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INTROLDUCTION

In the interest of every person related directly or
indireetly to the school, the teacher, whether in the kinder-
gerten, elcmentary grades, high school or college, should not
be Bubjected to an excessive teaching load., Effleiency,
accuracy and ease of any task are zreatly affected by con-
tinuous performance. Industry has taken this fact into con-
sideration by establishing the eight hour day wherein one
can perform tasks wlith much greater skilll due to the lack of
rfatigue. Educational men should reallize that they, in the
interest of themselves, the school, snd all, should standard-
ize the teaching load end theredb; achieve an efficiency
supported by methods of business. These methods are but the
application of the same practical psychclogy tauzght in
schools but not always applled by teachers.

Many people view the teaching profession as a Job, be-~
gloning at nine o'clock in the morning, ceasing for an
absolute hour at noon, and then continuing until four otelock
in the afternoon. Then 1t suddenly comes to an end for the
day. Sumarized, "the teacher has an easy Jjob, merely a six
hour day for five days a weck™ while others sweat and toll
for at least 48 hours a week. Anyone who adopts such a

superficlal attitude and regards the other person's Jjob as

"eaay"™ should have some basls for understanding. Such an
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attitude ssrves as an additional reason for this study.

For the past seven ycars the teachinz profession has
been battling againat depression, Wages have fallen, mater-
lels and equipment are only partially available, tax returns
are smealler because of reduced property veluatlon, meny
schools are overcrowded, and the teachling load of the high
schocl teacher secems to be increasing. Studies have been
mede on various phesescf the first four of these problems
but the subjeet of the teachinzg load has heretofore not been
investigzated in Montana., This study should be of some value
to administrators, school boards, teschers, and patrons who
are intsrested in ixproving the schools and equalizing the

teaching burden.
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CHAPTLR 1.
THZ PROBLEM CF THiE HIGH SCHOOL TZACHING LOAD

¥hy the Problem was Selected. At the time of the select-
ion of the subjeet, the author's teaching load consisted of
five classes per day averaging between 20 and 30 puplls each
for five days & weeck. In addition to this there was at least
one reguler assembly period per day. Other duties included
coaching basket ball, football, basedball, track, and boxing.
This enumeration does not ineclude everything. During spare
time, the wrlter began to reflect, usually late at night,
conecerning the situation. This reflection constitutes cne
reason for the cholece of this problem. Thias interest in the
teaching load has grown because 1t fits well into the field
of administrative work.

A second reason for the selection of thlis prodblem was to
clear up the misunderstandinz regarding the length of the
teacher's working day. The final reason for the choice of
this study was to increase the intersst of administrators in
a vitel problem that has been neglected by many of them.

The Purposes of thls Study. The major purpose of this

study is to give those interssted a foundation for an under-
standing of the average teaching load. This will be done by
establishing obJjective averages and eanslyzing constituent

factors of the load., This anslysis of factors has been made

to find standards for class periods tauzht per week, duplicate
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4.

preparations, number of pupils in classes per week, perliod
length practices, number of classes taught, subject combin-
ations, different subjects taught, and time spent in co-
operations. The types of cooperations are: study hall
supervision, teachers! meetings, community activities,
correction of papers, preparation for class periods, hall
duty, physiocal sducation classss, coaching asthletles, drama-
tlcs, adninistrative work, extra cuwrricular musie, and supsr-
vislon of student aciivities.

Other parts of this study will deal with the folliowing:

(a) fastors wihlch those answering the questionnaire felt to
be the cause of a heavy teachlas load; (b) enswers to the
question asked es to whether the teachlng load was heavier
during the year 1934-1935 than it was the previous year;
{e) a compariscn of the large eand small school; (d) the sex
of teachere reporting; (e) subjeot coefficlents of difficul-
ty; (f) a comparison of the teaching loads of men ané women;
end (g) subject combinations,

OCne chapter of this thesis 1s devoted to a cauparison
of the results with those of other studies. The final chap-
ter contalns a discussion of the need for studylng the teach-
ing load, the formula which may be used, a description of

the average teacher, and suggestlons for reducinzg the teach-

ing load in the face of existing condlitions.
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5.

The Definition of the Teaching Load. The teaching load
is defined as a series of units each of which is equivalent
to the teaching of a class, which requires preparation for
one period of 45 minutes, in which there are 20 purils. It
1s assumed that the teaching load is not too abstract a
t:ing to be measured but ocan be ineasured as surcly as dis-
tance.

o The measuring unit and consequently the foundation for
this study will be the fornula of Harl C. Douglass.l This
foriaula will now be explained,

The Formula® snd its Zxplenation.

TL ¢ (C? « 2. « = (NP - 2DCP PC PL - B5
(CP - Zogp. - NP - 20CP) A RQ). (2L 2.59)

TL, as previocusly explained, 1s furnished 1in units each
of which is thecretically equivalent to teaching one period,
a ¢lass which requires preparation, in wiich there are 20
pupils and which meets for 45 minutes. It can be placed on
a per dey basis by dilviding by five.

CP reprecsents the number of class p:=riods per week.

For double perlod classes count each half as one perlod,

1. Harl C. Douglass, Orgenizatiocn and Adninlstretion of
Secondsry Schools,” Ginn end Co. Boston 1902, P 115e

2. Douglass, on. eit. p. 115,
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(e.g., a class in biology having two laboratory periods
beslides the five regular recitation periods would count as
7CP). The additional teachlr load resulting from large
classes 18, "expressed in terms of the teachinz load incl-
dental to one section of normal size by countlns: esch 100
puplls met daily, in excess of a normal load of 20 pupils
per section, as equal to the load resultinsy from teaching
one sectlion of normal size. For example, of two lnstructors,
one teaching five sectlons a day averazling 42 pupils each
and the other teaching five sections avaraglng 22 puplls
each, the former 1s assigned a load greater than that of

the latter by one dally sectlion requiirlng prepsration:

1050 « 500 - 550 « 500 S class p.ricis a weak.“s
—100 .

Dup., as 1t impllies, represents the number of class
periods spent 1ln qpe clasgsroom teaching classes for which
the preparation is very similer or duplicates that for some
other section. Three classes of English I would then in-
clude two duplicate preparsations. In duplicate preparation
the amount of work for the second, third or more sections is
considered as beinz reduced 2C% 1f the preparation 1s the
same for all., This then assumes thsat the second preparation

requires four-fifths times as muchkh as the original class,

3. Douglass, op. cit., p. 117.
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NP is the number of pupils in classes per we:k. =ach
double period should count as two periods. The second half
of the double period should be listed as one period of du-
Plicate preparation in Dup. The number of pupils should be
counted for each half of a double period. (e.g., a bilology
clasas of 20 students meeting five times a weck for recita-
tion and twice a week for laeboratory would count as 140
pupils per weck),

PC represents the number of periods spent per week in
such cooperations as study hall, supervision of student
activities, community aoctivities, teachers' meetings, admin-
istrative or supervisory work, physiocal education, extra-
curricular music, preparation for class periods end correction
of papers. Two periods spent in cooperations are counted
as the equivalent of teaching one normal class for one day,

PL is equivalent to the gross length in minutes of class
periods. "Increasing the length of the class period by ten
minutes would ilnorease the class load by one-tenth, twenty
minutes, by one-fifth, etc."*

Factors not lieasured in this Study. Several other fac-

tors which might be included in measurinz the load are sug-
gested in other studlies on this subject. It is doubtful

Just what procedure one would use in measuring such itens

4. Douglass, op. eit., pp. 115-118.
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5

a8 class personality or teacher ability. Douglass™ sugzests

tractibility, range of individual differences in ability of
the pupils, eto., but he suggests no way of handling them.
Age and maturity of puplls 1s a factor which is seldom teken
into consideration. Just how they could be handled in ad-
Justing the teaching load of the high schools studies is a
question which could meet with a variety of snswers. Be-
cause of their intangidbility, and also becauss such factors
are Aifficult to measure, they are not included in this study.
Formulae Used in Other Studies. Brown and Fritzmeier®
have a formula by which they c¢ompute a unit called the sub-
Jeet load: namely, subjeect welght times length of the period
in hours, times the number of puplls. They add the total
relative subject load per subject, and then add to the loads
the respective percentage of incerecased difficulty caused by
the number of separate teaching fields. This formula in-
volves a consideradbly greater amount of arithmetic and when
the conclusion is reached you have an abstract sum called
the sudbject load. The figures In such studles, too, would

be so large as to be cumdberscme 1in practical usage. Such

5. Douglass, op. eit., p. 115.

6. L. Ho Fritzmeier and Z, J. Brown, "Some Factors in leas-
uring the Teacher's Load™ Iducational Adrninistration
end Supervision, {Januery 1931) AVil, pp. 64-70,
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studies as Baer,7 Davis® end Anderson® enumerate factors
similer to those used by Brown and Fritzmeler. The formu-
lae of these studies were discaerded because they were neither
as comprehensive nor as yractiocal as the Douglass formula.

Bulldins the Questionnairs. Using Douglass' formula

previously mentioned, a questionnaire* was made. This
questionnaire was not original as many friends and adviscrs
contributed theilr ideas. The completed introductory letter,
and the questionnaire were sent to my advisor, Dr. Freeman
Daughters, for criticism. Fellow faculty members tried out
the questlionnalre and after revision 1t was ready for mell-
ing.

Seope of the Study. Three hundred and fifty questlion-
nalres wers sent to all high school teachers in 65 Montana
high schools, It was hoped that these with careful planning
would dbring in the 200 completed guestionnalires set az the
original goel for this study. The returns included answers

7. Joseph A. Basr, "Teaching Loads in Junior sasud Senior High
Schools in Largest Cities™ Xducational Rescarch Bulletin
of Ohio State University {Feb. 16, 1927) VOlLe VI Dhe 70=75.

8¢ Cs O. Davis, "Size of the Teaching Load in the High Schools
accredited by the North Central Assoclation” SchoolReview,
(June, 1923) Vol. XXXI, ppe 67~70,

9. £. W. Anderson, "The Teaching Load of the Beglnner in High
School™ Educational Research Bulletin of Ohio State Univ-
ersity, {Oct. 3, 1928) Vol. VIil, pp. 280=-221, 291-292.

*See page
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10,

fror 33 different high schools. The complete staff in 30
schools answered. This information has come from 168
teachers. An ettempt was uede to select representative
schools, The map between pages 11 and 12 indlcates the
high schools partieipating. At the same time 1t was planned
to include as many superintendents and prinecipals as possli-
ble who wers acqualntences of the author. I[lany ¢f these
acquaintances did not send back the gquestionnaires and the
return from the othsr schools was aprroximately the same as
from them,

Letters sent to the principal or superintendent of each
school®* pointed out how he could handle the subject in a
regular teachers' meeting, thereby benefitting both himself
and the teachers, It was thousht that a higher percentage
of return could be sescursed, Several principals manifested
their interest by furnishing additionsl information aend
making comnents** on the subjeet. The letter to the prin-
cipals explained in detall the more difficult points of the
quastionnaire. It mlso asked the recipient to be sure to
note that the study was to be mads on a per week dbasis.

Every effort was made to make the questionnaire as
objective'and easily answered as possible. The only subject-

ive and variable factor entering into the estimate of the

*See sample letter p.

**¥sSee appendlx pp.
*See questionnaire on page .
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teachinz load was the estiretion of cooperaticns by teachers.
This naterial concerning cocperations vas unavailable execspt
frc: the teachers themselves.,

An introductory letter* presented the study to the
teachers and erumerated its purposes. Only the questionnaire
sheet was to Ye returned. Follows-up cards were sent to at
least ten schools but with little result.

The datz thus recelved were tabulated and classified
under the heading suggested in the guestionnaire, The find-
ings will be discussed end compaered in Chepter IIXI of this
gtudy.,

*See sample letter of introduction to teacher on page .
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CEAPTER IX
STULIZES COF THI TIACHING LOAD

ZTarly Stufies., By glancing back to 1917, we cen cee
the prodblem of the teachiggfgi 1ts growth and trace it
through representatlivs studies to the »nrescent tinme., The
United States Office of Sducstion!® in its annual report in
1917-18 reported that the averece teach . ng load in all city
schocls was 385,6. This figure was derived by dividinz the
nuuber of pupils by the number of teachers.

Davisll says that in 1917 over fourteen percent of the
schools had a ratic of teachers to pupils of one to fifteen
or fewer; forty percent had a ratio of one to twanty; thirty-
slx percent had a ratio of one to twenty to twenty-five;
soven and elzht-tenths percent hed a ratio of from one to

twentyeslx to thirty; while .76 pcrcent had a ratio of _.ore

than one to thirty.
In 1918, Blisala reported the averags teachinz load in

twoenty~two 21tles as 32.4 puplls; for higch school tszachers

10. E. T. Poeterson, "Teaching Load" in Review of Iducstion-
al Research Vol. I, pp. 92-98 (April 1831).,

11, Calvin O, Davis, "Our Secondary Schools”™ North Central
: Assoc!atlon Bulletin, 1925. pp. 25, 28, 38«39,

12, Peterson, on. cit., p. 93,
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13.

the median was twenty. He reported frcm a study in Kansas
the following safety zones in numbers: Latin 14-~19,
history 17-23, sclence 16-22, comuecrelsl sudjects 15-23,
mathematica 18«24, etc. How he derlved these ctandards was
not given. Babson}® reported ranges of "tescher load”" per
day for various subjects in whiech the numbers rangsd from
65 to 160 pupils per day and 25 to 40 classes per week.
These were standards followed at that time by the principals
in Los Angeles, California.

