
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hlgher quallflcatlon or promotion w1ll by and large, have

relevant appllcatlon to the classroom. ‘Presently, secondary
' school teachers in Aba school system. like thelr counterparts
throughout Imo State, are not offered in-service courses that

lead to h}gher qualification or promotion.
. N
Other Comments

Nost of the.interviewees made comments regarding the
in-service education of teachers as a whole. Many teachers
" indicated their willingness to cooperate with school adminis-
trators in matters relating to the in;service education of
teachers. Especially, they indicated their willingness to
attend in-serviq§ actiVities that are &esigned to help them
overcome their professional difficulties. Both teachers and
administrators commgnted that there is an urgent need for in-
service education, especially for unqualified and untrained
“teachers. They noted that w%thout an adequate in-service pro-
gramme teaching standard will continue to fall. Finally, they

pointed out that the major obstacle to an effective in-service

‘education programme for teachers was the lack of willingness on
the part of the Ministry of Education to provide funds and

. facilities for the programme. To overcome this obsta;le.
they suggested that the universities and teacher.training
colleges be asked to offer in-service courses to teachers
~during 1ong vacation periods. This approach they believed,

would reduce the physical and human costs of in-service
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education, making it more bearable for the government. This
would, in turn, make the government more willing to finance

in-service programmes.

Summagx

This section reported tEe‘lngprmatlon obtained from 21
’teachers and 7 admlnlstrators.who were 1nterv1ewed in order.
to ascertain the reasons behind their initial responses to
Section 4 of the,questionnire. ‘MeEthof the'intervieWees felt
that the State Ministry of Educatlon should have the primary
Srespon31bllity for flnan01ng, planning and organlslng in-service
educatlon for teachers because thls agency is in the best
position to secure and allot funds and facilities for in-
(service programmes. |

-The interviewees were of the opinion that the vaeatipn
period was the moef appropriate time for in-service activities
 because it was the time When most teachers were free from
'ofher school activities. ABécause professional advancement
leads to higher salary and higher status, they also believed
~that the greatest incentive for teachers fo participate in

in-service activities was to offer them courses that led to

higher qualification or promotion.

Most of the teachers preferred the formal lecture method
of deliVery on the ground that it was more effective, while

the administrators preferred seminars and workshops for
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the reason that they were more practical.

3 Both teacher and administrator interviewees commented
that there was an urgent need for in-service education éspe—
cially for untrained and unqualified teachers. They felt

that lack of financial support from the government was the

major obstacle to establishing &n effective .in-service education

programme.

SUMMARY

In this chapter the findings of, the study were presented
and analyzed. A summary of these findings and analyses is

presented in this section as follo&sz

Importaﬁce and difficulty of teaching tasks

Overall, the respondents' perceptions of the import-
a;ce of the 25 teaching tasks were "high."\ Teachers and adminis-
trators rated~19 and 23,tqsks, respectively, as high with
regard to their importance. With regard to the difficulty of
the teaching taské} teachers perceived 2 tasksltb be fmoderaté"
and 4 tasks to be "fairly moderate" in difficulty. In contrast
the administrétdrs perceived 2 tasks to be "moderate" and }15
tasks to be "fairly moderate" in difficulty.

Further, when teacheré' and administrators' ratings of
the importance and difficulty of the teéching tasks were

compared, using the t-test, it was found that administrators'

o~
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- mean ratings of the difficulty of 12 tasks were significantly
higher than those of teachers. However, both groups indicated
that the teachers had 'considerable difficulty in performing
the same 6 tasks. Few significanf differenges werq observed

among- teacher and administrator sub-groups' ratings of the

importance and difficulty of the tasks.

Availability of and preferences for in-service opportunities

The teachers and administrafors'indicated “low" availa-
bility of the 11 in-service opportunities which were identified.
Both groups aesigned the highest mean ratings to consultation’
with school system consultants, college and university courses
during VacatiOﬁ or school year, and professional books and
journals, with regard to their'availebility.

Both the teachers and\admihistraféfs-eiso displayed
"fairly moderate" to "moderate" preferences for the same 8
~ in-service opportunities. fer the two groups, professional |
books aqd.journals. college or university courses during
vacation were the first and second most preferfed opportuni-
fies. respectively. There were no significant differences:
between either teachers and administrators or among their
sub-groups in their preferences for the.11 in-service opportu-

nities.

]
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Preferences on some aspects of ‘in-service education

- There were no significant différencgs betweeh teachers’
and administrators' preferences on the in-service issues of
financing, planning, timing, and incentives for teacheré‘parti-
cipation. Both groups strongly‘indicated tﬁat the State
Ministry of Education shouid have thé primary responsibility.
for financing,planning and.organising\of teéchers' in-service
educational programme because of its advantageous position.in
4obta1ning and allocating educational funds and facilities.
They alsovfelt that vacation period was the most éﬁbropriatev
time for holding in-service activities siﬁce most of the
teachers were free from other school activities during this
period; : ' B A

Further, the respondents believed‘that offering in-service
courses that lead to higher qualification or promotion was fhe
best incentive for teachers t; aé;ivelyvpanticiﬁate in in-
éefvice progrémmeSQ The reason given for this was that higher
qualification or promotion leads\to higher salary and status.

Teachers and administrators differeQ sighificahtiy in
their preferences for in-service deliVefy methods. The formal
lecture format was the most preferred method by teachers.

Most administrators preferred seminérs for the reason that
they were more practical. |

t@n to the above findings, the reSpondents‘commen-

frvice education, especially for unqualified and

untrai! Bchers, was an urgent need. In their view, the
4 - ....4 - ol

Bac¥
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~

-major obstacle facing in-service education‘was lack of funds -

and facilities from the government,
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The problem for this study was to determine the dis-
crepancies that exist between teachers' and administrators’
perceptions of teachers' in-service needs, and preferences

for meefing those needs. . To accOmpliéh this..infofmgtion

was sought on nine sub-problems relating to:

1. teachers’ percep{ions‘of the importance and difficulty
of various teaching tasks;

2. administrators' perceptions of fhe importance and diffi-
culty of various teaching tasks; | |

3: differeﬁces between teachers' and administrators"pércep-
tions regarding the importancé and difficulty of teéching
tasksy | |

4. available iﬁ—service opporfunities for helping teachers
overcome their teaching difficulties; |

5. teachers’ énd‘administratoré' preferencés regarding’in-
service.opporfunifies for teachers;

6. diﬁfefences‘between teachers‘ and administrators' preferen-

. ces on in-service opportunities for teachers;

%. teaéhers‘ and administrators’ preferéﬁces on the in-ser-

vice issues of planning, delivery methods, timing, funding,

-

and incentives for'teacher parti%ipation; _

.
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8. differences between teachers' and administrators' pre-
ferences on in-service planning, delivery methods,
‘timing, funding, and incentives for teacher participation;
and |

 '9. the relationship between perceived égé¢h¢rs' in-service

- needs and preferences and some personal characteristics of

the_feSpondents. | |
The findings on these sub-problems were presented in

. chapter 4. In~this chapter, those findings-are discussed in

three sections. The first section discusseg‘ the findings on

teachers' and administﬁgtors' ﬁerceptions of teachers' in-
service needs. The findings on availability of and preference
for in-service opportunities are discussed in the second sec-
tion; aﬁ&adiscussions on the respondents' preferences on in-
service financing, pianning and organising, timing, delivery
method, and incentives for teacher participation ére presented
in the third section. |

A summary'éf the discussions is présented at the end of

this chapter.

Perceived In-service Needéﬁof Teachers

\

Teachers' and administrators' perceived in-service needs

of teachers were derived from their perceptions of the impor-
tance and difficulty of 25 ﬁeaching tasks,

Tasks which the respondents or their sub-groups peréeived to
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be "fairly moderate" (mean:2.50-2.99), "moderate" (mean:3.0-
3.49), or "high" (mean;3.50-4.0) - Table 4.1 - with regard :
to their difficulty are deemed to be gptential in-service need
areas. | _

The data exhibited in Tables 4.2 and 4.5 show that, on the
whole, the 25.teaChing fasks received "high" ratings, with
regard to their importance, from fhe resbondents - 19 and 23
tasks were rated "high" by teachers and administrators, res-
peétively; and nggtask was rated low. kFurther. a comparison
of teachers’ andfadministrators' ratihgs of the importance of
these tasks revealed no significant differences. Similarly, no
51gn1flcant dlfferences were observed among the sub-groups
(highest degree held level of teacher educatlon. years of
‘ experlence, major subJect taught, and school locatlon) of
teachers and administrators. - These flndlngs strongly suggest
that tﬁere was an agreemenf among the respondents with regard
to the importance df the 25 teaching tasks.

With regard to the amohnt of difficulty which feachers ex-
perienced 1in carrying out the 25 tasks. both respondent
groups ﬁerceifed that the teachers}had "fairly moderate" or
"moderate”difficulty in pér%orming the(samevé tasks (Table &.

8a). .The absence of significant differences between rea-
‘chers' and administrators®' ratings of these 6 tasks suggest
that both groups agreed that teachers had considerable dif?i-'
culty in executlng them. These tasks felldin the bategory

(mean: 2,50 or more) deemed to be potential in-service need area.
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The evidence of in-service needs in tasks relating to apply-

ing recent educational findings in the classroom, guiding

and counselling students, and implémenting a new programme in
the school (Table 4.8a) support the research findings of Burke
(1980), Hawes and 0zigi (1975), and Staples (1970), respectively,

in which teachers expregsed ‘heed for in-service education in

T

these task areas.