Teacher Load Survey in 136 Schogls}* In the spring of

1922, a committee from the faculty of the Polytechniec high
school of San Francisco, Cellifornia, mads & survey of 136
high schools. They found that the average number of pupils
par weck was about 600, and the average length of reriods
vee 45 minutes, 1In eddition to tiis they studlied the number
enrolled ir the high school, the number of teachesrs &nd
clerks and the length of tke school year. These, they
averaged and called the teaching lced.,

Davls,ls from his study in 1928 of 1571 rublic schools,

found thet less than one percent of the scadezilc teachers

13. PFeterson, op. clt., p. ©4.

14, United States Tepartment of the Inerior, Dur-au of EZdu-
cation, "Teaching Load 1n 138 City Schools™ City Schcol
lLeeflet, No. 9, Vsshinston, Le Ce Frinting Cffice (1923)

15, Davis, op. cit., pp. 28, 38-39..
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are violating the ﬂorth Central Associations standards for
accrediting, regardinz the number of classes to be taught.
Twenty-seven and six-tenths perocent were teaching fewer than
five classes dally end 53.,6% were teachinz exactly flve
classes a day. Montana was one of the few states not violat-
ing the standards of the Association regarding the number of
classes to be taught by one tsacher. The stendard of 160
pupils per teacher per day, in classes was set by the asso-
ciation. It was found that 88.1% of the teachers taught
fewer than 150 pupils deily. In both classes and number of
pupils dalily, men had lighter teaching loads than women.
The assoclation made no absolute prescription respecting
the sige of classes. It has been held, however, that classes
nunbering over thirty ere dangerously near the maximum line,
In comparison with these recom:endations, he found that 26.4%
of all acedemic classes enroll under 20 puplils; 324 enroll
from 20 to 25 puplls; 30,9% enroll from 26 to 30 pupils;
10.6% enroll in excess of 30 pupils. The 4ifferences in the
loads of men and women were not noticeable, Hls study of
the amount of time spent br prinecipals in supervislon showed
that the time varied from 30 minutes daily to over 120 min-
utes dally.

In 1927, Diam.ond16 reported a study of Industrial Arts

t-achers in Nichlganj computing in clock hours he found the

16. Peterson, 9op. cit., p. 94,
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medisn was 25.7. Class size varlied from 17 pupils to more
than 53 pupils. Prinoipals, asked the size of ldeal classes,
varied from 25 to 40 in thelr answers,

In 1926, Lewlal? by the use of questlonnalres sent to
270 superintendents in Michigan found the medien class size
for grades seven, elight and nlne was 32.8, and for the three
remaining years of high school 32.8. Thls study was based
on the opinions of the superintendents reporting.

In 1929, Walker and Lasli.t.tl8 reported the distribution
of the working time of three teschers in a small high school
t0 be an average of elght hours and forty-five minutes per
day in striectly school work and two hours and forty-eight
minutes per day in extra-curricular éctivities.

In 1920, as the result of an investigation by Cook}9
the North Central Assoclation for accrediting schools and
colleges recommended median clas: slze of from 23 for large
schools to 19-24 for the smaller groups of the apnroved
schools,

In 1930, Huddlesonao found that teachers of Linnesota
approved small classes although he felt that their attitude

17. Peterson, 9op. cit., p. 93.
18. Ibid., p. 95.
19. Ibvid., p. 95.
20, Ibvid., p. 96.
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toward lerge classes was largely personal. Lator he and
eGuire found that for ell classes the large classes led on
every measure of achlevement,.

In 1930, Tritt?l conducted a subJecetive study and es~
tablished difficulty coefficlients based on the opinions of
ninety-one rfaculty members 1n Belmont High School, lLos
Angeles, This plan has been improved and 1s well recognized

at this time,

22 carrlied on a study at the Teachers!

In 1927, Lecliullen
College of Columbia University of the service load of teach-
or tralning institutions. His conclusions are of intercst
by way of comperison. He szald that, (8) the total service
load should be c¢onsl dered and made es equal as possible 1in
assigning work to full«time teachers, (b) the practice of
stating class hours per week should be continued, (c¢) the
variation 4in the service load is enormous, and (&) the
hours expended iln dally preparation show a wide range.

Of speclfic intercst, beceuse they present a better

sampling of closely rsleted studles are the following sum-

meries. They represcnt a bullding-up of the idea of the

2l. Tritt, W. W. and Keys, K. M., "Estimating Teaching lLoads
by Lieans of Sub ject Coefflcients™ The Natlion's Schools
Vol. V. (April 1$30) pr. 61-65,

22, Peterson, op. glt., p. 96.
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teaching load which 18 nearer to that of H. R. Douglass.
Soms of them vary grecatly, but the general tendency 1s
toward a nmore comprehensive view.

Davis.25 in 1923, in :is study of schools of the North
Central Assoociation sntitled "The Size of Classes and the
Teaching Load™, says that there 1s no connection between
size of cless and efficiency of instruction as measured by
pupils' grades. Using gredes as the only standard limits
the value of this conclusion. H® also concluded that teach-
ers prefer mjddls-sized classes and sald that the North Cen-
tral Association was not Justified in limiting class size
to thirty puplls.

According to him, the most important detecrminants of
the teaching load ares "1. the personallty of the cless,
2. nunber of different mweparations dally, 3. number of
classes taught dally, 4. the amount of clerlecl work con-
nected with the tsachlng process, 5. extra-curricular and
extra-cless room duties, 6. social &and civic denands.™ He
sald thet the teaching load should be adjusted on as scien-
tific a basis as possidble but with reference elways to the
abllity of the individuel to carry the burden. Davis's
Echedule of a Teaching Day based on rnils reports 18 included
in Chapter VII of this study. He concluded finally that

23. Ce. 0. Daﬂs. 22. Qito’ pp. 412""429.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



i8.

promotions shoald be based on the size and importence of the
teaching load.

In Baer's®* 1927 "Study of the Teaching Loads in Junior
and Senlor High Schools in the Largest Ohlio Citiea™, he uses
as hia premise the pupil~clock~hour. The number of puplls
in a class times the number of recltations per waek times
the length of the ¢lass pariod divided by sixty, glves the
number of pupvil clock hours. The sum of the pupll-clock-
hours for all classes carried by the teacher 1ls that teach-
er's total pupil-clock~houras. An effort was made to include
only full time teachers in order to securs accuracy. The
range 1s from 200 to 1250 pupil~clock-hours with a median
of 544 for the men and 506 for the women. On this same
basis the separate subjects are taken and medians are com=
puted for sach., One of his conclusions 1s that persons
teaching muslec end art have the heaviest loads. The author
coneluded thet his study does not tell the whole story. He
has omitted some very important factors in the teaching load.
These aro the amounts of tims requlred for cooperations and
extra-curricular work, such as study halls, esdvlising, com-
munlty activities, music, art, athletics, and the external

work needed on any subjeet suoh as correction of papers,

24. Baer, op. git., pPp. 73-75.
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preparation for class, etc. The llsted ones are but a few
of the unmeasured fectors. The study does shew &n unreason~
able veriation in the unit, the pupil-clock-hour per teacher.

£5 studled the celly

In 1927, Fltzpatrick and Hutson
teaching programs in 69 Pennsylvanie high schools and 29
California high schools. The studles of Wwoocdy and Koos20 in
1919 in the stete of Vashington and the study of the College
of Educetion®? of tke University of Minnesota in 1923 were
elso used for conparisons., They found that the trexmeadous
growth of secondary educationhas resgulted in the establish-
ment of many small high schools, the introduction of nmuny
new subjJscts, and the problem of slngle aubject sssignuents
to teachsers. Overexpansion of the cirriculum end the ten-
dency toward single-subject-tesachers conflict nost in the
srall hizh sochools. This situation results in a lack of
effiolency in subjJeet scholarship, teacking efficlency, and

the effioclency ¢f the small school aystem, IZnphasis in

training teachers should bs upon th2 two or three aubjects

25, .usdward A. Fltzpatrick and Perclval W. lutson, Thz Schol-

arship Teachers in Secondary Schools. New York 1937
vaccion s PDe 3 and Seotion I1i,ppe 6=-02.

26. Le V. Koos and Clifford W“oody, "The Irainlnsz of Teach-
ers in thoe Accredited High Schools of the State of
Yashington" Eighitesnth Year Boor (1919) pp. £15-257.

27. "Iralning of the High School Tsachers of ildnnaesota",
Zducational lMonogsraph No. 3. lkilnneapolis: College of
Educetion, University of kinnesota, (1923)., Not avail~
able in lidbrary.
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thzt they expect to teach. This involves a mastery of sube-
jeets adequate for teaching them in school. Professional
training should bte carefully related to these subject rmajors
and minors.

In ths Kinnesota study, 1t was found that in the snalle
est achocl 504 of the teachers teach four or mors different
subjecte. In the largest schools two-thirds cf the teachers
teach either one or two sutjects. Thore was a 2izstizct mode
at four subjeocts in the smallest (three and four-teachsr)
schools and a distinet mode at two subjeocts ia the cchools
havinz five and six teachers. Californla has more subjsots
per teacher than FPennsylvanla and ilaonesota but shs compen-
sates for the differeance by having fewer small tigh schools,
A study of toeachers according to tho nusber of different
subjects they have taught during their career ravesaled a
renge from one subject to nore than ten. The percentage of
teschers who have taught three subjects varles fron 76 to
82%., For taose who have taught five or more subjccts the
range was from 35 to 45 percents, This irdicates & cheotic
and undesiraedle condlition wiich 1s detrimental to the echol-
arshlp of both teachers end pupils. In the thrae and four
teacher schools there seemed tou te a marked tendesney toward

slx clssses per dsy. Ths teadency in the larzer schocls was
toward a four class day; this incrzsaseé as ths size cf the

school increased.
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4. The analyses of subject combinations reveals practlcslly
no standardization but such a chaotic situation as to
render too difricult the adequate preperation of teachers.

5. In 3 and 4 teacher schcols, all subjects appcar so fre-
quently in coxbination with four or five other subjeots
as to nake it aifficult to see how they can be taught
efficliently.

Thelr recommendations for c¢learing up the situations
discussed are: (1) elimination of the small high school,
(2) formation of definite standards of preparation for teach-
ing subJaotﬁ, (3) traininz teachers to teach not one subject
but at least three, {(4) standardization of subjeect coxbina~
tion, end (5) the rsorganization of small schools on the
six-six plen. ‘

In 1930, Nuttall®? made a study of the "Teaching Load
in the Small High Schools of Utah™ and concluded that tecchw
ers spend between £7.85 hours and 46.75 hours per week at
school work. Teachers in small schools did not spend as
much time on school work or in class rooms as those working
in larger schools. Teachers in small schools had a heavier
study hall and extra~currlcular load than teachers in large
schools. The amount of time spent in the smell schools in

administrative dutles was small and tended to decrease with

29. James A. Nuttall, A Study of the Distribution of the
Teaching Load in the Small High Schools of the State of
Utah. Zmay 1930) .iaster's Thesis, Brigham Young Univ.
Provo, Utah.,
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school size, He gaye no definition of =checol work nor did
he establish any definite averege working time in his study.
He recommended equallization of work, &nd mors definlte
extra-curricular assignanents. He advised that amall high
gchools increasse the elassroonm work of thelr teachers;
many would suggest a decrease. One of his final recom enda-
tions was thatgsurvey be made of study hall supervision and
of what students do in study halls. The latter might prove
rather enlightening to some unobserving teachers,

Ia 1931, Brown and Fritzme:r®? in their study in Kansas
entitled "Some Factors in ieasurinzg the Teaching Loads"™
listed five factors to be considered:

"l. The relative difficulty in teeching different
subjects

2. The number of pupils in class,

3« The number of dlifferent preparations demanded
of the teacher.

4. The numdber of different fields in which the
teacher works.

5. Some recognition of the extra-curricular load.™

They then sutmit the following fornula:

"l. SubJect welght (or aoctivity weight) times
length of period in hours, times the number
of recltations per week, ti es the number of
puplils, equals the subject load.

2. Having the weckly subject load for each
subject add to determine the total weekly
sud ject load.

3. AQd to this total subject load the respective
percentage of increased difficulty as influ-
enced by the nurxber of daily preparations end

30. Brown and Fritzmeier, op. cit., pp. 64-70,
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tLe number of separste teachlng fields.®

While the suthors admitted that thelr plan was subject-
ive and little more than a guess they approzched the formula
chosen for this study. Their conclusion was that the siudy
of the problem by both superintendent and teacher should
£inéd an improved moral tone. In this they should find hearty
agreemoent s

In Crofoot’531 study 1in 1531l of the schools at Bremer-
ton, ¥eshirngton, the average time spent by all, who kept a
record for three weeks, at various times durinz the ycer,
was 48 hours and thirty minutes per weck. The range was
from 48 hours and 23 minutes to 56.53 minutes. Clerical
assistance would be of great help in relieving part of the
overload due to correctlon of papers., The lowest average
length of time spent was equivalent to the workiig day of
& layman snd the median was equivalent to the working day
of eight hours. The estimates are somewhat high as the
average teashing day set by other studles is just over the
eight hour day for a five day week,

32

P. We Hutson wrote concerning "A Neglected Factor in

the Teaching Load™. The neglecoted factor at the time of

3l. Nentha Crofoot, "The Amount of Time Spent 1in Schoolwork
in Terms of Teacher and Pupil Hours" Zducational Admin-~
istration and Supervision, Vol. XVII, pp. 446-452

(September 1931).

32, P. ¥W. Hatson, "A Neglcoctud Factor in the Teachlng Load"
Echool Review Vol. XXIX pp. 192-203 (Larch 1532).
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this study was the class sizej this educeticnal leaders have
recognized. It is now inecluded in all formulas for LLESUTIRG
the teachina load. Hutson enunerates all the factors used

in this study with the exception of cocperations. His study

¢? pupil-recitation-hours, which are about the same as the
number of puplls per weck (MNP) in this study, is of interest.
The range was from 137 to 1,215 and the wredien was 752.5 per
week,

Formulat

Number of pupils met a wsek Total numdber of periodas comprising
Number of times met a week = teachers weekly load -

Total number of periods a week
devoted to this group

Teacher-pupil contact quotient.
Douglass and Saupe.33 in thelr survey in 1935 of "The

Professional Load of the Teachers in the Secondary Schools
of Iowa," used data from the files of the State Department
of Public Instruction and from the replies to questionnaires
sent to principals and superintendents of a selected group
of high schools. They found that teachers in small high
schools taught‘an average of 4.2 perlods more a weck than
the teachers of larger schools. Almost one-fourth of the
teachers in the larger schools taught as many periods as the
teachers in small schools., Teachers in mathematlces and for-
elgn languages were usually assigned five periods per day.

Teachers in small schools have about twlice 28 many subject

33. Harl R. Douglass and Zthel li. Saupe, "The Professional
Load of the Teachers in the Secondary Schools of Iowa"
School Review, Vol. XXXXIII pp. 428-433 (January 1935)
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rreparations. The srmall schoocls spend five veriods per weck
on study hall duty, the large school about three. The large
schools teach meny more puplls rer dey than the small scheol
but beth have & rrecet varlietion for teschers 1n certaln sudb-
Jeet flelda, Difficulty coefficlents were used, namsly:

1.1 for Enslish, scleunce, hlstory snd soc¢lal studics; 0.9 for
ell laboratory subjects, such as household arts, manual arts,
industrial sarts, bvookkeepling, end typewriting; 0.8 for rusic
and phyeslioeal education and 1.0 for ell other subjectz., Teach-
ing loads of lerge schools werc slightly hisher, the medlan
for them being 28.6 &nd the avercge 228.7 while tho small and
medium~-sized schocls hed a medlan of 28,4 and a mean of 23.2.
In the cooperations listed (study hall, livraries, and home
rooms) the small school spent conslderably more time. The
teaching lcads in different flelds do noct vary greatly. The
differences are much less then those in the uprer end lower
quartiles. KNo noteworthy differences were found in the teach~
ing loads of men and women.

It is doubtful whether the time spent in cooperations is
inclusive enough 1n his study. PFrom the study they seen to
have indicated only the in-school pooparations and these
estimates are made by the prinecipals. Ths out-of-school

cooperations require :cuch s® more time than the in-school

ones, This may &ccount for the couslderable varlietions in

the final averages of this study and that of Douglass and
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Saupe.,

In the lMinnesota study, which Douglass mede in coopera-
tion with Qnanbeck34 in 1935, his formula was esgaln used
with the difficulty coefficients, The coefficlents were
practically the same as those previously mentioned in the
study by Douglass and Saupse Cne hundrsd snd twenty-nine
schools were studled, Schocls were dlvided 1ntdrthree class~
es according to size: those of 30 to 74 pupils; thcese of
7S5 to 2003 and those of 200 or more. There wacs & marked
veriation in the average locad, independent of school size.
The upper quartile was 20% greater than the lower quartile
for each group. The range of time spent on cooperations
was .78 to 4.96 units, muochlecsas than the result of the
author's study. lien on the average hed a slightly heavier
teachin: load which weas due to the facl thet they handled
more cooperetions. Teachers in schools not acoredited by
the North Central Assocletion carrled a load grester on the
everaze by seven peréent. Peginnling teechers taught heavier
loads, bvelng specificsaslly ten units more than those who were
exrerienced, Principals of smeller schools hed teaching
duties which are certain to interfere with their sdminis-
trative duties end opp.rtunities. Thirty percent of these

rrincipals had as great a teaching load &3 the aversge

34. gi Quanbac§ and Harl R. vouglass, "Teachlng Loads in
gh Schools™ Nation's Schools, Vol. XV. pp. 37-39
(Feb. 1935) Douglass and Saupe, OD. cit.
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teacher. The everega teschirc 1o2d for ell teschers wsa
about 28,09, and the range was from 1513 to 33.43.

"Ths Teacher's Working Day" by Stuart Dean9® ineludes
a study ir 1936 of 500 public school teachers of Newton,
liagsachuseits. Its purpose war to determine how long they
work dally and what form thelr work tekes. The everace
time spent in cooperations was four hours and fifty-four
mlinutes. The total work day was elght hours and forty-
two minuvtes, The time spent in schecol was seven hours and
thirty-cne minutes, 4Actuml teaching time was thres hours
and forty~eight minutes, or 43.7%; duties reletcd to teach-
ing wes three hours end nineteen rinutes, or Z8.l1%. BRoutine
duties, ete¢., averaged one hour gnd thirty-five minutee, or
18.2%.

The typical teacher's workin: day wes slightly cover
eight hours as tirme spent wes less in elementery schcoole,
Teachers spent between 58%5 end 43% of trelr time 1imp actuel
teaching. The balsnce was srent In such things as nuight be
claselified &8 ron-tesching activities.

W. A, ward®® in "Tigurinz the Tsachker's Load™ used the

38« Ctuart Lean, "Tsachker's Vorking Cey"™ ¥aticn's Schzols
Vol. XVII, p. 41 (April 1936). e —

36, W. A. Ward, "Figuring the Teaching lLoad", Nation's
Schools, Vol. XVII, p. 22 (Lerch 1936),
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following method. "l. Flgure the time per week spent in
classes, study halls, home rooms, and all other duties glven
a definite allotment in schedule. 2. Allow about 20 minutes
dally for each separate lesson preparation for the weck.,

3. Allow three minutes per pupil per class for the week for
greding tests and other written work. 4. Allow reasonable
time for coaching, sponsoring, pupll conferences, and extra-
curricular activities. Find the sum of these four in hours
per week."® Item 3 cares for the difference in class size.
Ward sald that relative subject difficulty could be handled
in items 2 and 3.

Conclusion. These studlies have been isolated from
many37 to show the trend from 1917 when the teaching load
was measured by class size to the present when objective
measurements and formulas including seversal factors are used.
The problem now 18 that of plnning down such factors as
class personality, teacher ability, class maturity or age,
ete, The answer may be found in the realization that the
results of the subjective side of the school can never be

measured with absolute accureey.

37. LEe. Te Peterson, "The Teaching Load"™ in Review of Educa-
tional Research, Vol. IV, pp. 297«300 {June 1934). A
more inciusive suUImMary . ’
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CHAPTER IIX
TABULATICN OF RETURNS FROM THe QUESTIONNAIRZS

The Teaching load of 1638 Tsachers. An analysis of
answers to the gquestionnaire revealed that the teaching
loads of the 168 principals and teechers from 33 schools
veried from 11.79 to 57.8 units®* per weck. Undoubtedly,
the 11.79 units represents a part-time load and the one
on the other extreme a declded overlcad. A glance at the
frequency chart,** whore the loads have been grouped accord-
ing to an interval of five, shows that 71 are between 40
and 45; this is about 45% of the whole group. In spite of
this, the average or mean load for the whole group 1s J9.44.
The median load is 40,69, According: to Chart II on page 33
the iiean Deviation from the Llean, or, ln cther words, the
average deviation from the average teaching load, is 7.30.
This means that at least 57.6% of the loads lie between
39.44 £ 7,20,

Since it mizht be argued that the teaching load of the
prineipals would decrease the average, the total of these
loads was deducted., The new mean was 39,92 Just .55 higher
than the mean which included all of the teachers., The new

medien was approximately 41.45 or less than one unit of

*A class requiring preparstion, in which there ars 20 pupils,
and which lasts for 45 minutes,

**See chart pe. 92
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éirference due to this change., The average deviation from
the medien for 147 full time teachers was found to be 4.47
units, This was not computed on ths basis of a grouping of
loads in rangces {(e. g. 30-34, 35-39, etc.) as the previous
average deviation was, It was found by subtrscting esch
load from the medlen, 39,93, and then totalling these Alff-
erences and dividing by the number of loads. The average
deviation for the teachinz loads of the entire group wsas
computed in the same manner as that for the full time teach-
ers. It was found thet ths average deviation for the 168
loads was 5,08 units, The difference in the avcrage devia-
tions of the two groups would be ,61 units. The conclusion
is that the difference rcsulting from the elimination of
the loads of twenty principals and one part time teacher is
slight.

The medlan load for principals was 36.31, while the
mnean load was 35.,47. Thus both, 1n spite of Ifnadequate
sampling, showsd a considerable downward trend from figures
given for those dolng 4nly teaching. Thlis mergin is large
enough to suppose that from the viewpolint of measurable
factors, the average principal has a lighter load than the
average teacher., If thls i1s not true, the princlpals must

be poor Judges of time spent in cooperations for therein
lies thelr grestest load. e should assume that the 20

administrators were able to make an estimate souewhere nearly
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CHART NO. I.

LOAD TABULATI ON FRLQUENCY
o 167 teachers including 20 principals
- 4
5« 9
10 - 14 / 1
15 - 19 .y 0
20 - 24 5
30 - 54 % bits Tl 1 0
30 - 34 20
5 -~ 59 7’#1 T~ TR T 35
40 - 44 % THH, T4 T4 T T
774 454, 1044 t) FrH 1 71
45 - 49 I T T+ 1777 24
86 - 5% /f/// 4
55 - 59 // 2
60 - 64 0
TOTAL iéa
LOAD TABULATION FREQUNCY
WITHOUT the 20 principals
0 - 4
5« 9
10 -« 14 / ) §
15 - 19 o}
20 - 24 [/ 1
oo = 52 Yy et 1 s
30 - 24 15
35 - 39 T TN TS, TR TR 1/ 32
40 ~ 44 17 AR TR TR, TR THRY TR
IS TS T TR TS 77 67
45 = 49 AN L TN T 17 S
50 - 54 //// 4
55 - 59 [/ 2
60 = 64 0
TOTAL 148
LOAD TABULATICN FRUQUANCY
TLINTY PRINCIPALS
20 - 24 /// 3
25 - 29 /// 3
30 - 34 JSH 5
35 « 329 J// 3
40 ~ 44 THY 5
45 - 49 [/ 1
TOTAL 20
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CHLRT NO. II.
DISTRIBUTION OF THS TZACHING LOADS OF 167 HIGH SCHOOL
TEZACHIRS,.

Minimum load « 11,79
Maximum load - 57.80

Teachers in Teschers in

lerge high amall high All
Load Principals schools. schools. Teachers
70
65
60
55
50 b &
45 b 3 20 24
40 S <8 27 71
35 4 9 22 35
30 5 [+ 20
25 2 3 l 6
20 S S
15
10 h § 1
S
0~ 4
Totals 20 62 86 168
Quartiles (upper) 43.85
Medlien 40 .69
lean 39 44
Range 11.79 = 57.80
Number of Schools 33
Quartile (lower) 36 .16
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CHART NO. I1I.
EZAN OR AVERAGI DEVIATION FRCU TIE MIAN OF THZ TEACHING
LOADS OF 168 TRACIER3 REPREIENTING TUIRTY-TIFRES
EIGH SCHOCLS,

4 D ).41)
68 =
60 -« 0 s] [+
55 « 2 4 48
50 « 4 3 412
45 - 24 2 #48
40 - 71 1 £71
38 =~ 38 0 £139
30 = 20 1 «20
20 « S 3 «18
15 -« O 4 o
10 « 1) .3 -8
s 0 o -52
O=4 0
c = 518
le68 87

MDm _139 £ 52 £ ,518 g:sf;gou £ (.25 £ %) 35

130 £.82 £ 36,98 £ 18,14 4
168

24g°§9° 5 = 1,48 x5 = 7,30 .Dm

Therefore at least 57,86 per cent of the teaching loads
lie between 39.44 £ 7,30,
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eorrect, Of these 20 princlipals, nine taught three classes
per dey, nins teught four, and two taught flve per day.
Therefore, 1t is obvious that, including their woperations,
ten* of these principals had anepproximately average teach-
ing load and should be considered in the group of full time
teachers. It is true, however, thst the elimination of the
Prineipals, who had a low average teachingz load, caused ths
distribution shown in Chart No. I to be more normal and
eliminated a : range . to the left,

There Btill remalns some abnormality on the left slde
of the large group of teaching loads., This 1s evidencedbdby
the fact that the mean or average load is 1l.25 units bslow
that of the medien. The mean for 148 teachers, (eliminating
20 principals) was only .72 below the first median but was
still about the sams distsnce from tﬁe nedian of its own
group. This tendency of : range. toward the left, therefore,
is characteristic of both groups,

The percentile graph, Chart IV, shows this same tenden-
¢y and the spread of the loads is least from the medlan up-
ward. The abnormality of the distribution is due to several
factors., On the left or below the medlen it is caused by
inecluding the prinecipals and the part-time teachers. On the

right or above the medien it 1s caused by the recommendations

and the absolute limitations of the State Board of Education.