Besides the 6 tasks indicatgd above;.there.were 11 other
tasks (Table 4.8, exciuding'task no. 2) in which the adminis-
trators also‘felt that the teachers had "fairly moderate" or
"moderate" diffiéultﬁ but in which the teachers indicated .
having low difficulty. ‘A comparison of the two groups“mean
ratings of the difficu}ty of the 25 tasks revealed thét the
administrators' ratings of these 11 tasks were significantly
higher than those of the teachers - Table 4.8. This finding
indicates that there aré some discrepancies between the
teathers’ and the administrators’ perceptions of the amount
of difficulty encountered by the teachers in performing
certain tasks which both gfoups régard as important. The

fact that the 11 tasks in jwhich differences occurred fell in

the category considered as potential in-service need area

(mean; 2.50 or more) could be regarded as an evidence of
differences in teachers' and administrators' perceived in-
service needs of teachers. This finding confirms those of

. -

Schreiber (1975), Burke (1980), Echevarria (19815,-and
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Pansegpau (1983) that significant differences exist between

teachers’ and administrators' perceptions of the in-service

DA
Nty

needs of teachers. vl

' The differences in teachers' and administrators' percep-
tions of teachers' in-service needs observed in this study
become very important in the light of the fact that 9 of the
11 tasks in which significant differences existed are among
the 12 tasks which are related to curriculum and.instruction.
In view of the extensi?e differences between the two‘groups in
this most important area of teachers’ responsibility, fhe
question might be asked: whose perception is ‘more real .- the
teachers or the edministrators?‘ The information obtained
from the interview favours the latter case. In the interview,
both the teachers and the administrators commented that there
was an urgent need for in-service education to arrest the cohti; .
nuing decline in instructional sfanqard,which started in the
late seventies{/ This obéerﬁation seems to subétantiate the
‘administrators'-view that ‘the teachere have considerable difff;
culty in executing instructional tasks. It could.'therefere.
be taken as a suppertiVe evidence of theﬁiﬁ-service education
needs of the teachers in the task areas of currieulum and
instruction. | _

The remaining 2 tasks - understandfﬁg students' leerniné“' )

problems, and'motivating stﬁdentsn(Table 4.8) in which signifi-

& cant differences existed’between the teachers and the adminis-
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trators are among the 6 tasks described as pupil related. 1In
view of the close link between these tasks and the 9 curriculum/
instruction tasks discussed above, it is conceivable that the
inferences hade on those 9 taskslwill be applicable here. '
Thus, it may also be conclhded that there is a need for in-,M\
service education of the teachers in tasks relating to under\-&:S
standing students’ learning problems.,aqd motivating the
students. |

| Altﬁough many differences were observed between teacheré'
gnd administrators' perceptioﬁs regarding the amoupt of diffi-
culty experienced by teachers in performing their tasks, very
few differenceé/existed among teacher and administrator sub-
groups. Of a possible 675 pairs of means compared among\
teacher sub-groups of highest degree held, level of teacher
educatioh, teaching experience, subject taught, and locale,
only 6 pairs differed significantly (Tables 4.3 and 4.4).
In other words, 669 of 675 pairs of means were not'éignificant-
ly d}fferpnt{ Similariy, of a possible 250 pairs of means
compéred‘among administrator sUﬁ-groups of highest degree held,
‘level of teacher éducatioﬁf administrative experience, and
locale, only 7 pairs were significantly different (Tables 4.6
and 4.7). Thus, 243 of 250 pairs of means did not differ
significantly. From these findings. it may.be inferred that,
in-general. there was a consensus among the teachers, as well
as the administrators, with regard to the in¥ser§ice needs of

'~ the teachers. The existemce of few differences among teacher
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sub-groups is consistent with the findings- of 'El1- Mehd1w¥ 8
(1977) study in which the teacher sub- -groups showed no dif-
ferences ih their perceived needs for §n—service education.

In view of the foregoing findings. and of the evidence
presented earlier which indicateé that the teachers need in-
service education in some task areas, it seems appropriate
to conclude that the need for in-serﬁice education in Aba
secondary sthool system is not limited to any sub-group of
teachers. Teachers from the various s;b-groups will benefit
from 1n-serv1ce activities that address their needs.

In summary, the findings and discussions presented in
this section suggest that the respondents perceiVed that the
teachers need in-service education éo help them overcome the
difficulties which they have in performing certain tasks.
Also, thereﬂis substaintial evidence of differences between
teachers' and administrators® perceived in-service needs of
teachers, eSpecially in tasks related tovcurniculum and instruc-

tion. Respondents' sub-groups showed few differences in their

perceived in-service needs of teachers.

Availability of and Preferences for In-service Opportunities

Sub-problem 4 yielded data on' the in-service opportunities
that are.available to secopdary school teechers in Aba school
system. As shown in Table 4.9. all of the 11 in-service |
bopportunities which were identified were perceived to be "low"
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(mean: l%gs‘than 2.50) in availability by both teacher and
adminiStratS% respondents. In addition, both groups of respon-
dents ranked the opportunities in a similar order'w}th regard
to their avéilability. Information obtained from the interview

substantiates these findings. In their comments on teachers

‘in-service practices, both teacher and administrator inter-

_viewees pointed out that about three in-service activities

were available in,a given year and less than 5 percent of the
ﬂ- ’ . . .
teachers had the opportunity to attend.

At least three concluéions cddld be drawn from the above

‘evidence. First, the tesmthers and fne administrators had very

'similar perceptions regarding the availability of in-service

opportunities to the teachers. Second, very few in-service
opportunities ‘are available to the teachers. Finally, in the
previous‘sedfion it was established that the teachers need in-
serQice education to helb them overcome the‘difficulties which
they have in perférming many of their professional.faSKS. In
view of this, it is concluded that the current level of availa-
bility of in-servicevdpportunities to the teachers is very /
inadequate. Therefore, it may also be édncluded that there is a
need for gfeater in-serVice opportunities for the téachers.
With regard to preferénces for in-service opportunities.

both teacher and administrator respondents indicated that

"professional books and journals”, and "college or university

.courses during vacation" were the first and second, respective-

ly, moét preferred -~ Table 4.10. College or university'coufses
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during’ the school year, and special topic seminars were the‘
third most preferred by teechers and administretors. respective-
ly. All of these opportunities received "moderate" or "high"
ratings from both respondent groups. The data in Table 4.10
also show that the two respondent groups assigned the three.
lowest ratings to the same in-service opportunities - evening
classes, interehip. and weekend classes.

In the above findings, the hlgh preference given to 1n-
serv1ce opportunltles 1nvolv1ng the use of profe551onal books
and Journals, and courses during vacatlon or school periods - g
is consistent with the findings of the studies of Cane (1969),
'Resas (1980), and Pansegrau (1983) in which the fespondents
exhlblted a strong desire for these kind of 1n—serv1ce opportu-
nltles. Further, the close\51mllar1ty between teachers and
administrators' ratings of tRe in-service opportunities strong-
ly suégest that the two groups had sfmilar pfeferences regard-
ing the kind of in-service opportunities that would be most
beneficial to the teachers.

A comparison of teachers' and administrators' mean'ratings
of their preferehce§ for the 11 in-se;Vice'opﬁortunities\showed
no significant differences between the two groups. However,

’. sig&ificant differences were observed in the ratings of few
in-service opportunities by teacher and administrator sub;
vgroeps. O0f a possible 297 pairs of means‘compared among

teacher sub-groups -of highest degree held, level of teacher-

education, teaching experience, subject taught, and locale, only
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5 pairs differed significantly (Tables 4.11 and 4.12). of
these 5 pairs..only 1 pair (Table 4.12, no. 1) inVOlved one of
the four most preferred opportunities. In this case the mean
score (3.28) of rumal teachers was,significantly.higher‘than
that (2.83) of urban teachers-in their preference for "college
or unlver81ty courses during the school year." The difference
in preference may be due to the fact that most rural teachers
also do small scaLe farmlng Wthh keeps them busy during the
vacation perlod

With regard to administrator sub-groups of highest degree
held, level of teacher educatlon. admlnlstrat1Ve experience,
and locale, 110 possible pairs of means were compareé and
s1gn1flcant differences occurred in only 7 pairs (Tables 4.13,
b,1l4, and h;ls). ‘Of these 7 pairs, only 1 pair (Table b.14,
no.v6) involved one of the four most preferred.opportunities.
In this case the mean score (3.59) of adminis%fators with
" bachelor of education was statistically higher than fhat
(2.40) of administrators with Grade II in their preference for
"one or two days:workshop." ’

-The absence of significant}differences between teachers
and administretors,‘and the facf that very few differences
exiSted émcng their sub-groups in tneir preferences\for the
in-service opportuniries is an'important finding. For one, it
1nd1cates that there was a consensus ~among the responéZnts in
thelir preferences for the in-service opportunities. 1In the

| ,
light of this, it could be generalised that, overwall, teachers
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and administrators, regardless of degree held, level of teacher
education, years of experience, major subject taught, ane
school location agreed in %héir preferences for the opportuni-
ties. The consensus among the respondents further suggests
that the condition is very good for concerted institutional
effort in dealing with in-service opportunify issues. Finally,
it may be inferred that the 4 most preferred in-service opp&ftu-
nities mentioned above are the most . appropriate for the teachers.
Summarizing, from-the results and discussions presented in
this section, it is evident that teachers and administrators did
not differ’ 81gn1flcantly in thelr perceptf%ns of "low" avallabl-
lity of 1n service opportunltles for teachers. Therefore, there
seems to be a need for greater in-service opportunities for
teachers. Further, no significant differences occured between
teachers' and administratbrs' preferences for the in-service
opportunities.  The & most preferred opportunities by both
groups were professional books and journals, college or uni-
versity courses during vacation, or school year, and special
topic,seﬁinars. Consequently, these in-service oppertuhities

are deemed to be the most appropriate for the teachers.
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Preferences on some Aspects of In-service Education

Summaries of the findings on the respondents preferen-

ces for inservice flnanc1ng, piannlng and organ1s1ng. dellvery
methods, and 1ncent1ves for teacher part1c1patlon are presented
in Tables 4. 16 through L. 28, These flndlngs are dlscussed under
the re%evant issues as followsx

. - ‘
Responsibility for Financing Locale In-service Programme -

N

~As exhibited in Table 4.16, teacher and administrator
respondents ranked %he 5-agencies that could be responsible
for financing 1oca%gin-service‘programme in-an identical
order. The Minigry of Educatlon, Zonal Education Board,
and Local Teachers Unlon were ranked flrst second, and third,
respectively. .Similarly. most of the interviewees felt that
these Bﬂagencies. especially the Ministry of Education, should
bear the cost of in-service educatlon because of their good
flnan01al p051tlon. This result confirms Rosas (1980)
finding that teachers indicated that the Ministry of Educatlon
was the best group to sponsor in-service programmes.

From the above result, it Seems reasonable to conclude
that teachers and administrators agreed, rather than differed,.
in their prefexences for the agencies thatQShould'finance
in-service education.' The lack of significant differences
in the mean ratings assigned to the agencdes by both groups
lends some credence to this conclusion. Further; there is an

LS
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apparent agr zert among the respondents that in-service education

should not neored soley by the Ministry of’Edgcgt}on.
Signifi? it ~ifferences that existed in the mean ratings
of teacher ard administrétor sgb;groups! préferences of the

5 égencies wereifew. 0f a possible 135 pairs of means com-
pared among teacher sub-groups of highest degree held, levél
of teacher education, teaching experience, suﬁject taught, and
locale, only,2Apairs differed significantly (Table 4.17).
However, the difference in both cases is.less than 0.3 on

the four-poinjiiiie ng scale. Similarly, of a possible 50

ﬁ*jd among administratbr sub-groups of
highest gegrék ’jevel of teacher education, administratiie
|  ?§.aonly»1 pair differed significantlyv
_fépite of these.différences, it appears that
there is;'A &fgﬁsus among teachers, as well as administrators,
on who éh‘“ '_;are the cost of in-service programhes.
| in‘vi;‘ . the foregoing, and in view of.the fact that
in-service L ?grammes are currently funded by the Ministry
of Educatioﬂ}%\t-seems appropriate to proposé that the Zonal

Education Bo and the Local Teachers' Union contribute to

«

‘the funding of in-service programmes. This measure will widen

the resource base of in-sefvice education thereby generating

more funds whi,$ cou1d(be used tb support more in-service

activities.
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Responsibility for Planning and Organising Local In-service

- Programme

The data in Table 4.19 show that teachers and adminis-
trators ranked the 6 agencies that could be responsible for

planning and organising local in-service programme 1n an

" identical order. The Ministry of Education was ranked first,

Zonal Education anrd'was ranked second, and Univeréity and
Teacher Training College was ranked third. A similar result

was obtained from the interview, and the interviewees justi-

fied their responses by stating that the above agencies had

the human and material resources necessarﬁ for planning,

organlslng and dellverylng an effective in-service programme.

‘quy also belleved that more involvement of the Zonal Educatlon

Board and approprlate higher educational 1nst1tutlons w1ll
help to make in-service education more efficient and effectlve

From the above findings, 1t is apparent that teachers and
administrators had common preferences'wifh regardvto_who should
plan and organise in-service programmes. This.aSCention gains“
support from the absence of 31gnlf1cant dlfferences elther
between teacher and admlnlstrator respopdents or among thelr
sub-groups. Further, it may be 1nferred that the respondents
preferred that the 3 hlghest ranked agen01es identified above
be deeply invdlﬁed in planning and‘brganising4in-serviee pro}}
grammes. ﬁ

At present.'the Ministry of Education dominates the pro-
cess of planning and organising in-service programmes. But in-

IS

q
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the 1ight of the fbregoingrresults. it is beiné\ﬁroposed that
the Zonal Education Board Unlver31t1es and Teacher Tralnlng
Colleges be more deeply 1nvolved in planning and organlslng
‘uln-serv1ce programmes. This strategy will most likely ‘enhance
the in-service education programmes of feachers.

\

Timing of In-service Sessions

As evident in Table 4.20, the two most preferred times

for ih-serVice aotivities by teachers and administrators, in
descendihg_order._ﬁere vacation periods. and weekeods. '"Sohool
hours" was the third most‘preferred by teachers, while "evening
hours"was:the‘third most preferred by administretors. The
interview yielded similar result, ahdsthe respondenfs ékplained
that vacation period was the best iiﬁé for in-service because
it was the period when most teachers were under minimunipressure*
from ofher sChool activities. These results are in harmony
with those reported byKCaﬁe'(1969) and Staples (1970) in
which teachers indicated that they WOuld like the bulk of in-
service tralning to take place durlng vacatlon periods,
'weekends or shool hours. No signlflcant dlfferences occurred
elther between teachers' and admlnlstrators' mean ratlngs or
among the %ean ratlngs of thelr sub groups.

. As may be 1nferred from the above resulfs. teechers and
admlnlstrators generally agreed that in-service act1v1t1es
should be conducted durlng Vacatlons, veekends or school

hours. The current practlce in Aba school system is to
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conduct in-service activities during vacation or school hours.
. % ‘
On the basis of the above findings, it is being proposed that

the current practice continue.

In-service Delivery Methods

Table 4.21 shows that teachers and administrators ranked
~ the four i?rservice deli;ery methods differently. The first
and second most préférred methods by teacgers were "formal
lectureslwith opportunity for question". and*fgeminars.with
opportunity for questions and discussions", respectively. For
the administrators, "seminars with opportunity for questions
“and discussions”, and “"workshops with practice in simuiaf;h

or classroom éetting”._were the first and second most preferred,
" respectively. In the interview, most teachers stated that
r'théir high preference fof formal lecture method was‘dué to thé
fact that it was -always easier to follow and more informative
than the other methods. On the other hand, the gdministrators
felt that seminars gave teachers more practiéal éxperiehée.

The above fi*dings indicate that there\arevsome differences
\between teachers' and administrators' preferences for in-service
delivery methods. Table_h.zz shows that the differences are
significant‘with respect to teachers‘{and“administrators'
ratings of formal lectures, and séminars. It may be concluded,
therefore, that teachers and administrators differed in their

N

preference on how in-service courses should be presented.
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Not many significant differences existed among teadhe;\;Ld
administrator sub-groups: identified earlier in this section.
Of a possible 108 pairs‘of means compared aﬁong teacher édb—
| gfoups, only 3 paifs differed significantly (Tébles 4.23 and
L.24); but in.nq‘caée';as-the difference upto{0.75 on the
four-point rating scale. Likewise, of a possible Lo pairs
of means compared among administrator sub-groups, only 1
pair differed significantly (Table 4.25). These findings
strongly suggest that tﬁere was a éoﬁcengus’among the teachers,

as well,és among the administrators, in their preferences for

1
i

in-service délivé?& methods.
The différehqes between teachers' and administrators'’
preferences for in—service’deiivery methods may reflect at
leaét two possible conditions. First, it may be that the
seminars and workshopé'were not\effectiveiy used - as the
teachers claimed. If this is the case, then, in-service
leaders should make greater effort to ensure that the seminars
and workshops are better planned aﬁd exééutedtJ Second, it is
plausible thét the,deli?ery methods used Qére %ot sﬁitable for
the‘courses/presented. In this.Case, in—ser?ice‘leadersvshould
ensure that in—servige courses are presented thfough the appro-
priate method. As Harris (1980:73).‘and Joyce and Showers
(1980:380) have stated, for maximun effectiveness, in-service
activities must be presented with tﬁe appropriate fraining

method. Effective use of the appropriate delivery method will

help to ensure effective presentation of an in-service course.y
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Incentives for Teachers' Participation in In-service
Activities :

~ As shown in Table 4.26, teachers and administrators
~ran}cgé the § incentives for teachers' participation in in-
service activities in an identical order. The two most pre-
~ ferred incentives, in descending.order.vweré "offering courses
that 1éad to higher qdalificatién or promotion", and "not
réquiring'teachers.té pay = for in-servicé programmes."” The
high preference’giVen to in-sgrvice coursesuthat iead to
Hhigherkqualificétion or promotion was justified by most
of the interviewees on the ground‘fhat higher qualification
‘or promotion results in highér salary as well as higher
status. Also. they believed that such in-service courées

will, by and large, have relevant application to the class-

room. The high preference given to the incentive that has

k)

" monetary and social rewards is consistent with the findings o
the International Institute for Educational Planning (1970)
triat Palestine teachers were motivated and committed to in-
service because of monetary payments and the awards of certi-
ficates. |

From‘the above findings, it is evident that teachers and
administrators did not differ in their prefefences for in-service
incentives for teachers. This ascertion is supported by the
fact thajﬁﬁémgignificant differences'existed between the mean:
ratin%é/assigned to the five 1hcentives.by both groups. In

addition, it may be inferred that the respondents attached.
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the highest importance to ihcentives that yield extrinsic'as
well as intrinsic rewards.

Few differences occurred among teacher and administrator
sub-groups; preferencee for the 5 incentives, O0f a possibie
"135 pairs of means compared among the teachers, only 1'pair
vdiffered significantly (Table 4.27). Similarly, of a p0581ble
50 pairs of means compared among the admlnlstrators. only 1
pair dlffered;s1gn1f1cantly (Table 4.28). From these find-
ings, it may be conclcded that, in generai, teachers aﬁd ad;
~ministrators, regerdless of the highest degree held ~ieVel of
'teacher educatlon, years of experience, or 1ocale agreed on .
their preferences ﬁor 1n-serv1ce 1ncent1ves for teachers The
agreement among the respondents can ‘be viewed as’ an ev1deﬁce‘
that the conditions are good for concerted 1nst1tutlonal

‘effort in dealing with in-service 1ncent1Ves 1ssues.

'SUMMARY ~
This chapter was devoted to the discussion of the'find—'

ings of the study. What follows is a summary of the d;scu831ons

T
7

and the conclu51ons that emerged from them.
With regard to the importance and dlfflculty of . the 25

teaching tasks, it was found that teachers and adminlstrators

perceived most of the tasks to be "high" in 1mportance. Both

groups also felt that the teachers had "fairly moderate"
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or "moderate" difficul&y in performing the same 6 tasks .
(Table 4.8a). It is concluded, therefore, that those 6 tasks
are potential in-service néed areas of the tchhers. )
Besides . the 6 tasks indicated above, the administrators
ngo,perceived thét the teachéfs'experienced "faily moderate"
or'fmoderate" difficulty in carrying out 11 other tasks
(Table 4.8) in which the teachers felt that they encounted
‘"low" difficulty. Information obtained fro& both teacher
and adﬁinistratdr intervigyees seemed to substantiate the
view.of the a&ministrators regarding those 11 tasks. The
inference drawn from this Waé that those 11 t?Sks,are also
potential teacheri' in#sefvice need areas. In-the'light bf this,
it was concluded that there aré differences Dbetween teac;ers'
and administrators'Apefceived in-service needs afj teachers.
Significant aifferences among teacher and.administrator sub-
groups were very few. Thus it was concluded'that there was
a cohsensus4among teachers,'and’among the_administraéors in-
théir'perceived in-service needs of teachers. .
Concerning the availability of ahd preference for in-
service opportunities, teachers and administratbrs strongly
indicated that the 11 in-ser?ice opportunities which were
identified werev"ldw" in availabilty. About 3 in-service
'activities were available in a given year and less'fhan 5
percént of the teachers had the opportunity to attend. The

‘conclusion that emerged from these were that teachers and

administrators did not differ in their perceptions of the
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availdbility of in-service opportunities; and that the number

of in-service opportunities available to the teachers is very
' !

ihadequate.

\

Teachers and administrators also exhibited similar pre-

ferences for the {i/}n-éervice opportunities. The three most . /

preferred opportunities for both groups were professional books
and journals,college or university courses during vacation, and
special t&pic seminars. - Thééé was a consensus among.the respon-
dents in their preferences for these opportunitiés. As a result,
these opportunities were deemed to be the most appropriate for
the feaChers.
Teachers and admlnlstrators displayed very similar pre-‘
~ ferences with regard to in-service flnan01ng. plannlng and
organising, timing, and incentives for teache;s participation.
-Both respondent groups preferfed that the Minis%ry of Educatiéﬁ’
be the chief sponsor of in—service programmes for teachers.
They also believed that the Zonal Educatlon Board, and the
Locale Teachers' ‘Union should contrlbute in flnanoing in-
service act1V1t1es. In view of this, it was proposed that
- the two latter agencies assist the Ministry of Education in-
sponsoring in-service programmes.,

K There was a consensus ~among teachers and administrators
that, in addition to the Ninistry of Educatlon. the Zonal
Education BFoard, and the Unlversities and Teacher Training

Colleges should be more involved in planning and organising

in-service activities. This approach has the advantage of
e

A
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enhancing the 1n-serv1ce programme. Consequently, it is
concluded that it is necessary to deeply involve the tWO
latter institutions in planning and organlslng in-service
activities, . _ , .

Again, there were no.differences between‘teachers' and
administrators' preferences regarding when in-service sessions
should be héld. The two groups most preferred vaction-‘periods,
weekends, or school hours. Their preferences are consistent
with the curregt practice. Thus, .it Waé proposed that the
current practice be encouraged. “

There were significant differences between teachers' and
administrators' preferences for in- serV1ce dellvery methods..
fTeachers mostly preferred formal lecture format while adminis-
trators mostly preferred seminars.