*See Chart 1I, paze 33.
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Anothar factor tending to group the teaching load near the
unper limit is the desire for economy ¢n the part cof school
boards.

The percentile zraph lndicatzs that forty percent of
the teaching loads did not exceed the ranze of 35-39; that
75% 414 not excesd the 40-44 renge; 95% did not exceed the
45-50 range, etc. Thlis can be further explasineé by saylng
that if one's teaching load 1s 56.80 urnlts; then only one
pers-n in 100 woulcd have & teachling load as greet ss his.
At the other extreme we find thot less than one person in
every grocup of 200 has a lcad less thean the 15-19 range.

The upper quartile load, 43.85 for the whole group is
G.41 units above the meean and 3.16 above the medlan. The
lower queartile load of IT6.16 is 3.23 points below the mean
and 4,535 below the medlen. This 1s an indication of the
tendency of these loads to cluster. Since 75% ¢o not ex-
cesd 43.85 and 75% do not rfall below 26.18, then 50% of the
teaching loads fsll between 36.16 end 42,88, Thils again
{ndicates that the average is near e polint of accurscy.

Class Poriocds Per feek., Chert No. V shows that ths
medlan number cf class pericds s 29 per week or 8 clacses
per day. The average nurber of classes per wesk 1s 25.10

which shows the rule of having flve classss por doy for

five days a wesk. Including the 15 who have 26 classes per
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week, practically the same as five per dey, there would be
94 of the 167 teachers who have five classes per day. 7Thls
tendency toward five classes may be explained by the limita-
tions on the number of classes taught and the desire of
school boards to economlze by assignrent of the recommended
five subjects per teacher.

Eighteen teachers had at least slx classes per day,
twelve had seven, and seven teachers had eight oclasses per
day. Lliost of the 36 teachers who remain had four classes
per day and of those who had three classes per day, ten were
principals., The fact remains th:-t 129 of the 168 teachers
teach rive or more classes a day and that of these 35 teach
from six to eight classes.”

Can a teacher teaching five classes of forty puplls per
day, havinz sixty or forty-five minute periods, and one
study hall besides her cooperations, do Justice to her pu-
pils, the school, the adminlistrator and herself? Can the
teacher in the smaller school who has six, seven or elght
classes per day, of 20 pupils each, and one study hall
period, beslides her cooperations, do any better? These are
some of the reasons why we have so many disillusioned col-
lege and normal students who, having prepared to teach, find

Jobs unavailasdble. The school is as gullty of causing unem-

Ployment a&s 1s industry.

*A =mmall number of these teachers do same teaching in grades
seven and eight.
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Dunlicate Preparation. Sixty teachers reported an
average of 10.3 duplicate preparations per week or approx-
imately two duplicate clesses per day. Practically all of
these duplicate preparations were in large schools. The
range was from 2 to 25 duplicate perlods per week. One
teacher had five duplicate preparations per day. Teachers
in large schools;usually have two separate prepsrations per
éay and seldom more than three. Teachers 1In small schools
seldom have any duplicate preparation and teach five and
once in a while six different sudbjects. Beslides this,
teachers in small schools usually teach, not in one field
(such as history or English) but in two or three.

A study of the number of different subjects taught by
147 full time teachers reveals that the median number is
four subjeocts, The range as shown in the table delow is
from one to seven subjects., The two modes at three and at

five subjects represents trends in lerge and small high

schools,
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TABLE I.
TH. NULB:R CF LIFFuRENT SUBJLCTS TAUGHI BY 147 FULL TIMZ
TEACILRS

14 teachers taught only 1 subjeect
”

) )
’ *
' 1e " " 2 subjects '
' RO L] L » = n ]
L 26 ” " L 4 " s
] 41 “ ” o 5 L] 4
. 14 " L ” 6 " *
» 6 " L - 7 ” L
L ’

Number of Pupils Per teek. The 167* teachers reporting
had numbers of pupils per week varying from 120 to 1050.
These are extremes which are further sudbstentiated by the
fact that four teachers had less than 200 pupils per weeck and
three had more than a thousand. The medlan nutuber of pupils
was 515 and the mean number was 518.98, or a variation be-
tween the two of only 3.98, approximately four puplls psr
week. The mesn number of pupils in classes per day 1is
103-104 or between 20 end 2) per class. This 1s reasonable
enough as people think of 25 puplls as an average class today.
The upper quartile number was 635 mcaning that 75% of the
teaching loads did not exceed that number of puplls per week.
The lower quartile number was 375, meaning that 75% did not

Tall below that point. The interquartile range, or the

*One teacher in a large school had no classes and his entire
Job was to handle the study hall.
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number of puplls per weeok that 50% of the teaching loads
had, varied within 144 pclints of the mean on the lower side
end 116 above the mean.

The two modes on the distribution chart* can be ex-
plained by the fact that the mean number of puplls per week
was 443.8 and the median number for the large high schools
was 633.,8. The fenﬁency for class =1za to rise rapidly 1s
due to the economles resulting from larger classes In the
smaller high schools. The rapld descent of the ecurve 1s due
to the limitations of the Stats Board of :iducation on class
size and pupils met per day. The percentile graph** shows
that 93.5% of the numbers of pupils per week did not exceed
the 800-899 range and conly 1ll% fell below the 300~400 range.
This extends the claessification to a point dbeyond the quar-
tiles.

The conclusion here is that there is too wide & range
in the number of pupils per week. The large schools violate
on the upper sidec of the distribvution curve and the small
ones on the lower. The answer for the large school 138 more
teachers, and for the small school alternatlon of subjects,
elimination of small classcs, the use of the six~slix plan,
standardization of subject cchblinations, and teacher prepar-

ation in three or more subjects.,

*See chart page 44.
**See graph page 45.
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Iime Spent in Cooperations. According to the report
of 100 teachers, study hall supervision* occupiess an avcragze
of 7.90 perlods per wesk or 1.6 pcriods per dey. One hun-
dred and forty~-flve teachers reported that they spent 6,98
periods per week or 1.25 periods per day in preparatica for
class periods. ZIxtra-curriocular music requires an average
of 8.5 periods per week or 1l.26 periods per day for those
teachers who direct musical activities,

The table below explalns the remainder of the coopera-~

tions reported on by teachers,

TABLZ IX.

v {iloan number for those 4
¢ PIRIODS reporting) '
' COOPIIATIONS PiIR WSEK PSR DAY  T@ACITURS RIPORITING'

+
' Super. of study '
' hall 7.95 l.6= 100 '
* Prep., for classes 8.98 l.4~ 145 '
' Correction of '
* papers 6.47 ) oS- 137 ’
} Muslio=a.c. 8.30 1.26 27 '
t Adminlatrative work 5.69 leld~ 27 '
' Coaching athletics 5.62 1,124 36 '
'Rogular Phys. :2d. !
' Clacs 3.21 . 6447 14 *
! Super. of Student '
' Activity 3.17 634 54 '
* Hall duty 3.18 634 81 '
* Dramatics 2.57 + Sl 30 '
' Cormunity act. 2.12 o424 100 '
' Teachers! meetings .34 064 102 '
] ]

*sSce bar greph on page 47.
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These are listed s perlods per week because, according
to the study,spproximstely half ol the schools included used
the 40 minute period and most of the remaining ones used the
60 rinute period. This weeus that one-half of tue teachers
atudled use 1,10 itimes as wuch time in c¢ooperations as the
other nulf, The number of cuses reporting was given as an
index tu the &ccﬁracy of the estimates. Averaging the hour
and 45 minute period, the 157 teachers spend 4.38 hours per
day and 21.91 hours per weck on cooperatious.

Small Schiool Versus the Largs School.* The msan teach-

ing load for the large high scuwol, represented by 61 teach-
ers, is forty unlts per weck. 7hat of the small high school,
represented by 87 teachers, 1s 40,28 units per weck. Twenty
Principals were excluded from this study in spite of the
fact that eleven of 'ham teach four or niore classes per daye.
All of them ere in charge of smell high schools and they
would lower the small school mean to 39.37. Therefore, con-
sidering atrictly full time teachers, the smuall high school
kas .28 units higher teaching load than the large one. This
1s not ag great a difference as people expect. They over-
‘look the large class factor which normally offseis the de-
¢line in the teaochling load due to duplicate preparation.

Large schools have an average of two duplicate prepasrations

*An analysis of the schools shows that the line can be drawn
at adbout 350 pupils.
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pPer day whilse In small =chools this factor 1s nsgligible.
The number of different subjeets taught by teachers
fo large and small high schools is shown in Table No. IIX.
The large school has a medlan of three different subjects
vith a ranse of frcm one to five. The small schocl has a
medlen of five dlfferent subjects taught psr teacher with
a range of from three to seven.
TABLE IIX.
NUMﬁER OF CIFFERENT SUBJECTS TAUGHT

L t
' Bl TIZACHTIRS IN SMAIL SCHOOLS '
 J T
'6 teachers taught & different subjectas!
14 n " 4 ” ] L
' 39 " L] s ] ”
‘14 " " S L ” '
LAY, " L] 7 ] ” )
L ]
4 - |
' 66 T=ACHEHRS IN LARGS SCHOCLS !
L]  J
14 teachers taught only 1 subject '
'18 " " 2 subjects '
124 " " 3 subjJects '
"10 " " 4 sun jects '
v 2 " ad 5 subjects '

*

A8 to the npumber of clssses per day, both tend toward
the fivs cless averege for the whole zroup. The large high
school assigns five subjests most consistently - the small-
er school from four to seven.

The rean nuubar of pupils per week per teachzr for the

small high school 1s 448.8 while that of the large high
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school 1e 683.8., The number of puplls per teacher 1s much
larger in the large high school. The aversge class size in
the amall high school is 18- puplls per ﬁay for each teacher
while it 18 27« for the larger school.
TABLE IV,
SULMARIZING COMPARISONS OF MEANS OF LARGE AND SMALL SCHOCLS

’ t

¢ SMALL SCHOOL LARGE SCHOOL !
’ $
'Teaching Load 40.28 40, units?®
'Classes = per week 254 254 '
'Duplicate Preparation - per week 2 104 '
'Number of pupils - per week 448.8 683.8 '
'Avarage numbder per class 18- 27~ v
*Cooperations « per week 25.68 20.75 periods?
*Different sudjects taught ) 3 '
] L]

Teachers in large high schools spend 20,75 periods per
week in cooperations while in small schools they spend 25,66,
More of the large schools use the 60 minute period. This
factor increased the load in these schools and offset the
factors causing the teaching load to rise in smaller schools.
There 1s a tendency for factors in each school to offset each
other,

Summary. The mean teaching load for the entire group was
39.44 units, Zliminating 20 principals and one part time
teacher, it was 40,16 uniis.

The average teaching load of 168 teachers was 518.98

pupils per week. Without the prinecipals and one pert time
teacher 1t was 545,64,
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Duplicate preparations averaged epproximately two class-
a8 besldes the original section per day. Sixty teachers re-
ported in this group and duplicate preparations varied from
2 %o 25 per week. These were practically all in large schools.,
Concerning the number of different subjects taught, we rind
the everage to be four per day for the 147 full time tesachers.
The range was from one to seven different subjeots.