Finally, teachers and administrators had a oommoh belief
on the incentives for feachers to participate‘in in-service
activities.\ Offering in-servicelcoufses that lead to higher _
‘qualification or promotion, not requlrlng teachers to pay for
in-service programmes, were the first and second most preferred,
respectively. Overall, there was a consensus among the respon-
dents on the best in-service incentives for teachers. The
conclusion that emerged from this was that teachers‘and
administrato;s did not differ in their preferences for in-
service incentives for teachers. It was also inferred that

‘most of the respondents preferred incéntives that yielded

extrinsic and intrinsic rewards.

-\/



CHAPTER 6 ~

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This study examined the differences between teachers'
and administrators' pefceptions of the nature and étent of
the in-service needs of secondary school teachers iﬁ Aba
school>system, Imo State. Nigefia. Also, differences
betWeen teachers' and adﬁingstrators' preferenees regarding
ways and meaps of meeting the in—é%rvice needs of teachers
were examined. |

This cﬁapter summarizes the study, and then discusses

the implications of the findings.;

L
OVERVIEW :OF THE STUDY

Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework for this studf (figure l)dwas
an adaptation of Sweitzer's (1976) model for in-service needs
assessment. It conceives in-service need as being related to
personal variables, and the amount of difficulty experienéed
by teachers in performing their tasks. This model wasvdeemed

appropriate for this study because it utilizes the ‘two most

143
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common dimensions of need, namely, importance and dlfflculty.
In addition, it was thought that its indirect approach would
elicit more accurate response from the respondents.

A
v

Instrumentation and Data Collection

The data for this study were gathered through two similar
qnestionneires‘cone for teachers, the other for administrators)
.and en intervie;Tguide. The questionnaires were reviewed three
times by selected faculty members of the Department of Educa-
tional Admlnistration. University of Alberta. ‘%ach review
was followed by a pre-test on groups of secondary school
. teachers and principals from Nigeria. Thetinterview guide
- received a similar treatment.
| The questlonnaires were distributed in March, 1984 to 251
‘teachers and 18 principals in 18 schools which were identified
through stratified random Belection; and to 3 Zonal Education
Office staff. The return of the questionnalres was about 80
percent from teachers, and 100 percent from administrators.
.The researcher interviewed 21 teachers and 7 administrators

who were willing to be interviewed for the study.

Data Analyses

- The data from the questionnaires were é%aiysed by the use
of means, percentages, and ranks. One-way analysis of variance
~and t-test were also used to determine any relationships be-

tween the independent variables and the overall findings. The
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4 independent variables (also referred to as social categoriés or
sub-groups) for both teachers and administrators were: (1) high-
est degree held.,(z) level of teacher education, (3) experience,
and (4) location. Two additional independent variables for
teachers were: (1) school, and (2) subject taught.

Responses obtained from the interview were analysed

according to their contents.

&

- SUMMARY OF FINDINGS . ¢

The major findings df‘this investigation are summarized

below in 8ix sections that reflect the sub-problems that

were addressed.

Teachers' Perceptions of th ortance d Difficulty of
Teaching Tasks

1. Teachers regardéd 19 of the 25 tasks to be "high" with\

| regard to their importance.

2. No significant differences existed in teacheré' perceptions |
of the impoftance‘of the tasks when grouped according to .
the 6 teacher social categories considered in this study.

3. Teachers ﬁerceived 6 tasks (Table 4.8a) to be either
"moderate” or "£air1y moderate”. in difficulty, and 19‘ta$ks
to be "low* in difficulty. "

4, Concerning the 6 tasks, teachers perceived 2 to be “high“:

3 to bev”moderate". and 1 to be "fairly moderate” in

importance.

g
.
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Two of the 6 tasks are curriculum and instruction related,
2 are pupil related, and 2 are change related.

There was only one majbr significantedifference among tea-
cher sub-groups' perceptions of the difficulty of the
taskss teachers with less'than bachelor's degree perceived
"moderate™ difficulty in performing the task of !deaiing
with’students who cause a lot of trouble‘in school" while -
those with bachelor'éidégreé perceived ffairly moderate"

difficulty in performing the same task.

Administrators' Perceptions of the Importance of the Teachi
tasks and the Difficulzx Eggerfenced by their Teachers in :

Per orming them

7.

'8 L]

10.

11.

12,

Administfators considered 23 of the 25 tasks to be "high"
in importance. |

There were no significant differences in administrators®

'pérceptioné of the importance of the tasks when grouped on

the bases of the 4 administrator social categories consi-
, 5 .

dered in this study.
Administrators perceived 17 tasks (Tables4.8 and 4.8a) to

~ be either "moderate” or "fairly moderate' in difficulty,for

their teachers.
Concerning the ‘17 tasks, administrators perceived 15 to
be "high", and 2 to be "moderate" in importance.

ﬁleven of the 17 tasks are curriculum and instruction -

related, h‘aré pupil related, and 2 are change related.

Six of ythe 17 tasks were the same as those perceived
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by teachers to be either "moderate® or "fairly loderate"
in difficulty. ‘ -

13. Significant dlfferences existed among administrators with
regard to thelr perceptions of the difficulty encountered
by their teachers in performing 2 tasks (Table 4.,6) when
grouped according to the hlghest degree held. and 2 tasks

v(Table 4.7) when grouped on the basis of their experlence.

~

-

Differences between Teachers' and Administrators' Perceptions

of the lmportance and Difflculty of Teaching Tasks

, S
14. Thepe were no slgnificant differences between teachers’

and adminlstrators_,perceptlons of the importance of‘the

‘25 teaching tasks.

.15. Significant differences were observed between teachers'

and administrators®' perceptions of the'difficulty experi-

enced by teachers in carrying out 12 tasks (Table 4.8).

16. In all the 12 tasks where signifcant differences were

observed, teachers felt that they had "low" difficulty,
nhereas administrators felt that-teachers had "moderate”
or “fairly moderate” difficulty in'perforning the tasks.

17. In addition, 10 of the 12 rasks are curriculum/instruction .

related. and 2 are pupil related.

18, Most of the interview respondents 1ndicated that in-service

education was needed in order to arrest declining 1nstruc-

nal standard.
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. Availability of In-service Opportunities for Helping Teachers V
to Overcome thelr Teaching Difficulties ,

19. Teachers and admlnlstrators perceiv d "low" avallability
of the 11 1n-serv1ce opportunitie identified.

20. Both groups ranked the avallability of 1n-service

| opportunities in a similar order..

21. The 3 mbst available in-service opportunities were consul-
tation with school system consultants. college or univer-
sity courses during Vacation. and professional books and
journals.

22, No-significant differences existed either between teachers
and administrators or among their sub-groups regarding

the availability of;in-service opportunities. -

Preference for In-service Opportunities |
//23.. Teachers and administrators displayed similar preferences
\ for‘the 11 in-serviCe opportunities.

zh. Both groups showed ”fairly moderate" or "moderate prefe-

\

.

~ rences for-%%e same 8 in-service opportunities.
25. The 4 most preferred-in-service opportunities, 1n.deacen-“
ding order, were professional books and journals. college
or university courses during vaeation. college or univer-!
sity courses during the school year, and special topic
~seminars. The 3 least preferred opportunities, in descend-
ing order, were evening clases, internShips, and weekend

classes.
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27.

28.
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‘There were no significant differences between teachers'’

and administrators’ preferences for the 11 in-service

opportunities, '

a

Significant differences observed among teacher sub groups

_were few.‘and only in one case was ‘one of the four most

'»preferred opportunities involved. 1In thatscase (Table b,

12, no. 1), rural teachers displayed greater preference
for college or university courses during the‘school‘year‘
than did'urban'teacherst " i

Similarly, there were few significant différences;among

: =« ,
administrator sub-groups, and only in one case was one of

' the fonr most preferred opportunities involved In that

case (Table 4, 13). administrators with diploma after

. bachelor, master's or doctorate degree showed greater pre-

ference for university courses during the school year

than those with bachelor's degree or less.

Preferences on some Aspects of In—service Education

29.

i
30.

Teachers and administrators ranked ‘the 5 agencies that

" could be responsible for financing in-service education

in an identical-orderx the Ministry’ omeducation, the

Zonal Education Board, and the LocaleTeachers' Union-

were ranked first, second. and“ewird, respectively.

"Tndividual teachers was ranked last.

' There were n0'sign1ficant differences between teachers’

and adninistrators';preferences for the‘5-agencies, and.
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few existed among their sub-groups.

Teachers and administrators ranked the 6 agencies that

" could be responsible for planning and organising in- B

32.

33.

35.

36.

service programme in an identical order: the Ministry of
Educatioﬁ. the Zonal Education Board, and Universities‘
and‘T;acher Training‘Colleges‘were ranked first secbnd.
and third, réspeétively. ‘"Teaéhers themselves" was

raﬁked last. |

No significant differences existed either between teachers
and administrators or among thelr gub-groups with regard
to their preferences for the 6 agencies.

Teachers and %dminiStrators ranked the 4 time periods in

‘which in-service sessions could be held in a similar order.

Vacation periods, and weekends were ranked first and second,

respectively, by both groups.

There were no significant differences eilther between

~ teachers and administrators or among their sub-groups with

r;éang to their'preferenées for the 4 time periods.

Teachers and administrators differed significantly in

theif preferences for the L4 in-service delivery methods.
Teachers assigned first and second ranks to formal lecturs,

and seminars, respectively; while administrators assigned

"first and second ranks-to seminars, and workshops, respec-

¢

tively.

Teachers and administrators ranked the 5 incentives for

motivating teachers to participate in in-service activities

e\
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in an identi;al'order: offering in-service courses that
lead to higher qualification or promotion, ﬁot.requiring
teachers to pay for in-service programmes, and paying
teachers extra;salary for attending in-éervice activitieé
that lasted longer than regular school hours were rankéd
first, second, and third, respectively.

There were no significant differences between teachers' .

. and administrators' preference Tor the 5 incentives, and

only 1 existed for each of the teacher and administrator

sub-groups,

There were no differences between the questionnaire
and interview data oﬁtained from the administrators.
One major differencé existed between the questionnaire
and interview data obtained from the teachers - their
indication of in-service needs was much stronger in
the interview than in the questionnaire. ,

¢

CONCLUSIONS

The_findings that emerged from the 9 sub-problems add-

ressed by this study constitute the major conclusions of the

investigation. Based on those findings, and the discussions

made on them in chapter 5, the following conclusions were

reached:

Perceived In-service Needs of Teachers

1.

Teachers and administrators agreed that teachers had

"fairly moderate” or "moderate"” difficulty in performing
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6 tasks of which 2 are curriculum/instruction related, 2
are pupil related, and 2 are chanée related. This may be
viewed as an indication of some of the task areas in

which the teachers need in-service education.

Teachers and administrators differed significantly in their
perceptions of the amount of difficulty experiencea by
teachers in performing 11 tasks of which 9 are curriculum/
instruction related, and 2 are pupil related. 1In all the
11 tasks, teachers perceived "low"” difficulty, whereas ad-
ministrators perceived‘“moderate" or "fairly moderate"
aifficalty. | ‘

Most of the teacher and administrator interviewees indicated
that there is an urgent need for in-service education so as
to check declining standard of instruction. In view of
this, it may be concluded thﬁt the\ll tasks indicated

above in which the ;administrators felt that the teachers

had "moderate" or fairly moderate" difficulty are among the

in-service need areas- -0f the teachers. Consequently, the

e e

differences betweéﬁ teachers' and administrators' percep-
tions of the amount of difficulty encountered by teachers
in performing those tasks may be regarded as an evidence
of differences between teachers' and administrators' per-
ceived in-service néeds of teachers. |
Teachers and administrators agreed that the teachers had
'low”ﬂdifficulty in executing tasks which are staff, and
management related.

When the teachers were grouped according to the social
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categories of highest degree held, level of teacher educa-
tion, experience.‘subject taught, school, and locale only
one major significant difference occurred in their percep-

tions of the importance and difficilty of the teaching

" tasks. In the light of this, it seems appropriate to

state that, overall, there was little relationship between
these social categories and the teachers’ perceptions of
in-service needs, |

Few significant differences were observed in administrators’
perceptions of the amount of difficulty encountered by -

their teachers in performing their tasks when grouped on

the bases of highest degree held, level of" teacher educa- -
tion, experience, and locale. Therefore, 1t may ‘be conclu-
ded that there was a high degree of consensus among the
administrators with regard to their perceived in-service

needs of the teachers.

Availability of and Preference for In-serv1ce Opportunities

7.

9.

Teachers and administrators assigned very low mean scores

to the 11 in-service opportunities identified with regard

to their availability. This led to theuconclusion‘that
both groups of respondents perceived "low" availability

of the in-service opportunities. A

Teachers and administrators did not differ significautly in
their preferences‘for in-service opportunities for teachers.
The four most preferred in-service opportunities by teachers

and administrators were "professional books and journal",
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"college or university courses during the school year",

and "special topic seminars", while “internships", and
"weekend classes” were the least preferred.

Few significant differences existed among teacher and
administrator sub-groups.with regard to their'pref?rences
'for the in-service opportunities. As a result, it is con-=
’éluded thafdthere was consensus among teachers and

among administrgfgrs in their preferences for the opportuni-

ties,

Responsibility for Financing Local In-service Programme

11.

12.

13.

Teachers and administrators ranked the § agencies that
could be responsible for financing in-service programme

in an identical order, qndjthere were no significant
differences between the two groups. This indicates that
both groups of respondends agréed on the exteht to which
each of the agencies should bear the cost of in-seryice
education. |
Teachers and administrators agreed that the Ministrybof,
Education, followed by'the Zonal Education Board, and the
Local Teachers' Union, shouid have the primary responsibi-
lity for financing in-service programme of teachers.

'Thé occurrence of significant differences in only two
instances among. teacher sungroups. and one instance
‘among administrator sub-groups indicaté that there was
consensus among teachers and ambﬁg administrators in their
preferences for the agencies that should‘be responsible

for financing in-service education programme for teachers.
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Responsibility for Planning and Organising Local In-service
Programme | .

14. Teachers and administrators ranked the 6 agencies that

.could be responsible for planning and organising in—serviée
programme in an idgnticalh;rder. and there were no signifi-
cant differences between the two groups. As such, it was
concluded that both respondent groups agreed on the extent
“to which each of the agencies should be involved in planning
and organising in-service programme for the teachers.

15. Teachers and administrators agreed that the Ministry of
Education, followed by the Zonal Education Board, and
Universities and Teacher Tréining Colleges, should.be
primarily-respdnsible"for planning and organising in-ser-
vice programme of teachefs.

16. The absence of significaﬁt differences among both teacher
and admiﬁistrator suﬁ-groups strongly indicates that there
was é‘high degree of consensus among the respondents with
regard to their preferences for the agencies ithat should
be responsible for planning and organising in-service

education programme for teachers.

Timing of In-service Session _ . N

17. Teachers and administrators ranked the 4 different time
- periods in which in-service activitieé could be heldlin
a s;milar order, and there were no e8ignificant differences
between the two groups. This was regarded as an evidence

of agreement betJ@en teachers and administrators in their

,
\
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preferences for the timing of in;service gession.

The two most preferred tiﬁe periods for in-se{Viée activi-
ties by teachers and administrators were *vacation periods*,
and *"weekends."

The absenme of significant differences among both teacher
and administrator sub-groups sirongly indicates that bhere
was a high degree of consensus among thexreSpondents with
regard to their preferences for the 4 periods in which in-

: ‘ . 4
service activities could be held.

In~-gervice Deiiverx>Methods

20.

21,

Teachers and administrators differed in their preferences
for ip-service‘delivery methods. Formal lecture format
was the method\most preferred by teachers, while eemiﬁar
formet was the most preferred by administrators.

The existence of fewlsignificant differences among teacher
and administrator eub-groups indicates thgt'there was
concensuseamong teachere. as well as emoné administrators,
with respect to their preferences for the 4 in-service
delivery methods. |

4

Incentives for Teachers' Participation in In-service Activities

22.

Teachers and administrators ranked the 5 incentives

for motivating teachers to participate in in-service

“activities in an identical order, and there were no signi- .

ficant differences between the two groups. This led to the
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conclusion that both groups of respondents did not differ:
in their preferences forcthé in-service incentives.

The in-se:vice incentives of offering in-service courses

| that lead to higher qualification or promotion, and not

feqnirihg teachers to pay for in-mervice programmes were
the %wo most preferred by teachers and administrators.

The éccurrence of significant differehces in only one
instance among teacher sub-groups} and one instance

among administrator sub-groups indicate that there was-
concensus among teachers, as well as among administrators,
with regard to their preferences for the in-service incen-

r

tives.

i IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY .

This section discusses the theoretical, research, and

practical implications of the study.‘

Theoretical and Research Implications

Although teachers and administrators differed significantly

in their perceived in-service needs of teachers, both groups

generally agreed on the ways and means of meetings the needs.

This implies tha% there may be particular aspects of in-

gervice education in which teachers and administrators tend to

agree, and other aspects in which they tend to disagreee on

what is or what should 6e.

The findings from the questionnaire and interview data

¢
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»showed'that the administrators were consistent in their percep-
tion that the teachers had great needs for in-service education.
In contrast, the teachers' indication of in~-service needs was
much greater in the interview than in the questionnnaire.
This apparent dlscrepancy in teachers'’ questionnaire and
1nterview data raises some questions. One may ask if %he
teacheruperceives greater in-service aeeds for other teachers
than himself. If the teachers had been asked to indicate the
in-service needs of other teachers weuld‘the results -have been
different froa those of this study? These questions should be
considered in designing a study similar to this one.

Students' perceptions of instructional effectiveness
and suggestions for improvement were not included in this
study. The inclusier of this group of respondents in future
studies may heip to determihe. more effectively, the\in—
service heeds of teachers. | |

The instruments used. in thls study were useful in asses-
sing the 1n-serv1ce needs and preferences of teachers For
one, sp901f1c tasks areas in which the teachers might need
in-service educatlon wére identified through the question-
naire. Secondly, the respondents' preferences on specific
in-service issues and the reasons for those preferencés were
ascertained through the duestionnaire and interview guide.

Finally, the design of the. study to ineiade administra-
tors and teachers was useful in determining the in—serv1ce
needs and preferences of teachers in that it created the v
opportunity for the comparlson of the views of the providers

and the receivers of in-service activities.
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- Practical Implicysin

One of the findings of this study was that teachers and
administrators in Aba>secondar§ school system indicated that
teachers had considerable difficulty in performing 6 tasks,
of which 2 were curricmlum and instruction related, 2 were
pupil related, and 2 were change related. The implication of
this finding\is that the teachers .should be offered in-service

activities designed to help them overcome the difficilties

which they encoumater in these task areas. .
Another finding of this study was that the administrators

felt\théfvthe teachers had considerable difficulty in perform-
ing 11 tasks (9 were éurricuium and instruction related, and
2 ﬁérevpupil related) in'which,the'teachers indicated having
little difficulty. In view of this, the administrators will
have to confer with the téachers\before offering in-service
activities disigned to.h91p them improve their perfprmancig
in these task areas. Throuéh such conferral teachers and'
_administrators might come to agreei&n the kinds of in-service
activities that should be offered to the ﬁeachérs.
It was also found that in-service opportunities for the
. teachers were few. }iore in-semwice opportunities must bs
created if the teachers are to be helped in overcomihg their
_professiohal needs. The four most preferred in-service
opportunities by the respondénts wefe those involving befessf
ional books and dournais. college or university cburses
during vacation, or school year, and spécial topic seminars.
Therefore,these opportunities shéuld receive prime considera- -
tion when there is the contemplation on creating more in-service

Annartimd ties far the teachers.



v - | | 160
When asked to indicate  the agencies that should be reépon;
~ ' s8ible for financing in-service programmes the respohdents
displayed the strongest preference for the Ministry of Educé-

tion, the Zonal Education Board and the Local Teachers' Union.

This 1mp11es that the two latter agencies might consider shar-
£ w\ .ing the cost of in-service programmes with the Ministry of

!
I “.‘

Education which currently finances it. Also, they might

consider adding to the4in~service opportunities.

When asked‘to‘indicate'the agencies that should be responsi-
ble for planning and érganising in-service programmes the
respondents displayed the strongest preference for the'anal
Education Board.‘the Ministry ofAEdhcation and~Universifies
and Teacher Training Colleges. The implication of this is
that the two latter agencie§>wou1d have t6 be;more involved in

‘this aspect of in-service e&ucation‘which is currently dominated
| by the Zonal Education Board. | K =
 The two most preferred time period for in-service activi-
ties by the respondents were during vacation periods, and
wéekends. This su gésts that the current practice of conduct-
ing in-service activities during Vacatibh periods in the Aba
gchool system should be encouraged, while}weekends should be’
regarded as a possible alternative.