The average number of class periodas per week was slight-
1y over 25; or 5 per day. All schools exhibit this tendency
toward 5 classes., The large schools hsve very few deviations
while smell schools veried from three to seven, The average
time spent on cooperations by each teacher was 4.38 hours per
day and 21.91 hours per week,

The small high school has a msan teaching load of 40,28
units per week or 8.05 periods (requiring preparation) of 45
minutes each, and having 20 puplls per day. The lerge high
school has a teachlingz load of 40 units or the equivalent of
eight classes (requiring prepsration} or 45 minutes, and
having 20 puplls per day. These are for straight teaching
and exclude cases such as part time teaching and principal-
ship. Teachers in amall schools spend 4.91 perlods per week
more on cooperations than large schools. As to number of
class periods, the average is 25 per week, Tesachsrs in small
schools have a wlder range. In the field of duplicate pre-

rerations the teacher in the large school has usually two end
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often three, while the teacher in the smsll school has very
few. The average teacher in the small high school teaches
five different subjects, while in the large school she teach-
es three. The range of different subjects taught in the
small high school is from three to seven, while in the large
high school the range is from one to five. Both types tend
toward five classes, the large school 1s more consistent and
the small school has a wide range of varlation, The small
high school has an average of 448.8 puplls per week per tea-
cher, an average of 18- per class, while the large school has
683.8 or an average of 27~ per class, Such deviations or
differences as these present many angles for drawlng conclu-
sions from the results tabulated, The followinz chapter
shall be devoted to that phasa of the study.
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CHAPTER IV
'RELATZD FACTORS

Sex of Teachers Reporting. Of the 168 teachers answer-

inzg the questionnaire, it was found that 74 were women end
94 were men. There is a definite trend toward hiring more
men in these school systems. Whether or not they will go
back to other occupations after the depression is over is a
debatable question. Because men stay longer in school sys-
tems than women, this trond should bring about a greater
stabllity in our school systems., Soclety recognizes its res-
ponsibility for providing Jobs for men. The unemployment in
other industries has caused this shift toward the schools.
Period Length. Eilghty-one teachers reported use of the
45 minute period in the schools where they taught, GSeventy-
nine taught under the 80 minute period. Xight reported use
of a combination of hour and 45 minute periods. There is a
trend in lontena toward the estadlishment of the hour period
because 1t reduces study halls end is in accord with the
theory that most of the students' work should be done at
school, The hour periods sesm %o work best in the supervised
study program. '

Compari son of the Teachins Loads of Men and VWomen. A com=-

parison of 147* full time teachers revealed that the women in

*The 20 principals were not included in this comparison.
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this study had higher teaching loads, Seventy=-four men and
73 women were included in this group. The women had an aver-
ege teaching load of 42,17 units and a median of 42,03, while
the men had an average of 39.99 units and a medien of 41.07.
This indicates that the women had an average of 2.18 units
per week more than the men. The differences between the med-
ians indicated this same tendency although they lessen the
extreme, This is not in harmony with the rindings of pre-
viously mentioned studies, which indlcated that men had a
higher teaching load than women, Since these studlies werse
made in different locelities, this may be due to some environ-
mental factors.

Factors Inoreasin~ the Teachinz lLoad., On ons part of the

questionnaire,* nine factors were listed which were thought

to be causes of a large teaching load, Teachers were asked

to check five of these factors which they thouzht were the
cause of an excessive load, These are not conclusive figures
but they give some indication of the attitudes of teachers.
Sixty-two checked,** "too many delly prepsrations"; sixty-
one, "inadequate rsference books, maps, and equipment"; rifty-
one, "too great a variety of subjectsa"; rifty, "too many

extra~-curricular activities"™; rforty-one, "subjecta taught

*See questionnaire p,
**¥5ee chart No. II, p. 55.
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outside field of preparation®”; and twenty-five, "too many
small classes”, The above have been grouped together because
they are characteristic of small schools. The questionnaires
tended to bear out this fact.

Twenty=-four checked, "classes too large"j fourteen, "last
nminute aessignment of subjects to dbe taught™; and thirteen
checked, "“soclial obligations too excessive", Excessive class
size 1s a characteristioc weakness of large schools that was
chegked often by teachers in them. An interesting comment,
which came from a teacher who taught seven sub Jects, wes that
her load was not heavy and that it Jjust fitted her time, An-
other teacher added unsatisfactory living conditlions to the
1list of factors.

Was Your Teaching loasd Heavier this Year than Last Year?
Of those answering this part of the guestionnaire, seventy-
one sald that the load was not heavier than it had bdeen the
previous year; twenty-nine sald that it had inereased; and

- slxty-eight did not answer. These answers seem to indicate
a tendency toward assignment of the same teaching load from
one year to the next,

Difficulty Coefficients. From the group of 147 teaching

loada mede up of full time teachers, twenty-elght loads were
selected as the basis of this study. Those teaching loads in

fields of equal difficulty requiring the computation of only

one coeffliclent were selected. A larger group than this was
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not taken because many of the others taught in two flelids
hvaing different coefficlients. The others taucht five dif-
ferent subjects meaning that éll three coefficients would of-
ten have to be calculated for one teaching load.

From the results of thls survey 1t is doudbtful if great
unit difference would ocour in a teaching load having subjeots
in three fislds, one coefficient remaining constent, ons de-~
creasing and the other increasing. Such might be the case
when using the d€ifficulty coefficients suggested by Douglaas,38
nanely: English, history, soclal studies, and scicnce l.l;
foreign languages, comercial subjects, and mathematics 1.0;
shop subjects, household arts, musie, and physicel education
8o

Using these diffioulty coefficients, it was found that
the average teaching load was 39,17. This indicates an in-
crease of 1,02 units, or periods of 45 minutes, requiring pre-
paration, for a class of twenty puplls per week, The authority

. Tor these studies on subject coefficlents fs found 1in the
studies of Koos,* Reichard, Browﬁell,39 and Tritt .49 Douglass
combined the resultas of their studies into the difficulty co-
efficients listed above. Differences iIn teaching loads due

38, Quanbeck and Pouglass, op. cilt., p. 37.

*An sttempt was made to seoure Koos' Llasters Thesis but was
unsucocessful,

39. Douglas, op. cit., P. 118 (He gives good summaries of the
Masters Theses of Koos, Relchard, end Brownell.).

40. Tﬁtt’ _92. cit.. Pre. 61‘65.
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to subject coefficients could readily be handled by the regu-
lation of clasa size and cooperations or by clerical assist-
ance in grading papers. The more sensible way of handling
subject difficulty would be by adjusting assignments. The
busy principal would do well to computs one teaching load

and would seldom have time to use three subdbject coafflclents

for each load.
SubJject Combinstions.

TABLE V
TH3 MGS‘I‘ FREQUENT SUBJECT CCOMBINATIONS

|
' SUBJECT FREQUENCY TOTAL
T ]
'English 15 ¢
'?ggence and Mathematics % % W 13 '
"History T THY /7 iz ¢
*Commercial TS THS // 1z ¢
*Selence T A o
'*Mathematiocs THE 1777 9 !
'English and History T 7/ g8
*Inglish and Commercial 7~ 77/ 8
'English and Forelgn Language 774 /// 8
*History and Sclence T4 1/ 7
*Hiatory and Mathematics T 7 6
'History, English, Kathematies 774 / 6 !
*English, For. Lang., Bistory 7/ [/ 6
’ 120 '

In the table adbove, the thirteen most frequently ooccur-
ing subject-combinations of teachers are shown, They repre-

sent 120 of the 168 teachers included in this study. Three

out of four of the sudlect-combinations in these 33 schools
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would bs those listed in this table., There were farty dif-
ferent subjeot combinations. The other 27 may be found by
referring to the table on page of the appendix, This
makes cleer the peed for better regulation of subject-
combinations. A teacher who has subjects in four frields
(e.g+ English, history, mathematics, and sclence) has very

l1ittle chance of buildinz en sdequate scholastic foundation
for teaching.
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CHAPTIR V
WEAKNESSES OF THI3 3TUDY
The Letters and the Questlonnaire. The letter to the

principalé*aimad to secure their support for the study; how-
ever, its length and the suggestions made were parily res-
ponsidble for the poor percentage of return, The aim of the
introductory letter** was to present the appeal to the tea-
chers, to explain the purposes, and to show why their assist-

ance was needed. This letter was too detalled and too long.
Both the above mentioned letters were too objective and for
that reason rfailed in their appeals.

The formula should not have been lncluded in the ques-
tionnairse. IEvidence of the rsesulting confusion is borne out
by the following statemént: ™ he teachers sald they had some
difficulty in agreeing on the terms and method for solving
the formula.” The quastionnai:e falled to provide for a
double check on the figures regarding class size,*** number
of classes per week, and duplicate preparations. Several
authorities were consulted and nowhere was there any intima-
tion of the necessity for double cheockinz. This double
checking should not be 80 obvious as to become monotonous or

impractical.

*See sample letter page .

**#See sample letter page .

***cae questionnaire page .
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Some of the author's explanations of the Douglass for-
mula seemed hazy. That the study was on a per week basls
failed to register in several cases. Every effort was made
to clarify the factors involved in the formula, but a few
falled to understend some of the points. Many d4ld not bother
to check the causes of a heavy teachlinz load. Some, however,
stated that their teaching loads were not heavy and for that
reason they did not check any factors,

Ofrieclal support of the questionnalre was not secured
in advence. A summary of the returns of the study was pro-
mnised and in several cases offers were made to pay for cler-
ioval assistance. People were not made to feel that they were
of a selected group. The questionnalires were mimeographed
and such evidence of large scale production might have af-
fected the returns. The follow-up of the quéaticnnairea was
inadequate and a little more work on that phase might have
yielded results.

The frindings on cooperations in one large school had to
be secured through the principal, a discussion with one fac-
ulty member, and the author?’s knowledge of the system,

The letter to the princlipals, the introductory letters,
and the gquestionnaires gave the intimation that there was a
large asmount of work involved. It is certaln that the author
falled to provide enough postege on a few of the envelopes

enclosed for returninz questionnalres,
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Sampling. The originel intention of this study was to
include the returns from 200 teechers in representative groups.
Questionnaires were sent to approximately 55 schools with
returns coming from 33. They were complets from 30 schools,
vhether the 168 gquestionnalres returned constitute an ade-
quate sanpling is a matter to be Judged by authorities and
by comparisons with other studlies along the sgme line and
under the same condltions. As to arn adequate sampling of
the 33 schools they represent the greatest economic dlver-
elties of this state.

From a practicel viewpoint, this study should bve re-
presentative., The deviations in the teaching lcad are not
80 extreme a8 to expeot that the averaze teachinz load for
any simller group would vary more than =.50 units, The
toundation for this conclusion 1s the fact that the group
of principals, who were repressntative of lower actual
teaching loads, reduced the average only .72 units. The
average deviation of single loads could not be more than
5.08 units. This group of teachers including principals,
part time teechers, and tsachers of seven subjeets (hand-
ling cooperations too) represented the extremes of the
teaching load,

Cooperations. The list of cooperations apparently was
inclusive enough for this study. The fact remains that some
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of this work such as preparation for class periods might
have been done in the study hall. In such a case two of
these cooperations would have been carried on at the same
time.

How accurate are the eatimates of time spent by those
reportinz on each ccoperation? There is a tondency for the
beginning teacher to spend too much time in cooperations
and for the older teacher to spend too little, The tendenoy
of those reporting should bde somewhere near the average.

The teachers themselves should be able to satlisfactorily
extimate cooperations, 1f they are unprejudiced.

Coneclusions. If the questlonnalre and letters wers to
be revised, they could dbe improved by fhe following changes:
make the letters shorter and more subjective; omit the for-
mula and introduction from the questionnaire sheet; explain
the formula in a more concise and definite mannser. Officlal
support should be secured from the superintendent or prin-
cipal before sending out the questionnalre. The guestion-
naires should be tried out with a group of at least 25
teachers. The follow-up work and the whole proceldurs
should be more definitely planned,

These are but a few of the outstanding places where this
study could bde rebullt, While it bears all the earmarks of

a novice, it does enter more sxtensively into the field of

cooperations than any study of its pature that the author had
found.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



64.

CHAPTER VI
PROBL:MS SUGGESTED BY THIS STUDY

Cooperations. The studies* of Dean,¥d crofoot,4? and
ﬁutta1143 show sonsidorable varlation &3 to the average
time spent by tsachers in coopsrations. This dlserepancy
indicates the need for an extensive study of this problem.
A survey of a large group should estadlish definlts aver-
eges alonz these lines. This study has merely touched the
subjeet., 7The tsachers themselves tond to oversstimate the
tine spent end ths estimate of principals could be combined
with theirs to get a greatoer degree of acouracy.

A second part of this suggoested study could deel vith
sooporations which ococupy the sams perlod or are carried on
simultaneously. The teachser, who 13 adle to complete her
preparations for classes in her two perlods of study hall
duty, would have a lighter teaching loed than the tsacher
who has a large study hall reguiring so much gupervision
that her preparaticn has to be made cutside of school. The
problem would dbs to find how nweh this overlapping of co-
operations ligihtens the tesching lcad.

Experience of Teschers. The relation of experience to

the teachinz load could sl=o be studied in this state.

*See p. of thls study for a comparison of these studies.

4l. Dean, op. cit., p. 41.
42, Crofoot, op. eit., pPp. 446-452,
43. Nuttall. 92. °1t., pp. 1"'45.
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There are several studies of this problem, which have been
made in other states, that would serve as a guide to the
novice,

Ability of the Teachers. Douglass** suggests, as do

others, that where large clesses must dbe assigned, they
should be given to the more capable teachers, Just how tils
could bde brought into a formula for measuring of the teache
ing load is uncertain. However, 1t is a question worth
considerinz,

495

Persorality of the Class. Douglass sugcests that

traits such as intellligence, industry, and other composite
ones of that class be taken into consideration in measuring
the tesching load, These trelts can be measured, dut Just
how they can e handled in their relation to the teaching
load 18 & problem, which has not besn solved. Large schools
often group their students in classes sccording to intel-
lizence and achievement quotients but it is almost impos-
slble to do that in ths typical Montana hizh school.

Whethey thess classes would increase or decreass the teach-
inz load 1s questionable. Ths exceptional clesses might
require Just adbout as much addltional time es the retarded
groups. Age of pupils 1s enother factor here involved which
is intangidble and yet many sugzggest that 1t should be included.
44. Douglass, op. cit., p. 115, '

45. Ibid., p. 11l4-15,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



66.

46

Edgerton™ enswers this when he says the "ege of serious

thinking is a variable quantity under ordinary conditlons
since the perlod of adolescence is a period of much shifte
ing of 1deas and attitudes.” The intelligence quotient
rather than the chronolédgical age would be the best means
of grouping 1in grades. The factor of age might correspond
to that of class (e.g. Seniors should be easler to teach
then freshmen). The problem suggested here is that of mak-
ing class personality a measurable factor in the teaching
load,

Subject Combinations. A thorough study of subject

combinations in this state would be profitadle to admini-
strators, teachers, those preparing to teach, and teacher
training institutions. The findings in this study might
glve some suggestions as to procedure, There are other
studies which could serve as guldes.,

Number of Different Subjects Taught. The conclusions

from a study of the different subjects tauzht by each teach-
er would be yvyalusble to the same group. The studies of
Fitzpatrick and Hutson®? should be read before attempting
suach a thesia,
Studies of the Same Nature. Suggestive problens,
l. A study of the teaching load of high school

46, A. H. Edgerton, Vocational Guidence and Counselingz, (New
York, 1936), p. 19.
47. Fitzpatrick and Hutson, op. ¢it., pp. 1«56 (Part II).
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principals in Montana,

2+ A more detalled study of lerge and smell high
schools,

S« What consideration is given to the teachinz load in
progressive and non-progressive schools?

4. A study of large schools using difficulty coeffi-
clients and of some small schools, if the latter
part is practioal.

S« Does an increase of fifteen minutes in the period
length increase the preparation and other work of
the teac&gra by one-third or by 15 per cent, as
Douglass estimates, :

6, A study of the teaching loads of grade school
teachers.,

7. And finelly a duplication of this same study, elim-
inating the weakneases, so that some of these
conslusions may be accepted or discarded.

Conclusion. Thesa are a few of the questions and pro-
bilems that have arisen in the author's mind. It is his
sincers hope that they may be of some value to thoss who may

read this study.

48, Douglass, op. cit., p. 118.
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CHAPTER VII
COLIPARI SONS
Teachling loads. From the standpoint of teaching loads,

it 1a not possibdble to compare definitely this study with the
studies mede by Douglass and his assoclates. The dissimilar~
ity 1s due largely to the range of coopsrations measured.
Douglass and Saupo" 1ist cooporations as supervision of
study hall, libraries, and home rooms. Quandbeck and Doug-
lassS0 speak of cooperations as study halls, extra-curricular
activities, and other cooperatives. Nowhere in the aveilable
reference material was there any definite specification as

to what Dougla3351

meant by cooperations.
TABLE VII

TEACHING LOADS IN TERMS OF DOUGLASS UNITS

’ Upper Differ- Differ- Lower '
' Quartile ence Median ence GQuartiles isan °
* Mianesota S4.7 Se7 31,0 4.5 26.5 ¢
' Douglass, '
¢ Saupe 28.3 2.57 25.73 313 22.6 25.6 *
. 30.79 2,50 28,47 2,60 25.87 28,37
' Quanbeck, '
' Douglass 32.3 2.50 29.8 2.90 26,9 29.6% °

-

* Thlis study 43.85 3.16 40,69 4.53 36,16 39.44

Douglass and Saupe llst only three cooperations as men-
tioned above., This study lists twelve., Assuming that the

results from twelve cooperations would dbe four times aas great

49. Douglass and Saupe, op. cit. pp. 428-33.

50. Quanbeck &and Douglass, op. ecit., pp. 37-39.

51. Douglass, op. cit., p. 120,

*Units were computed using subject coefficients of difficulty.
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as from three, this would eliminate 13.80 units of the dif-
ference between the two. Thess 13.80 units, which account for
part of the difference, were found d»y multiplyingz by four the
medien number of units spent in cooperation, 3.2, as found by
Douglass and Sat:v.po..r"q3 The different measures of centrsl ten-
dency~-~-msans, medians, and quartiles-~in the table indlcate
that the dlifference between each of the first three studies
and that of the author 1s about the seame. The conclusion is
that the extensive measuring of cooperations in the author's
study makes up the greater part of the difference in the find-
ings shown in Teble VI.

Number of Pupils Per Day Per Teacher. The following
table indicates the results of representative studies on

this sudject,

TABLE VIIX
NUMBER OF PUPILS FER LAY PER TEACHER

pavis®® (1923) found a median of 125 pupils.®

]
] ]
* Babson®% (1917) » n " 104 " * '
* pDavis®® (1925) = n . " 125 w * v
* Douglass and Saupe '
*  (1935) e m w137 W, .
* Thia study (1935) " " " * 103 d . '

52. Douglass and Saupe, op. ¢lt., pPp. 428-433.

$3., Davis (1923), op. cit., p. 592.

54. Peterson, op. glt., pPr. 92+93,

65, Davis (1925). ODe. _c_i_-_S_O’ 38=39 .

*These had to be ocomputed from their results by the author.
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The general tendency toward a medlen numbter of 100 to
125 per day is clearly shown. Xven the average number of
pupils in large schools, included in this study, extended
only six puplls beycnd the 150 per day recomuendsd by the
State Board of Lducation,

Class Periods Taught Per Day. Ths studles in the fol-
lowing table represent three states and the schools acoredit-
ed by the North Centrel Acorediting Association,

TABLE VIII
CLAS3S PERIODS TAUGHT PR DAY
' Davis36 {1925) found a medien of 5 classes '
* Californis study®’ '
* (192!“ ” " " " 4,96 ]
] [ ]
* Ponnsylvania®® (1927) » = » & 555 :
* This study (1935) " " " had 5. " ¢

These studies all show the gsme tendency of five class-
es per dey per teacher,

Different Subjects Teught. The Pennsylvania study glves
the medien number of differsnt subjects taught as 4,5l. The

Celifornia study has & medien nurber of 4.54, Thlis etudy has
8 meen of 3,95 subjeots tavght and a medien of four different

subjects taught per teacher. In all these studlies, there was

56, Davis, (1925), op. cit., pp. 38-39.
57. Fitzpatrick and Hutson, op. ¢it., p. 12-20,

58. Ibld., DPp. 12-20.
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a tendency for the small school to have a greater number of
di fferent subjects per teacher than the large school.

Length of the Teacher's VWorking Day. According to the
results of this study, the averege teacher spends 22.70 hours
per week in actually teaching classes. She spends 29,22 per-
iods or 21,91 hours per week in cooperations. Actual class
teaching requires 4 hours and 32 minutes per day, while 00=-
operations take 4 hours and 23 minutes per day. The average
working day of the 167 teachers studled is 8 hours and 55
minutes.

Stuart Dean,s9 in a study of 500 Newton, Maasachusetts
teachers, found that their total working day was 8 hours and
52 minutes. He found that actual teaching time was 3 hours
and 48 minutes and the time spent in coopersations was 4 hours
and 54 ﬁinutea. His study included elementary as well as
high school teachers. It is reasonadle that the elementary
teachers would spend less time per day than high school
teachers. He concluded that teachers spend between 43 and 58
per cent of their time in actual teachinz and the balance in
things called school activities., The estimate tends to strike
an average of S0 per c¢ent, His conclusion is very similar to
that of this stuay.

Croroot®C in her study of the time spent by teachers both

in and out of school has an average for those in the Bremerton,
59. Dean, op. cit., p. 41,
60. CrOfoot. 92.. ci&, P 446‘52.
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Washington schools of 48 hours and 23 minutes per wesk. This
is equivalent to 9 hours and 41 minutes per day. These fig-
ures are higher than those given in other studies.,* Nutt-
a11's%) study of the "Teaching Loads in Utah's Small High
Schools™ reveals an average of 42 hours per week or S8 hours
and 24 minutes per day. Davis®® in nis artiecle, "Class Size
and the Teaching Load”, concluded that the average tsacher
spends from 8 hours and 20 minutes to 10 hours per day--an
average of 9 hours end 10 minutes,

The findings of Nuttall, Dean®% and Davis, and this study
show considereble resemblance.** The conclusion is that the
working day of the average teacher is about 8 hours and 50
minutes,

The Teaching loads of Men and Women. Douglass anéd Saupe

 found that there was no noticeable difference in the teaching

64

loads of men and women, Quanbeck and Douglasse5 found that
men had a slightly greater load due to ccoperations. The
finding of this study indicated that women have a slightly
higher teachling load than men. The conclusion here is that
there 1s little actual difference between the teaching loads

of men and women.

*See Chart No. VIII, p. 69.
61‘ N\ltt&ll, _olt ciE.. p. 1-45.

62. Davis, op. cit., p. 592 r£.(1922).
63, Dean, ODe. cito. P. 41,
**gSee Chart No. VIII, p. 69.

64. Douglass and Seaupe, op. cit., p. 428-433,
65. Quanbeck and Douglass, op. cit., p. 37-39,
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General Comparisons. Some other findings of these stu-
dies that are in harmony with the avthor's findings* are:

l. That teachers in small schools have about twice as
meny preperetions as those in large schools,

2. That the small schocls spsnd morse time in supervision
of study halls.

3. That the large schools have many more puplils per class.

4. The teachers in small schools usually teach in several
rields,

5. That subjeet comblnations should be standardized.

6. That many principaels have teaching loads egquivalent
t0o those of average teachers.

7« That large schools are generally more efficlent than
small schools.

8. That future teachers need a wide range of subject pre-
paration.

Conclusions. Comparisons were dAifficult to make because

of the lack of uniformity in the formulas used to measure the
teaching load. Only the studies of Douglass and his assocla-
tes Dore any resemblanca to this study. The avallable refer-
ences to these studlies were sumaries in magazines. IMany of

the facts necessary for comparlisons were omitted for the sake

of brevity and interest. The comparisons do point out some

*See Chapter VIII.
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tronds characteristic of these studlies, They glve further
evidence for the conclusions which are enumerated in Chepter
VIiI.
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CHAPTER VIII
CONCLUSIONS ARD RECOMMENDATIONS
The conclusions from the foregoing study are that:
l., The teaching load should be equalized. Those loads
outside the range of 39.99f5.06 are unfeir to

teachers.*
2. The average teaching load of 40.18 units constitutes
an adequate starting point for readjustments.

3. Efficient adminiastrators cannct arfford to neglect

the teaching load. Other stualea®®~%7 have reached

this conclusion.
4, The formula of Douglass* 1s the most comprehensive
and practical one avallable for the study of this

problem.

5. The adjustment of teaching loads can often be ac~
complsished without additional cost.*

6. The range of from three to seven classes per teacher

18 not Justifiable, These extremes should be made to

*A teacher having a lcad of 45.05 units (a cless, reguiring
preparation, lasting for 45 minutes, and having 20 pupils)
would have two units per day more then ths teacher who has
a load of 34.93 units.

66, Frank R, Peauly, in "Studying Cleass Size and the Teacher
Load", (Netiop's Schools, Vel. XVI, p. 21, Cctober, 1935)
saya that class ze and teacher load studies are essen~
tiel tc the efficient and economical school system. Ad-
ditional duties assigned should dbe 1solated and studied.

67. In “School Costs and the Teaching Load™, {American School
Board Journel, Vol. LXXXIII, pp. 111-112 (Sept.,, 1931) No
author given) about the same conolusion 1s reached, name-

ly: that principals should appreciate the added efficiency
that an intelligent balancing of classes will give,
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gonform to the five class averags.

7« Both large and small schools should inarecase dupli-
cate preparations.

8. Thers is an exeesslve rarge in the mumber of pupils
per teacher per wesk. This shouls be adjusted with
roference to the msdlan of 518 puplls per weok,

9. The tims spent in cooperations (4 hours and 23 min-
utes a day) is a vital factor in estimeting the
tsaching load.

10. The teacher has a working day of 8 hours and 55
minutes.

1l1. Since the average number of dlfferont subjlects taught
per teacher is four and the range from one to seven;
future teachers should he preparsd to teach at least
slx different subjects.

12, Subject combinations vary so greatly that 1t would de
woll for future teachers to be prepared in at least
thres different subject fields {(e.g. English, history,
and Latin).

13. Pactors in the toeaching loads of small and large high
schools are so Aifferent that they are a dual problem.

14, Duplicate preparations in large schools offset a part
of the increase in the teaching load caused by large

claases,

15..8mall achools increase the teaching load by having
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t00 many classes, practioczlly no dupliocate prepara-
tion, too many different subjects per teacher, small
classes, and excessive cooperations,

18. Small schools have slightly greater teaching load
than large schools.

17. The women included in this study had slightly greater
teaching loads then the men,

18. One=third of the principals studied have a teaching
load equel to that of the average teacher.

19. School systems should obey more closely the rules
and regulations of the State Board of Eduecation.

20. There is an opportunity for some acorediting group
to define and more completely limit the factors com-
posing the teachling load.