The in-service delivefy methods that‘weré most preferréd
by’the respondenis were formal lecture forﬁat, seminars, "and
workshops. Organisers of teachers’ in-service activities in
the Aba school system shbuld,‘thefefore. give prime considera-
tion to these methods when contemplating on_the‘mdde for

presenting in-service courses. __
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centives of offering in-service

courses that lead to higher qualification or promotion, and
not requlrlrg teachers to pay for in-service prégrammes were

the two mos&-preferred by the respondents. One 1mpllcat10n
« - L. ."

of this Tif {;;Ahat the Aba school system would have to

explore the ways of making these incentives possible.
Offering.credit courses during vacation periods might beﬁone
way of giving -these incentlves. Also. the school system, in
collaboratlon w1th the State Mlnlstry of Educatlon, mlght
'cons;der giving flnan01al assistance to teachers who, on their
own initiative, undertake educational programmes designed for
the professional deﬁelopment of teachers. Such incentives

will benefit not only the teachers but also the students and,

. - \ N
in effect, the school system and the society at large.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The issues of who should determlne the 1n-serv17é needs
of teachers and the ways and means of meeting those needs
have drawn the attention of many‘educators for, the past two
decades.‘and'may, possibly, continue to be on the spotlight
for some'years to come. The f%ndings of this'study. like
those of some previous similar studies, indicate.that signi-
ficant differences exist between teachers' and administra-
tors' perceptions of teachers' in-service needs. In the
l%ghy of this, it seems that a collaborative approach, bet-

ween teachers and administrators, is essential 1n determl-
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ning the in-service education needs 6f teachérs. Through
this approach, the in-service needs of téachefs could be
more validly determined. | | |
€In this stﬁdy. teachers and admiﬁistrators géneraliy
agreed on the ways\and'meanS'of meeting the in-service neeAS
of teachers. The awareness of such gﬁ agreement is likely -
to create a bettér felationshipnbetween_the fwd‘gfdups with
regard to the planning ﬁnd‘deliveriﬁg,of in-servicg activi-
ties. |
On the whole, it appears that the in{sérvice needs(of
feachers can be more effectively and validly assessed by
invgiving»ﬁoth teaghers.and admiqistrators. In éddition;_
Csuch involvement will most likely'fos¥érvbetter relationship
'v and undetstanding between the two groups, tﬁereby enhancing

»

the in-service process.
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TEACHER IN-SERVICE NEEDS AND PREFERENCE
(@EACHER QUESTIONNAIRE)

This questionnaire i & survey of teachersf perceptions

‘and preferences concerning in-service eCycation needs and

practices. It consists of 4 sections, namely:

Section 1 - which requests some personal data;

Section 2 - which is concerned with the IMPORTANCE and
- DIFFICULTY of some teaching TASKS;
Section 3 - which deals with %he identification of -
in-servicé OPPORTUNITIESAand PREFERENCES;
Section 4 - which focuses on teacheré? PREFERENCES on
.. some in-service education practices.
| Definition

For the purpose of this study, in-service education
refers to any organised learning activity for practising
teachers specifically designed to help them maintain 6r

improve their professional competence.

General Instruction .

1. Please answer the questions in all the sections.
2. On completion put the questionnaire in the envelope

provided and seal it. The researcher will collect
it from you. : Co

Please be frank in your responses with the assurance

that individual responses are strictly CONFIDENTIAL.
To insure your anonimity and privacy it is NOT necessary

to write jour name on this questionnaire. i

(over)



SECTION 1: PERSONAL DATA
Direction

Please\placé a check mark (\) or the appropriate
response in the spaces provided in the followinf
ques?ions as ‘they apply to you (check ONLY ONE in EACH
case)t : o )

1. Level of Education or Higheét Degree Held:

1. Less than bachelor's degree ( )
2. Bachelor's degree ()
3. Diploma after bachelor's degree. ( )‘
4. Master's degree - - ()

( )

'5. Doctorate.degree

L 2. ;Highest Levél of Teacher Education Received:
1. Nome | )
». Grade II Teachers' Training ( )
3. Advanced Teachers' Training ( )
)

4 Bachelor of Education »  (

5. Other (please specify)

-

3. Years of Teaching Experience:
1. 1-5 ( ) 2. 6-10 ( ) 3. 11-15( )
4. 16-20 (). 5. oﬁe: 20 ( )

L, 'Major Subject Taught:

1. Language Arts ( ) 2.Math. ( ) 3.Science (- ).

4. Social Studies ( ) 5. Other (specify)

5. School Locafiona 1. Urbah'( ) 2. Rural ( )

'(oyer)
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ing each task. T
IMPORTANCE ~~  DIFFICULTY
T ]
.. . 5 z
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(o] = Q o el 0 o o
g g 5 & A “ o8 od
TEACHING TASK N o =» A ® o
. O g’ S
OR RESPONSIBILITY ° = 0 = £ 2 g7 2 &
Developing and main-
taining knowledge in
. the subject area in : _
whlch you teach : 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 -4 1}10,11
gerpreting the syl- |
"3gpds (curriculum) for -
. .your subject area 1 -2 3 _u 1 2 3 L41]12,13
Planning and preparing - ‘ ‘
lessons 1 2 3 & 1 2 3  Lf14,15
Evaluating and select-. - < .
rng teaching materials 1 2 3. 4 1 2 3 4 16,17
. U51ng various teaching
- techniques for instruc- ) A :
tion 1 2 3 b 1 2 3. 4118,19
Tegﬁﬂing classes of - | o |
varied abilities ‘ 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 bLjz20,21
Applying recent educa-
tional findings in the
classroom 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 hbj22,23

] ~ IMPORTANT you feel each task,is to YOU;

SECTION 2: IMPORTANCE AND DIFFICULTY OFTEACHING TASKS

Directions

Below is a list of tasks or'responsiﬁilitiesroften .
included in the role of the teacher. Please:.

1. Circle the number that best describes how

2. Circle the number that best describes the
amount. of DIFFICULTY you experlence in perform-

(over)
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TEACHING TASK H8 N
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. £ o o) .
OR RESPONSIBILITY e 27 2 9
8. Using teaching aids 1 2 3 4
9. Constructing, marking,“
and interpreting student
examinations 1 2 3 4
10. Using instructional time ,
: effectively 1 2 3 L
11. Evaluating self perfor- _ o
mance - R 1 2 3 &
12. Using available brofes-
sional literature to
help improve your know-
ledge- and competence 1 2 3 4
13. Communicating: effectlvely ) ,
w1th students 1 2 3 4
14, Understanding students' e B
-+ learning problems ' 1 2 3 4
15. Motivating students 1 2 3 4
16. Guiding and counselllng e
: students v 1 2 3 4
17. Dealing with students who
- cause a lot of trouble in
- school 1 2 3 4
18. Maintaining good rélétidn- :
ship with students 1 2 3 4
19. Attending staff mee{iﬁgs‘ 1 2 3 &4
Communicating effectibely
with staff members 1 2 3 4

DIFFICULTY
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123 k36,37
123 -4 38,3
1 2 3 b |4o,4
' . M
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21. Working cooperatively i S
with staff members 12 3 4
- 22. Communicating effectively )
“with school administra-
tors (e.g. principal and . , .
supervisorsg S 12 3 &
23. Cooperating with school ,fuﬁ
administrators (e.g., prin- o
‘cipal and supervisors 1 2 3 4
L Implemehtingfa new pro~ - .
- gramme. in the school 12 3 4
25. Adjusting to‘chahges,in |
& the school or school’ B
. - sSystem ' S 1 2 3 4
@ 4‘” - . . ! Y :
26. Other (specify) ------ ——— S
------- tememmmmmcmemcmeee 1 2 3 4
<27. 0ther (specify) -—=--==n | :
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SECTION 3: IN-SERVICE OPPORTUNITIES AND PREFERENCES

Following is a list of in-service opportunities
or activities for helping teachers overcome their
teaching difficulties.‘%Pleasex

. Directions

hY

1. Circle the number that best reflects the degree
of AVAILABILITY ( that is, presence apd accessibi-
"lity ) of each OPPORTUNITY to you from January,
1982 to December, 1983. | o

2. Circle the number that best reflects the degree
of your PREFERENCE for each OPPORTUNITY.
: . . } .

AVAILABILITY  PREFERENCE

. for
. ot g office
Q ol 4+ O ~ o use
~ © - o [\}] 4 o
Q - 4 o &
o o Q (VI P I i ce
~ .« o o o o
- R B S T |
0 > 3 4 3 o
@ @ > > T
— - o — \
N N Y B
_ & o L5 I SR
; > P8 A VT R Y
; < S0 8 M Ay Nl g
A; ap Q ol 8 o o)
, +» v o d + - N
, _ , °© H4 o o ©o ~ O ¥
IN-SERVICE OPPORTUNITY Z 0 = x Z 2 n = n
1. Collége,or univeréityx' ‘ - )
courses during the ‘ \ ,
school yesr | \ 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4| 5
2. College ér uni@ersity '
courses during vacation 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4| 6
. Evening dlésseq . 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4] 7
- 4. Weekend classes ; 1 2 3 .4 1 2 3 4} 8
5. Intensive short courses
(1 or 2 weeks duration) 1 2 3 -4 1 2 3 4 9
6. One or two days workshop 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4&f10
7. Yearly conferences and N
conventions ’ f 2. 3 4 1 2 3 4111
8. Special topic seminars 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 il 12
§+ Internships - 1 2 3 & 1 2 3 413
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11

13.

AVAILABILITY
) o)
~ : Q
» 0 L TR VIR -
— « Q ~ [0
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@ A~ VI &
— d 0 v .o
B T T ® Lo BENCVER S R
. B . © A o
o > o T T £
© < > 0© N Y
— — > o —
o >y () < - G4 . > o =
« — 4 Qs + —
> © . > LY TR
< < ~ — Ay < & o
Ko o o b0 ® O
$8 28§35 7 £
IN-SERVICE OPPORTUNITY - Z %) = > Z %) = w0
10. Professional books and : :
journals 1 - 2@ s 1 2 3 b4
. Consultation with school o
system consultants (e.g.
department heads and
supervising principals 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
12. Other (specify)- _ .
: 1 2 3 b 1 2 3 4
Other (specify) )
1 2 3 4 1 3 4

. (over)
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SECTION 4 P?uFLRLNCbS ON SONE ASPECTS OF IN-SERVICE
EDUCATION

Direction

Please RANK in the order of your PREFERENCE por PRIORTY

the ITEMS 1n each of .the following questlons using 1
(one) as the highest rank:

1. Financing local iﬁléérvice programme should be the
responsibility of: :

(a) Local Teachers' Union

(b) ____ Zonal Education Board
(¢c) ___ Ministry of Education
(d)v_;__; Individual teachers®
(e) Individual schools

(f) : Other (specify)

¥

2. Planning and organising local in-service programmes

should be the responsibility of: -
(a) ___ Lofal Teachers' Union - .
(b) ____ Zonal Education Board -
(¢c) . Ministry of Education’
(d) ____ Universities aﬂd Teacher Training Colleges
(e) ____ Teachers themselves R
(f) ___ Individual schools
(g)-_____ Othérk(gpeCifyj

3. In-service sessions_shouid be held during:

(a) . School hours

" ‘ " r
(v) Evening hours :
(c) Jeekends
(d) ~ Vacation periods

(e) ~ Other (specify)

CTR
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18
19
‘20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
%8
z
30

3

32
33
34

35



¥

L, In-service courses should be taught throughx

.