The Average Teacher - A Summery. The average teacher
has a teaching load of 40,16 units., Thls means that her

teaching time is the equivalent to that many periods of
forty-five minutes, per week, each requiring preparation and
having twenty pupils. She has 25 class periods per week or
five classes per dey.. She has 518« pupils in her classes
ver week, 102-103 per day, and an average class size of £20-
21 pupils. When she teaches in a mmall school, she has 4484
pupils per week or an average of 18- per class. In a large

school, she has 683.8 puplls per week, or an average class
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slze of 27-, In the average school, she has to teach four
different sudbjects; in a largs school, it will be three,
while in a small school, it will be five, Her five* most
probadble subject fields for teaching are: (1) English, {2)
sclence and mathematics, (3) history or social science, (4)
.commeroieal subjects, and (5) scilence, The average toacher
seldom has any duplicate preparaticon if she teaches in a
amall school but it amounts to one or two classes per day in
large schools,

She has an equal change of teaching in a system using
the 45 minute period or in one using the sixty minute period.
In the latter case, she has a slightly heavier "in schoocl™
teaching load, In a small school, she spends 4,91 periods
more per week in cooperations thsn she does in a large school.
She spends 4.38 hours per day in "in school®™ and "out of
school™ cooperations, a total of 21.91 hours per week. From
75 per cent to 90 per cent of the time spent in cooperations
is ocutside of regular school hours., The actual time spent in
¢lassroom teaching is 4.54 hours. Her total work day is 8,92
hours.

Suzgestions for Lipghtening the Teaching Load. The reader
should note that some of these changes can be brought about

*The other eight may be found on p. 50 of this study.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



80

without additional cost to the school. They concern factors
that can be measured in the formula and factors which cannot
be measured. Administrators are apt to neglect this latter
group. Adjustment of both groups is necessary t¢c a success-
ful system. The following list of suggestions should help to
eliminate many of the undesirable factors in the teaching
load.
l. Standardize the number of class periods taught.
2. Limit the number of pupils in classes,
3. Assizn at least two duplicate preparations to teach-
ers when possidle.
4¢. Confine subject combinations closely to major and
minor £]1elds of teachers.
S. Make definite end equaliged assignments of coopera-
tions,
8, Use the six-six plan in small schools,
7. Standardize the alternation of subjects in small
schools.,
8. Adhere closely to curriculum essentials, especlally
in =mmall schools, and reduce the offerings.
9. See that janitorial service is efficient.*

10. Provide, on time, necessary equipment, maps, reference
books, magezines, newspapers, laboratory supplies and
equipment.

*Not specifically studied in this thesis.
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11, Use good work books and texthooks. Requlire use of
either standardized or new type tests made by
teachers.

12, Provide simplified forms for records and reports
and assign regular perlods for genersl assemblies.

13. Allow teachers to use avallable clerical help for
letters relating to school business and for typing
tests. Allow teachers to use duplicating machines
and typewriters.*

14, Estedblish firm end reasonable disciplinary policles,
systematize make-up work, and have well defined
Fules and regulations.*®

15. Advise teachers as to desirable places where they
may live,.*

16. Have an efficient system of handling library and re-
ference books.

17. Al1d teachers by constructive supervision, interest~
ing teachers' meetlings, and helpful advice and
assistance.

These are a few of the ways in which an administrator

can lighten the teaching load of his staff. Such an snumer-
ation as this or that of Edmonson,sa should serve as a check

11 st for the progressive administrator.

*Not specifically studied in this thesis.

68. J.B. Edmonson, "How to Lighten the Teaching Load", Journal
of Education, (Oct., 1922) Vol, XCVI, pp. 325-326.
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The principal should exercise great care in equally
dividing the work of the school among hls teachers. He would
do well to have his teachers hand in estimates of the time
spent in the different cooperations. The principal should
make use of every opportunity for regulating the teachers'
work and reducing the demands made upon their physical and
mental energy. "Increasing the teaching load of the high
school teachers is poor economy and poor recovery procedure,
The sffect upon the development of personality, character,
permanent interest and ideals has never been measured as the

" more limited outcome of scholarship hes."®? Better regula~
tion of the teaching load can be of great assistance in
developing the most valuable product of education--well
rounded personalities.

69. H.R. Douglass, "Means of Measuring the Teachingz Load in
the High School®, in The High School Teacher (April,
1934)’ Vol. X, p. 102,
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A LIST OF HIGH SCHOOLS, PRINCIFALS, AND ENROLLMENTS
REPRESENTED IN THIS STUDY

Augusta
Bearcreeck
Billings
Brady
Buffalo
Columbus
Clyde Park
Denton
Dixon*
Dutton*
Ennis
Forsythe
Frenchtown
Geyser
Huntley Project*
Il smay
Jordan (Gerfield Co.)
Judith Gap
Kleln
Lavina
Malta
Melstone
Mles City
Moore
Fark City
Plevna
Rapel je
Ringling
Ryegate
Terry
Tarnerx
Windham
Winnett

P.E. Sparks
C.L.Baldwin
S.D.Rice
HeCe.0lson
J.K.Flightner
Alexander Seaton
Harry Sawyer
J.H.Westover
Reuben Zleg
C.M.Gunderson
F.D.Halnea
CeCeShively
Thomas Sandborn
A.D.Hunter
B.F.Gaither
VeT.Carmichael
E.F.Sleght
Carl Ruckman
T.E. &nallﬂy
:.H omssalyong
L.C.Howard

R .H.Wallln
Joseph Lindseth
A.0.Nelson
A.V,Himsl
Theo. Molendorp
T.F.Hogg

A, W.Kraft

Wel .Emmert
Lyle Cooper
Chas. Hood
J.H.Galnes

Total

73
83
1428
57
52
126
63
120
36
8l
59
205
27
45
194
52
120
43
94
43
202
45
751
40
53
55
49
29
72
160
59
36
99

4470

88.

¥*Returns not complete
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Klein, Montana
March 15, 1935

¥r. Carl ¥. Gunderson, Principal
Dutton, Nontana-

PDear Mr. Gunderson:

Bncloeed are ccocples of a guesticanairce ty weans of which I plan to
secure & factual tasis for myr kiaster's Thesis and &t tre same tims ex-
plore 2 worthy field, I heve tried tc eliminate guestions which call
for lengthy answers and the guesticnnaire ccvers conly cne .sheet. Will
you and each of ycur high schocl teachers please fill out one of these
and then return them in the erclcsed envelcre?

In subnmitting this questionnaire the majeor €ifficulty is that cf se-
curing the return cf a gocd rercentage. Therefcre, I shall greatly
arrreciate your assistance if ycu zan rossibly see fit to give 1t. In
order 1o lighten the turden I am asking ycu tc assume, I suggest the
following methcds cof rresenting these to ycur teachers:

84

1. Present them at a teachsrs' meeting where they shculd be discussed,

filled cut, and handed back to ycu.
2. Give them to teachers individually with a date set fcor return of

the questionnaire to you.
The first suggesticn seems the mest plausidhle because it will give

ycu an oprcrtunity to explain or discuss any questicns which may arise
and also complete the jcb in a very short time,

If this is handled in a teachers' meetlng, wculd y~u stress the fact
that this is on a per week basis? In Questiocn &, for example, multiyly

the number of puvrlls rer day by five to get the answer needed., Sornie cf

these questicns may not seem prertinent at first glance but they throw
light on many impecrtant aspects cf the teaching load, Scme of the val-
ues of the results of this study to ycu 8s an administrator might be:
l, Ccmpariscn ¢f ycur high school with other high schc¢ols as to the
average teachling lead.

2, Cenmparison cf specific teaching loads in ycur own school,

3. Cocmperiscn of specific teaching loads in ycur schecol with apprex-~

inately the same ones in other s~hools.
4, Statistir~al facts which yeou may present to your school board in

demgnding more teachers.

5. Comparison of estimates (subjective) of time spent outside cof class

end of schocl by teachers in your school and in other schools.,

This material will Be used cnly for constructive zomrariscn of
varicus ~lasses of schcols and nc names will be used. A summary or the
results of this study will bte sent tc ycu and I wish tc thank ycu in
advan:e fer your ~ooperaticon.

Sincerely yours,

VA 7/ c/z.a7
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INTRODUGTORY IETTER TO QUESTIONNATRE

INTRCDUCTION
Tear Fellcw Teachers:

Cur teaching rrcfessicn is tattling egainst depressicn, wages
have fallen radically, materigls and ejuipment are cnly partially
availatle, tax returns are smaller tecau=e of reduced prererty valu-~
ations, many schocls are cver crowded with no relier in sight fcr
the situaticn, and finally the teaching load cf the high schccel
teacher seems t¢ Te increasing each year. Studies have reen made of
the first four of these juesticns, but the subject c¢f the teaching
load is as yet untouched in cur state. The material needed can be
gathered only from the teachers themselves as it is Chmplled defin-
itely at ne other scurce.

While the questionnaire has been cver-workea as a methed »fF
securing facts I feel that a btrief and purposive questionnaire still
has its place. It is hcped that professicnal pride and desire tc
rlace teaching cn the same high plane as cther prcfessions will im-
pel the high schecol teachers of Mcntana te give their suppert to
this study. Mcre real scientific study cf teachers! rroblems will
10 much tc place teaching on the high plane it deserves.

Therefore, I an asking vour cccreraticen in my study of "The
Teaching ILcad in Meontana High Scheels." This study is tased upen
the theory ef Harl. R. Dcuglass, Prefesscr of Educaticn at the Uni-
versity of Minnescta. I rlan te base my study urmn results cbtain-
ed frcm questionnaires sent te five hundred Mentana teachers. I
have tried tc make my Juesticnnairc ccncise, definite, anda purpcsive.

My purpecses in this study are:

1. Tc determine the average teaching lcad in the state of
Mcntana in large «nd small high schools.

2. To compare the teaching lcad of the small high schecl
with that ~f the large high schoel.

3., Tc create a tasis by which the teaching lcad ~f the
average licntana teacher may be compared with that of
other states.

4, Tc try to determine in future years just what effect
the depression has had upcn the werk cf teachers.

5. To try tc determine just what teaching lcad will se-
cure the pest results.

¢, Tc impress upen the minds ~f the public and teachers
the injustice cof the large teaching lcad.

7. To determine hew the teaching 1l~ad may be lightened in

face cof existing conditicns.

. And 1last but not least--to secure a factual tasis fcr

my Master's Thesis from the University of Mcntana.
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QUESTICONNAIRE

The purpose cf this questicnraire is to furnish data for an im-
perscnal and unbjased analysis cf the teaching load of high school
teachers in liontana. Pleasé fill out the fcllewing blanks and return
in the enclesed envelcepe. All informaticn is strictly confidential,
There will be no compariscn cf specific high schogls or teachers as to
the relative teaching lcads.

The formula to Tte ysed to measure the teaching lcad is as follows:
TL = {¢P-2Dup .(NP-20CE ), PC] (EL &%
G A

K P

v/

1. class periods spent in classreccm rer week - count each dcuble
period as two class pericds. (CP)

2. __number cf class pericds spent in classrocu per week teaching
classes for which the preparaticn is very similar to that feor some

other secticn, not including the original section. Count each double
pericd as one unit cf duplicate preparation over and abcove any other
allowance made for duplicate preparation. (£Dup)

3. __number of pupils in classes per week - count the nuuber of pupils
fer each half of dcuble peried. (NF

4, total length in minutes of each class periecd. (FL)

5. Class periods (or equivalent cf) per week spent in cooperations: (P)
) Study hall surervision.

) __Supervisicn of student activities.,

g Teachers' meetings.
J

Assisting in administrative or supervisocry work,

Music.

|

) Regular physical educaticn classes,

) Ccaching athletics (estimeted time per week) throughout year.
} Dramatics.

% Hall duty, etc.

)

)

R

DWW L TP NN

___Cocrrection cf papers.
__Preparaticn feor class periods.
Ccnmunity activities,
X five (5) factcrs which you feel are the cause of a heavy
g lcad.
__Toec many daily subject preparations.
T Tcc great a variety of subjects.
__Toc many small classes., .
__Inadeguate reference bocks, maps and equipment.
__Classes too large.
Teo much extra-curricular work.
T Subjects taught cutgide of field of preparaticn.
" Sncial cbligations too excessive..
— Lact minute assignment of subject tc be taught.
7. Subjects taught , , ) > R .
8, Full neme of teacher ~ desired, but not necessary

(W

Pt et e e s e, gy o, o

D M
D &
8o

~
P Q2 DO
¥

e e N o & s P ey * o > B ]

FEEN L T T ST A, e D)
WD ed e

9. Is your teaching load heavier this yeer chan last?__
10, Name c¢f high school. S L
11, Flease use back of sheet fcor any explanaticn or additicnal inforl-
aticn,

Thank you - a summary cf the results of this study will be coffsred
to the ™iontana Education™ for publication.

Sincerely yours,

. Truwan M. Cheney
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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A LETTER SHOVAING THE INTEREST OF PRINCIPALS

COPY

Dear Mr, Cheney:

I received your poetal of May 8 reminding me of the
questionnalre you wanted answered defore leavinz at the end
of the school year. I had not forgotten you, I carried
your letter in my pocket for a month or more so aas to be
sure not to forget to tsnd to the matter.

I surely want a report of your findings. The subjeot
you have selected 13 not only interesting but timely. The
whole country seems to be bent on creating more Jobs but
school distriots have gonses astray by trylng to reduce the
number and thus either drive the teachers out of the bus~-
iness or else "kill ‘em off" by giving them a doudle load.