(a) Formal 1ectures w1th opportunlty for
questlons
(b) Seminars with opportunity for questlons ‘

and disclssions

(c) Workshops with practice in 51mulated
or classroom setting
\" B \\}.
(a) Special radio or television programme
’ N for teachers '

(e) Othen\(§pecify)

5., Teachers should be motivated to partlclpate in in-
service activities bys '

(a) Involv1ng more teachers in planning
' 1n—serv1ce act1v1t1es

(b) ' 0ffering in-service courses ‘that lead to
higher quallflcatlon or promotloh

(c) Paylng teachers extra salary for attending
in-service activities that last longer than

regular school hours

(d) Not requiring teachers to pay for in-
\ service programmes )
'(e) Offerlng in-service activities that have
dlrect appllcatlon to the-classroon

(f) " Other (spe01fy)

Please add comments, if you wish, on the back of
this questionnaire.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION.

38
39 -

-.4o
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2
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TEACHER IN- SERVICE NEEDS AND PREFERENCES
' (ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE)
-This questionnaire'is a survey of administrators"
perceptions and preferences concerning ‘teachers' ln-serVice .
education needs and practices. It consists of 4 sectionms,

namely:

which requests some personal data;

N Sec;ionll

which is concerned with the IMPORTANCE and

Section 2
. ‘ DIFFICULTY of some teaching TASKS; -

which deals with ‘the identification of
in-service OPPORTUNITIES and PREFERENCES;

* Section 3

. Section &

which focuses on teachers' PREFERENCES on
Some - 1n-serv1ce educatlon practices. -

Definition

For the purpose of this study, in-service education

~’U

refers to any organlsed learnlng act1v1ty for practlslng

vteachers spe01f1cally de51gned to help them malntaln or

1mprOVe their professional competence.

‘General Instruction ) | ¢

1. Please answer the questlons in all the sections.
2. On complétion put the questionnaire in the envelope ®

provided and seal 1t. The researcher will collect
rn~ it from you. . .

Please be frank in your responses with the assurance

that individual responses are strictly CONFIDENTIAL.

To insure your anonimity and privacy it is NOT necessary

to write your name on this questionnaire.

¥

(over)



SECTION 1:+ PERSONAL DATA

v

Directions

®

.Please place a check mark (y/) or the appropriate
response in .the spaces provided in the follow1ng
questlons as they apply to you.

1. Level of educatlon or hlghest d_gree held

1. Less than bachelor's degree ( )
2. Bachelor's degree 5 ( )
3. Digloma after bachelor's degree ( ;)
4. Master's degfeé | ( j

5., Doctorate degree . ( )

[

. Eighest 1evel of Teacher Sducation received
" :

1. None , () 7

' : ) >
2. Grade II Teachers' Training ( ) g ’

3. Advanced Teachers' Training ( ) :

4. Bachelor of EZducation, ()

3. Teag;;;;' Union‘Personnel (i ) .

5.. Cther (please specify) °

W

Present Position

1. School Principal (‘ f!'

; &
2. Zonal Education Board Personnel { )

(piease specify)

. y.
(pleazgABpecify)

4. Years of administrative experience ...............

-\n

School location 1. Urban ( ) 2. Rural ( )

g . . n// ' ‘ (over)
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_SECTION 21 IMPORTANCE AND DIFFICULTY OF TEACHING TASKS
| L ‘ ‘ |

Directions

Below' is a 1ist of tisks or responsibilities often

included in the role of the teacher. Please:

1. ,Circle the number that best describes how |
IMPORTANT you feel each_task is for YOUR teachers;

/ : 2. vﬁircle the number that best describes the amount
of DIFFICULTY which you feel your teachers

experience 1n performing each task.

IMPORTANCE DIFFICULTY
. £
5 _ >
g +$ v >
8 g £ 8 5, \'\w/’
B VR < e 3 8 5
p + o g g > 0 W3 _
= + ~ 4 A
+ — - N o 4 ]
& , — o) (3] o ~“ D
S48 fF ¢ A a4
S ‘ g 3 s A o2 o 'P ]
TEACHING TASK NG b A B o W
: : + ol o o g o
. °) ~ o 0 o QO K
OR _RESPONSIBILITY Z n = > Z n =R O
1. Developing and main-
T~ taining knéwledge in-
the subject areg in , . .
which they teach 1 2.3 &4 1 2 3 &4 10,11
: . * ) . ‘ SN
2. Interpreting the syl- . '
Jlabus (curriculum) for ) y o
their subject area 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 412,13
3. Planning and preparing. ' i
. lessons 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 14,15
4. Evaluating and select- | | )
ing teaching materials 1 2 3 4 I 2 3 b [16,17
5. Using various teaching ,\#\\\é\\; N
techniques for instruc- . * T o
tion 1 2 3 4 1" 23 4 18,19
6. . Teaching clgsses of ' ' o
varied abilities 1 2 3 4 T 2 3 4 (20,21
7. Applying recent educa- ’
tional findings in the , ’
classroom ' 12 3 b4 1 2 3. 422,23

(over)



TEACHING TASK
OR RESPONSIBILITY

8. Using feaching aids

9. Constructing, marking,
and interpreting student
examinations

10. Using instruc&ional time
effectively

P
P

11. Evaluating self perfor-
mance ‘

12. Using available profes-
sional literature to
help improve your know-
ledge and competence

?

"13. Communicating effectlvely
with students

14.”Understanding students'
learning problems

15. Motivating students

16. Guiding and counselling
students

17. Dealing with students who
cause a lot of trouble in
school

18. Maintaining good relation-
ship with students

19. Att:nding staff meétings

20. Communicating effectively
’with staff members

e

t

185

(evef)

\ \
IMPORTANCE DIFFICULTY
re) ‘ : o

- R

5 & 2 3 5

£ o) — o £

S oV . o -t

o 8 5 > o L po

o, — + o O

] L e A :

(o] >k 3 U] N “
[ -~ 0 3] o o cc
Q > Q £, e (o) Q ot
a < ¥ E H £ 0
E » o L + ©
H g0 M ; o e '& NP

[ TY) (] E o ] ()] (0]
+ ol o] o g o
(o] - (o) [ V] (o] — 0 S
zZ n = > Z ©n = O |
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 b4 [2@25
1 2" 3 4 1 2 3 k126,27
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4/|28,29

2 3 & 1 2 374|303
1 2 3 4 1 273 B4]3233
r 2 3 b4 1 2 3 &4 34,35
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 L 36,37
‘1 2 3 & 1. 2 3 438,39
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 L 40,41
1 2 3 b 1 2 3 b[s2,43
1 2 3 b 1 2. 3 L|uis
1 2 3 b 1 2 3 L f46,47
1 2.3 b4 1 2 3 L]us,u9
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\
IMPORTANCE _ DIFFICULTY
. x -
T z <
PO >
o) + + 3 >
o bt ~ 0 ¥
+ o 3 o 4 e~
8 o > 0 /St 3
+ o E o £ e 4t (8]
5 5 "8 3 E 33
| £ S S a 2: ce
AT —~ (o] ¢ e o) O e *
| SN -
TEACHING TASK £ 5 % & M
- PR T TR S -
OR RESPONSIBILITY =~ *» A © L o A4 o &
. o 2 Z }8 ;} Z 79] = (]
. ; \ :
21. Working cooperativel ’
with staff members v 1 2 3 4 1 2 f B 4 | 50,51
\'\¢ ’ ’\?*:. }
22. Communicating effectively o “
with school adminis?raé 3 S
tors (e.g. principal and . o '
supervisorsg ; 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 52,53

23. Cooperating with school

administrators (e.g. prin-

cipal and'supefvisor§§ 1 2 3 4
24, Implementing’a‘hew pro- »

gramme in the school 1 2 3 4
. ” . : .
25. Adjusting P changes in

the school or school

system ' 1 2 3 4
26. Other (specify) ---------

e 1 g)-~i N
27. Other (specify) =---ve=-- :

1 2 3 4 Sk, 55

12 3 u. 56,57
1 2 3 "4 | 58,59
60,61

62,63

(over)
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SECTION 31 IN-SERVICE OPPORTUNITIES AND PREFERENCES

Directione s ‘

“Following is a list_of in-service opporwunlties or
activities for helping teachers overcome . thir teaching
difficulties. Please: .

1. Circle the number ‘that reflects the degree of
AVAILABILITY (that is, presente and accessibility)
of each OPPORTUNITY to your teachers from 4
.JanuaryL1932~¢Q?pecember1 1283

2. Circle the number that best reflects the degree o
your PREFERENCE for each OPPORTUNITY for your

1.

2.

3.

~J

[@¢)

teachers.
 AVAILABILITY PREFERENCE
j f | - _ ° ‘ for
, ° g o T t T office
0 ~ o~ 1% v | use
Y Rt B <) L b ¥
—~ (1 I Q [¢)] Q. ce
Q o > r~ ko) Gt 1% Gt
5 — d . < .~ ) o A o 2
~ CHIE RN R SR
‘ , ~— A < P — 1 -4
; - o > v > o P
: 4 o , L > L £ —~
_ . ‘ > v 8 A R © a0
, < g N A a v L S
. » - )L V) o] ] ¥:S) o]
. o ~ £ A T d P ) A O <
' . . [} —~ O 33 u:—‘ .\Q L
IN-SERVICE OPPORTUNITY = @ = grE A= 7
College or university
_courses during the . :
schpol year _ 1 23 4 12 3 2L |5
: T : o ,
College or univérsity , : ‘ N
courses during vacation 1 2 3. 4 1 2 3 'eg 6
“Evening classes -~ - 1 2 3 4 1 2 g' u) 7
. deekend classes ’ 1 2 3 oy 1. é 3, b 8.
Intensive short coufses o ~
(1 or 2 weeks duration) 1 2 3 b 1 2 3 b 9
. One or *two days workshop 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 |10
.- Yearly conferences and ‘ - . -
~conventions 1 2 3 4 12 3 4N
. Special topic seminare 1 2 3 4 12 2 4 12
Internships ’ 1 z 3 4 1 2 "3 o |13 |

\O

‘ . ‘ _ |

e
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(over)

AVAILABILITY PREFERENCE4
o s )
~ o
o @ T R O
— o D T
he No BN —~ Q ~ Q [
o o ~ S 44 &
— © o] : ] o Q
o A > © T R VY
— (B < ~t [V [+}] 0y Q
a > - VR VN A ¥
@ < > o O
—~t —~ > Q. r~
U e ” [\ < G4 ) o >
4] ~ + o T~ + 0~
S P d 5 TR Y
< < vt Ao Looog
o11] Q- o) ol8} ()] o]
oy 3 2F 8 5 g% E
IN-SERVICE QPPORTUNITY. = 2] = o z %) = 0
10. Professional books and.
journals | ) 1 2 3 & 12 3 g4
r1. Consultation with school
- system consultants (e.g. .
department heads and ‘ .
supervising principals 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
12. Other (specify) __ . -
' 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 ‘4
. . . ~ ! v ‘
13. Other (ghecify) !
1 2 3 & 1 2 3 4

14

13
16
14

17



SLCTION Ly PRLFLRLNCLS ON SOME ASPECTS "OF IN-SERVICE
— - EDUGATJON N

Dlrectlon

Please RANK in the order of your PREFERENCE or PRIORTY

the ITEMS 1n each:of the following questlons using 1
(one) as the hlghest rank .
™~ ’ : r - - ;
1. Financ1ng-local in-service programme should be the
respon51b111ty ofs Ca

¢
2/\'\

hl

N (a) __ Local Teachers' Union . -

(b) ____: Zonal Eduéation Board /

(c) ;____ Ministry of Eduéation' oo o

(a) -~ Ihdividualltegcheps N
¥ (e) - Individual‘schoolé *t 1 ) S

", (f) ___ Other (specifyy
. ‘.'. \
2. Planning ; and érganlslng " local 1n—serv1ce proérammes

should be the responsibility of: . o <

(a) . Local Teachers' Union

(b)’_____~ZonalaEducatién Board

(c) | Ministry of Educatlon

(a) Uan%fSltles and Teacher Tralnlng Colleges

(e) . Teachers themselves
(f) Individual schools - '//
(g) Other (specify) '

Bl In-service sessions should be held during:
(2) ____ School hours
. (b) Zvening hours
(c) Neekends |
- . L

(d) Yécation periods

(e) Other (specffy)

28
29
; 30.