With kindest regards to you and Mrs. Cheney, I am

| Very truly yours,
A, W, Krart
Principal Ryegate High School
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A LETTER SHOWING THZ INTIRIST OF PRINCIPALS

CoPY
Letter or Notation on dack of questionnaire.

Figures are for seocond semester. Not a very great
variation from first semister., However, I belleve, in this
prodlem you will have some 4ifficulty in many schools., Now
as I teach one class in 7th grade arithmetic, the 15 periods
weekly do not reflect my true loade. That will bde true of
all the Geyser teachers. The study will be s0 badly affect~
ed by this organization* of grades 7,8, 9, 10, 11, and 12
under four teachers that it might be advisable to pako a
speclal division in your study for such groups or leave
them out entirely. Thers are a number of schools in Montana
organized as we are., In a few y=ars, if you plan on follow-
ing up the work, you will undoudtedly find more organized
as we are.

Please let me know if I ean be of further assistance
in this fine plece of work you are attempting.

Good Luck,
A, D, Hunter
Prin., Geyser Schools

*Not more than five schools used this system.
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SUBJECT COEFFICIENTS FOR 28 TEACHING LOADS

TEACHING LOAD SUBJACTS

29,5

29,9

Sl .45
31le.45
33« 35
34 .45
3477
35.00
35450
35.50
36,00
36,62
38.00
38.90
39.12
39.19
40.20
42,37
42 .80
43.00
43.10
43.15
436335
43.85
44 .44
47.08
49.95
55,05

Mathenatics
Conmmercial
Science
English

Smi th-Hughes
Science
English
English
English
Mathematics
Conmercial
English
History
Sclence
English
Commerclal
Commercisl
Mathematics
History

Soclal Science

Smith-Hughes
Smith-Hughes
Commerocial

Home Eoconomiga

English
Conmexrcial
English
Commerocial

89.

COEFFICIENTS TEACHING LOAD

b §

HHEPM R R

e & »

OFRMHHHOFERMHHEMEOMRD

L ng

0:0..:000?..
umPmmmm";‘P"‘m

1l

I

29.5
£9.90
34,595
344595
£26.68
37.895
38 .247
38430
©8.05
35.50
36.00
40,282
41.80
42.79
43.032
39.19
40,20
42,37
47.08
47 .30
33.48
34.52
43.33
35.080
48,884
47.08
54.945
51 .65

These computations are dlscussed in Chapter IV of

this study.
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SUBJECT COMBINATIONS OF 167 HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS

Science, English, Mathematics

Soience, Commnercial « = = = «
Scilence, inglish, Comsrcial ~
Sclence, Mathematics, Commercial
Science, kathematics, Langueages

Methenmatics « = = = =« =« = = = =
Mathematlics, Langueges = « « « =
Mathematics, English, Commercial
Mathematiscs, Commercial =~ « =« «
Mathematics, English « = = = = ~ =
History or Soclal Sclence « = =« @« - v o = « =
History, Forelgn Languages = = « = = = « = «
mstory.soienﬁe @ m W W W e S e s s e W W
History, Science, Mathamatics « « =« =

History, English, Mathematlics « « ~ -~

History, listhamatices = « = = = = = = =

Hietory, Foreign Languags, lathematlics

History, Commerocial = « = « = « =« « -

History, English, Mathematios, Science

Foreign Languages = « = = = = « o = ~

Muaicﬂoaad--dpn-—-mu-w‘u-
Orchestra - -

Fine Arts - =~
Commercial ~ -
English, Foreign langueges, Commercial
Agric\]lture - e e e ® o Wm m o o= -
Home Economics = « = = = = = « « = =
Home Economices, Sslence, Agrioculture
Mathematics, Home Economios « = « =~
History, Home Economicg « « « = = =
History, Agriculture = = = = = = = =

SUBJECT COMBINATION FREQUENCY
Engnsh W S W W WP WR G SN ek We W s SR W WY O WE W we e 15
English, History L AR R N R 8
English, Foreign Languages = = = = =« « « = « « 8
English, Home Economics = = = « = « = ¢ « « « 1
English, Foreign Languages, HistoTy = = = « = 6
English, Commercial - - - - 8
Soienoe, English - - -m e -a- 3

Sclence, Commercial - « - « « 2
Soience, Mathematics = - - 13

I T I T T I I B R BN
(N O T I T IO R I T N I I B 2 |
(N I I O T B I I O I A R )
I I I O IO IO TN N I B
(2N T I O O BRI B A B I
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- -
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W
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THE UNIT TEACHING LOADS (TL) OF 167 MONTANA TEACHERS

11,79
21 .85
23,32
23,45
23,58
24.32
25.25
254359
28.67
29 .50
29,50
29 .90
30.10
30.75
S1l.45
3175
3l.88
S51.91
31.95
S32.14
32420
J2 85
3275
32.80
32.81
33« 38
4,07
34.15
34.45
34.84
5485
35.00
35,50
35.50
35 .50
35.77
3595
36,00
36.00
36 .05
36416
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36.2%5
38 .50
36.62
36,85
56 .74
37 .05
37 .09
37«49
37.70
3773
37 .78
37 .95
38.00
38.18
S58.45
38,52
38.53
38,59
38,90
39.12
39195
39 .19
39.71
3975
39.77
39 .85
40 .02
40.18
40 .20
40.22
40.25
40.26
40.28
40,28
40,50
40 .50
40.51
40,64
40,69
40,70
40.70
40.75
40,94

Contents treated statistically in Chapter III.

40.99
40.99
41 .02
41.15
41.25
41.28
41 .37
41.37
41 .45
41 .49
41 .55
41.61
41.70
41.72
41.75
41.80
41.84
41 .89
41.90
42.03
42.03
42.12
42.14
42.28
42,30
42.30
42.35
42,37
42.43
42,70
42.78
42.80
42.88
43.00
435.10
43.10
43.15
43.16
43,38
43.50
43.73
43,76
43.85
43.95

44.00
44.25
44.31
44.34
44.37
44.39
44.44
44.50
44.60
44.70
44.71
45.10
45.20
45.60
45.70
45.74
46,00
46.23
46 .27
46.29
47 .08
47.09
47.26
47.54
47.60
47 .85
47 .90
48.45
48,70
49,10
49 .50
49.75
49 .81
49.95
51,04
51.14
$3.64
54.73
55.05
57.80
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THE UNIT

TEACHIRG LCADS OF LARGE AND SIMALIL HIGH SCHOOQLS
LARGE SCHOOLS (8l) SMALL SCHOOLS (86)
28,67 42,70 2l1..85 41 .80
29.50 42.78 23,38 42,03
29 .50 42,80 29,90 42,12
-31.48 43,10 30410 42.35
3l .95 43.1.6 30,75 42,37
22.80 435.50 31445 42,58
32,81 43,73 31.88 43.00
3335 45,78 31.91 43.10
34.45 43,85 32.20 43.15
35.00 44,25 32. 25 43.38
33«50 44,39 33.75 43,98
356,50 44.70 34.07 44,00
56,16 44.71 34.84 44,31
37 .05 45.10 39550 44 .34
38,90 45,74 3577 44,37
39.75 51l.14 36.00 44.50
3977 36 .05 45,10
40 .22 : 35,50 45.20
40.28 36.62 . 45.60
40.28 38 .65 45.70
40 .50 36 .74 46,00
40.51 37 .09 40423
40 .69 37«49 464,27
40 .94 _ 37.70 47.08
40,99 3773 47.09
41.02 37.78 47.26
41.28 38.16 47 .60
41 .34 38.48 47,85
41 .37 Medlan 38,535 47,90
41.49 39,12 48.45
41,55 39,15 48.70
41.61 39.19 49,50
41.72 39 .85 49.75
41.75 40.20 49 -8.1
41.84 40.25 49.95
41.90 40.26 51,04
42.03 40,64 53.64
42,03 40.70 54.73
42.14 40,70 $55.05
42,28 41,29 57.80
42.30 41.45 Medlan
42,43 Mean = 40, Units 41.70 Mean = 40.28 Units

These figures are treated statistically in Chapter III.
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370
370

Contents treated statistically in Chapter III.

NUMBER OF FUPILS PER WEEK FOR 167 TZACHERS

275
380
380
380
35
395
400
420
420
* 483
425
489
436
440
440
444
445
%55
480
470
470

570
570

820
621
623
625
623
625
625
623
625
830
630
635
635
€35
840
6435
643
6350
£33
6350
655
655
660
683
665
665
675

680
700
700
700
708
710
715
718
720
720
720
735
740
750
750
755
785
77%
795
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THE TSACHING LOADS PER WEEXK OF TWINTY PRINCIPALS

TEACHING LOADS NUXBER OF PUPILS NUMBER OF CLASSES
49 .10 250 5
44,60 347 S
40,75 350 4
40,50 490 4
40,18 495 4
40,02 620 4
38.59 475 4
36 .25 oS50 4
35,95 340 4
34 .85 315 4
34.15 299 4
S2.14 - 290 S
31.75 285 3
30.79 275 S
27.78 250 3
25,59 235 3
25.25 2295 3
24.32 195 3
23.58 135 3
23.45 125 S

Average = 33.97
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on the basis of class size, only English efficlenciea
were measured., Teachers ochanged classes at the end of
the year. Conclusion - each taught six large classes
as effectively as six small onesa,

Hudelson, Earl, "Clasas Size in High Schools", National Assoc-

iatlon of Secondery School Principals, Bulletin No. R
larch, .

Econony as a cause of increesed teaching load, Study
of factors especlally clasa size. Teaohers' suggestions
for lightening the load,

Butscn, P. W., "Neglected Factor in the Teaochling Load",
School Review, XXX, {March, 1932}, pp. 192-203.

Neglected factor is over classe size. Study computed
in pupll recitation hours.

Koos, Frank H., "A Study of the Hlgh School Teaching Load of
236 Minnesota High School Teachers™, An unpublished
thesis deposited in the libdbrary of the University of
Minnesota.

An analybis of the teaching load in terms of minutes
and hours actually spent. The author had access to this
for a short time and found many wuggestions as to pro=-
cedure. For rinal study this thesls could not be secured,

Koos, L.V, and Voody, Clifford, "The Iralning of Teachers in
the Accredited High Schools of the Statedof Vashington®™,

Eiﬁgteenth Yearbook for the Study of iducation, pp. 215~
'] -

A study of 496 accredited high schools in the state of
Washington. Subjeots taught, subject combinations, end

preparation of teachers were studied, Conclusions made
in each rielad.
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North Central Assoclation Quarterly, X, 1, (July, 1935), pp.
99" 00 [

A 1list of schools belonging. Procedures for accredit-
ing and recommendations,

Nuttall, James, "A Study of the Teachinz load in the Small
Hiég Schools of U%Eﬁ, Masters Tﬁesfs, Brigham Young

versity, Provo, Utah, {1930).

Divides high schools into five classes and mekes many
tabular comparisonsz and classifications.

Pauly, Frank R., "Studying Class Size and the Teacher Load",
Natlons Schoeols, XVI, (October, 1930), pe 20.

Discusses small and large clesses and effect on pupil-
teacher morale., Also dlscusses use of limit plan others
as to adeptabllity in various classes., A complete study
of sach teacher and her activities as well as the admin-
1s§raiive side of lightening the load in Tulsa, Oklahoma,
S8Cchnools8.

Peterson, E, T., "Teaching Load", Review of EZducationel Re=~
search, I, {April, 1931), pp. 92-98,

Summary of studies made in 1927 to 1931, on all phases
of the teaching load, especially class size and periods.,

frocedures Formulated by the State Board of Lducation for

Accredi ting Montans Higch Schools, (Bulletin, pp. 9, 13-

Basis for accrediting and recommendations for Montana
schools.

Quanbeck, M. and Douglass, Harl R,, "Teaching Loads in High
Schools", Nations Sohools, XV, (February, 1935), pp. 37~
39.

A study using the Douglass formula with coefficients.
129 sohools and Minnesota teachers were studied. Very
modern and usable study for anyone,

"School Costs and the Teacher Load", American School Board
Journal, XXCIII, (September, 1931), p. 1lll.

An unsigned article concerning reduction of costs
and the increase of teacher loads.
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Tritt, W. ¥ eand Keys, M. M., "Estimating Teaching Loads by
Means of Subject Coefficients™, The Nations Schools,
Vol. V, (April, 1930), pp. 61=865,

A study based on the opinlon of 91 teachers in Belmont,
High Schools of California, Established basis for difri-
culty coefficlents.

"The Teaching Load in 136 City High Schools., (City School
Leaflet No. 9), Government Printing Office, Vashington,
De C.p, United States Department of the Interior. (1923).

A teachers load survey of 138 high schools conducted

by a feculty committee of Polytechnic high schools in
California,

Ward, W. A., "Figuring the Teaching Load", Nations Schools
XVII, (March, 1936), p. 22. I

Gives a comprehensive and simple formula for comput-

ing the teacher load. Exactness of result easily
gquestioned.

Woodbridge, F. W., "Stimulating Scholarship®, Hizh School
Teacher, XI, (January, 1935), pp. 6 ff.

A good description cof the sudbjective slde of the
heavy teesching load. Losses in motivation, too much

specialization of subjects, and general background of
teacher.
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