35.

24
25

26
L27

31

33

I



L. In-service courses should be taught‘through:

(a) Formal- lectures w1th opportunlty for
' oo ‘qdestlons .
(b) Semlnars with opportunlty for questlons'
and d1$cu551ons. . -

-«

(c) Workshops with practlce in sxmulated
or, ¢lassroom setting

(d) - . Special radio or television programme
"~ for teachers : o

R 7
P

(e) Other (specify)

5. Teachers should be motlxated to partlclpaté in 1n-
serV1ce aet1v1t1es by ¢ ,

ccC

36

37

) 58A1.

39

; 4O

"““(a) ——*}ﬁve%v1ag~meﬁe‘teachers 1n~nlann1np -

1n-serv1cefactlv1t1es 51
(b) Offerlng in-service courses that lead to ’
higher quallflcatlon or,promotlon ' b2
4
(c) Paying ‘teachers extra salary fpr attending
" in-service activities that last longer than
regular school hours { 43
(d)' ~+ Not requlrlng teachers to pay for in- o
~  service programmes - ° \ b
(e) S Offering in-service activities that have ;
direct application to the classroom 45
: » | o , .
f Other (specif ' C
(f) / (PY) 46

l i

Please add comments, if you Wish.‘oh%the bebk of

this questionnaire. o

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION.

!
b

» %

190
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¥  TEACHER IN-SERVICE NEEDS AND PREFERENCES

TEACHER AND ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW GUIDE
(To be said to the interviewee)
' .

This interview is a follow-up to the questionnairé on

teachers' in-service needs and preferences which you comple-

ted recently. May I' agsure you that your responses will
remain ahonymous and confidential. |

The questions arevgrouped under two sections. The
first section seekqwcontexteal iﬁformétion. while'the secénd\
section asks for elaboration on’ your reéponses té section 4

of the questionnaireQ
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~

"SECTION 1. CONTEXTUAL INFORMATION

L)
e

What kind. of educational preparation do teachers and
administrators in Aba school system have?

Generally spéaking, what are the current in-service
teacher education practices of Aba school system?

D r
In brief, how will you describe the social condition of
Aba school.system community with regard to teacher train-

ing institutions, transportation, communication and
teachers' socio-economic status?




, : A ) s
| . s
"

SECTION 2: ELABORATION 'ON RESPONSES TO
SECTION\\L& OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE N
\
\

Please elaborate briefly on your responses to each of the

5 issues on Section 4 of the questionnaire (indicate each
issue and the responses):

1. Responsibility for financing local in-service programme

v2l Responéibility for planni
service programme:

‘ , LI

ng and organising local in-

—

-
A

3. Timing of in-service sessions:

193



¢ [

L, In-serine delivery methods:

\

Lo
Oy »

& N
5. Incentives for teachefs' participatibn in in-se}Vice
‘activities: - :

A\
N

' 6. Do"you have any other comments or questions on the in-
service needs of teachers and the ways and means of
meetitig the needs?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION

o
“%

194
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University of Alberta : Department of Educational Administration

. @ . Edmonton , Faculty of Education 196

i

Canada T6G 2GS '! 7-104 Education Building North, Telephone (403) 432-5241

o*

June 28, 1983 ,

-

The Chairman

Zonal Education Board - ;

Aba ' -

Sir _ _

I am a doctoral student in the Department of Educational

Administration at the University of Alberta and my disserta-
. /

tion research is in the field of in-service needs and

,prefgrences of secondary‘séthl teachers. To conduct this

study, I need the assistance of the following peréons in

your school system in filling the questionnaires:
) t

About 120 teachers and 12 principals splected from 12
- secondary schools o . ‘

Zonal office personnel involved in providing in-service
activities for secondary school teachers. /

I am, therefore, seeking your permission to distribute these
dueStionnaires in your school system any time between

November 1983 and February 1984
o :

Thank you for.your cooperation

"Yours truly /

~Chiemela Nwa. Ikonne



197

A IMO STATE GOVERNMENT

Telegrams : 3 -

Telephone: ENDCRION XTI MENBOMK X
- Zonal . Education Board,
' -PQX\:.BO 7208, Aba.
Your Ref..oooovcciiien L1

PR XX BN R X

owr Re. IM/ZEB/A.69/204

. lal

(All replies to be addrcs;cd 1o the Chairman) R AN

Mr. Chiemela Nwa Ikonne,
Department of Educational Administration,
Faculty of Education,’ ‘
University of Alberta,

7-10% Education North,

Edemonton, ¢

ALBERTA, : -
Canada.

PERMISSION TO DISTRIBUTE
RESEARCH MATERTALS

\I wish to refer to your letter.o 28th June, 1983
in which you reqguested the permission to'distribute
Research Questionaires among about 120 teachers and
12 Principals selected from 12 secondary schools within
Aba Zone sometime between November, 1983 and February,
1984, You also indicated that the research prograd%e
involves in-service activities for secondary school
teachers. _ 1

2. The permiésion for which you requeéted is hereby

given as i% is one of the responsibilities of the Board
to enhance education within its territory. '

H

J. on%

‘ ‘ CHAIRMMN
: ZONAL EDUCATION BOARD.

~
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b pEPARTMVENT OF | |

watad ECUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

e \2 EACULTY OF EDUCATION '

:

e THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA }

26th January, 1934

The Ckairvan.
Zgnal Zducation Zoard,
'X‘bac ’

Sir,

¥ This'is to acknowledge the rece;pt of your 1etter pe‘nlt—
ting me to distribute rqgearch materials in selected secondary
schools within Aba Zone. -I wish to inform you that I will te
dlstrl uting the said materials durlng the months of Tebruary
and arch, 198& ‘

Durtner. orincipals and tea ﬂers from the following schools
w1ll be involved in the study: ;

‘\u*’

1. Jdilcox Nemdrial Sec. 3¢ 11, Ovom Girls High School
2. GirrT™ Neh School, Ab 12, Henu Sec. School
3. ilvosi Hidg 3ch., U'kpeyi 13. Onicha Ngwa 3ec. School

i, lneise Sec. 3chool 14, Alaukwu Sec. 3chool
5. 0vuokwu/Oroba Sec.- 3ch. 15. ligwa High Scﬁ.f Abayi ¥
' ’ . f
' 4, OQkporo Ahaba 3Jec. 3ch. .16. Akanu ligwa Sec. Sch.
7. <Community Jec. S5ch, Nbawsi 17. Mational Sec. 3ch, Azumin
3. ‘Amapu iitigha Jec. Sch. = 1S, " Girls Sec. 3ch, Ikxwueke
9. Girls Sec..Sch. Itungwa- 19. Asa Xigh school
nItukpa o o
10. lNdiakata 3ec. 5chool ~ 20. Obokwe 3ec. School

I am requestlnp that the educators in the above schools
be notified of my in*ention to visit their schools and to
have them complete questionnaires for the research. ‘

Thank you for you? cooperatio.i.
Sincerely yours,

Chiiemela iiwa. Ikonne

*U

n.J. Student)

- 7-104, EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA. CANADA  T8G 2G5  TELEPHONE (403) 427 .894 1
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IMOSTATEGOVERNMENT
ZONAL EDUCATION BOFRu

Telcgrams: 3 E o R
Telephone: - ; \«

XXM L 2B X OO 7208, REA,
Your Ref............cccovvveeennn. !
OUE Reforiveeciiiiiiiinnninns o 5th March 9 84

(Al replies to be addressed to the Chairman)

The Principal,

&z 1. Widcox Memorial Comptrehensive bec. Sch
26 Girls High School, Aba
3. Nvosi High Schnol Umukpeyi-
4, Nneise Secondary School
5 Ovuokwu/Umoba Secondary School
6. Okporo-Ahaba Sec. School _
7.. - Community Secondary School, Nbawsi.
Be Amapu Ntigh& Seconoary School
9.  Girls Sec. bchool Itunguwa/Itukpe
10, Ndiakata Sec. School.
11. - Ovom Girls High Scnool s
1¢." Nenu Secondary School
13.  Onicha lgwa Sec. Schaool ‘ ‘ o

14, Alaukwu Sec. School

15.  Ngwa High Schogl, Abayi

16.  Akanu Ngwa Secaondary Schosl

17. National Secondary School, Azumini
18. Girls secondary School Tkuueke

19. Obokwe Secondary School _

20. Asa High School.

'é\ X N
) B

Mr. Chiemela N, Ikonne - Permission

to Distribute Hesearch Materials- .

Clearance is given to the above named'research student
to visit your school to obtain necessary data required tor
his research project.

Please co-pperate with him.

@l

(E.F. Uko)
Chier Education @Pficer (SM)
Zonal Education Soerd, '
Aoa. (W
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TELEPHONE: (613) 238-3633; 238-3534

'NIGERIAN UNIVERSITIES OFFICE

CABLE: ‘NIGUNOFF', OTTAWA 150 KENT ST., SUITE 702
TELEX:  053-3513 OTTAWA, ONTARIO K1P 5pP4 g
CANADA
l\
YOUR REF: - - - _‘ 19 JU],Y, 1983
OUR R"' \\;\
A\
Y
AN
o ’ ‘ R
. . , ]
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: P

, This is to certify that a study on teachek inservice needs
in Nigeria is relevant to the current educational needs of Nigeria.
The entire educational system of the country during the last decade, .
from the primary to the University levels, has undergone and is still
undergoing tremendous expansion. As a result, many questions have
been raised that require fundamental examination in order to co-
ordinate the various activities in the field and produce a well
streamlined system. Any funds or efforts expended on research work

- in this direction represents a judicious investment in the future
of the peoples of these .developing gpuntries. It is with this in .
mind that I hope that you would be able to support both financially
and morally the endeavours of Mr. C.N. Ikonne in this-direction. .

Yours truly,

E.jgzzékqi (A

pan
Acting Direétor
EJA/pj



