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Abstract
This study was designed to answer the research questions: a) To what extent are job
attitudes of teachers influenced by the conditions of school facilities in Arkansas; b)
What are the perceptions of teachers in regards to the conditions of the school buildings;
and c) Is there a difference between attitudes of teachers in “newer” facilities versus
“older” facilities? The overall purpose of this study was to determine if there was a
significant relationship between age of the school building and the attitudes of the
teacher. The instruments used in this study to measure the attitudes were the
Commonwealth Assessment of Physical Environment (CAPE) and the My Classroom
Assessment Protocol (MCAP). The schools in this study were chosen to have a contrast
between older and newer facilities. Data from the CAPE was used to determine the
physical condition of the school buildings while the MCAP was used as an attitudinal
assessment for classroom teachers. Data from the superintendents on the CAPE showed
that the newer building was looked at more positively while the results of the MCAP
showed a more positive result of the attitudes of the teachers in the older facility. These
findings concluded that age of facilities did not have a significant impact on teacher job

attitudes.
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Chapter I: Introduction
Background of the Study

Teacher attrition is one of the major problems affecting education in the United
States (Simon & Johnson, 2015). Teachers are constantly entering the profession and
leaving within a few years which affects faculty experience levels, expertise, and
professionalism. This lack of teacher stability impacts the overall effectiveness of
schools and student achievement (Cox, 2009).

According to the Herzberg Two-Factor Theory of Motivation, the work
environment and its conditions impact the motivation of the employees (Alshmemri,
Shahwan-Akl, & Maude, 2017). Based on this theory, it would seem that teachers’
motivation may be impacted by the conditions in the workplace, and if so, a study of
teacher attitudes in relation to the condition of the facilities in which they work is
important in determining how school districts can increase teacher retention rates.

In that context, the present study examined the relationship between the condition
of school facilities and the attitudes of teachers toward their work. Since research on
teacher effectiveness indicates there is a relationship between teacher attitude and student
learning (Leigh, 2012), the more that we understand how to improve teacher attitudes, the
better chance we have of improving the learning environment for students. While
previous research exists concerning the interaction between school environment and
school academic performance (Leigh, 2012), there does not appear to be extensive
research conducted in Arkansas. The teacher shortage in the state and nation will make
this research even more relevant as district leaders look for ways to attract and retain

school teachers.



The physical work environment must be a part of the conversation when
discussing teacher accountability. When the physical environment impedes the ability of
the teacher to perform at an optimum level, then there need to be changes and
adjustments to allow them to have the proper accommodations. The days of the one-
room schoolhouse are in the past, and just as technology has changed the way our
students learn, teachers need enhancements to the physical environment as well.
Problem Statement

According to the research report on teacher recruitment and retention presented to
the Arkansas General Assembly in April of 2016, many teachers in the state of Arkansas
are leaving the teaching profession and pursuing jobs in other economic sectors (Bureau
of Legislative Research, 2016). This is detrimental to education in terms of the financial
costs involved in filling vacancies, seeking qualified candidates, and mentoring new
teachers. The problem becomes even more acute when unqualified individuals are
recruited to fill the gaps left by those leaving the profession (Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca,
& Malone, 2006).

Recent studies have revealed that the job satisfaction levels of teachers in both
developed and developing nations are not improving, which reduces productivity (Leigh,
2012). The implication is that school outcomes and the achievement of students have
gradually decreased. Research suggests that a positive relationship exists between school
facility conditions and student achievement (Simon & Johnson, 2015). According to
Leigh (2012), little research has been done on the relationship between the age of the
school facility and teacher attitudes. Therefore, there is a need to further investigate this

relationship between the age of school facilities and the professional attitudes of teachers.



Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate how conditions of school facilities
impact teacher attitudes in Arkansas. By partially replicating a previous study (Leigh,
2012), teachers were surveyed in two high schools in Northwest Arkansas to gather data
regarding their attitudes about their job in relation to the conditions of the classroom and
overall school environment. The study looked at specific characteristics such as the
general maintenance of schools, the lighting system, acoustics, and thermal control.
Research Questions
This study is guided by the following questions:
1. To what extent are job attitudes of teachers influenced by the conditions of
school facilities in Arkansas?
2. What are the perceptions of teachers in regards to the condition of school
buildings?
3. Is there a difference between attitudes of teachers in “new” facilities versus
“older” facilities?
Significance of the Study
The overall attitude among teachers is directly related to the level of effectiveness
of most teachers (Leigh, 2012). An investigation into the age of school facilities and
their influence on the attitudes of teachers in Arkansas is essential to state government as
it attempts to improve the performance of teachers and students. This study highlights
some of the issues affecting the lives of teachers within school facilities.
The Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) may benefit by having a clear

understanding of how the performance of teachers can be improved through focusing on



environmental factors such as school facilities. It is therefore important to determine the
condition of school facilities and how that influences teaching and learning in the state of
Arkansas. This would allow the government to develop state-specific programs to deal
with the issue of job dissatisfaction among teachers.

Policy makers may also benefit from this study as it aims at addressing the issue
of facility shortage and maintenance of existing facilities to not only improve the
performance of teachers but also reduce their dissatisfaction with their profession. Policy
makers need to develop strategies that can support positive teacher attitudes that will help
minimize the current rate of teacher attrition.

This study may also be beneficial to future scholars as it adds to the current body
of knowledge on this topic. The physical and mental health of teachers are important and
the findings from this study can be used by policy makers to help understand the
relationship between school facilities and the levels of both physical and mental health of
teachers.

Delimitations of the Study

The study was delimited geographically to two public high schools in the state of
Arkansas in order to replicate the sample size of the Leigh (2012) study. Another factor
in delimiting the study to two high schools concerned the amount of time and resources
available to conduct the study. Delimiting the study to the influence of school facilities
to teachers’ job satisfaction provides a favorable foundation to develop meaningful

results that can inform educational policies.



Limitations of the Study
The study has a small sample size, which limits the generalizability of the
findings to other settings. Respondents in the study may also be biased towards their
schools, which limits the objectivity of the responses. In addition, allegiance to school
leadership may affect the responses given by teachers. Given the limited amount of time,
it is also difficult to evaluate the magnitude of all elements of job satisfaction. Although
the study may reveal a relationship between different factors, this does not imply a causal
relationship.
Basic Assumptions in the Study
The researcher assumes that all participants in the study will answer the survey
questions honestly and objectively. Another assumption is that the sample of teachers
who took part in the study is representative of the teacher population in the northwest
region of the state in similar school settings.
Definition of Terms
1. Facilities are the equipment and buildings within the school (Simon &
Johnson, 2015).
2. Job satisfaction is the feeling that the teacher has towards their job based on
the conditions in place and the rewards they receive from the job (Schneider,
2002).
3. School facilities are the classrooms, staffrooms, materials, and equipment
used in the daily activities within a school (Simon & Johnson, 2015).
4. Work environment is the characteristics of the conditions in which teachers

teach.



5. Building maintenance is a term representing the cleanliness and working
conditions of the systems of a building. These systems include ventilation,
thermal control, and acoustics (Schneider, 2002).
Organization of the Study
The study report is organized into five chapters. Chapter | presents the
background information, problem statement, objectives of the study, delimitations,
significance of the study, and the definition of terms. Chapter Il includes the literature
review of the concepts that informed the problem statement and addresses several aspects
of school facilities and their correlation to teacher and student satisfaction as outlined by
studies from other scholars. Chapter 111 focuses on the study design, research method,
study population, sample size, data collection, and ethical considerations. Chapter IV
deals with data analysis, interpretation of the data, and presentation of results. The last
chapter summarizes the results, implications, and provides recommendations based on

those results.



Chapter II: Literature Review

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the schools’
physical condition and job satisfaction levels of the teachers in those schools. Literature
related to this topic can be found, however there are fewer research studies on the topic of
teacher job satisfaction in relation to the age of a school building. In this study, age of
the building was used as a proxy for the quality of the conditions in the schools
participating in the study. The implication being that there is a direct effect between the
condition of the facilities and its age.

School boards and administrators are looking for relevant reasons to ask the
patrons of a community for more money for school buildings, and they constantly seek
more information to educate the staff and public as to why more money may be needed.
Arkansas public schools spent approximately $1.5 billion on school facilities from 2005-
2008 (Filardo, Cheng, Allen, Bar, & Ulsoy, 2010). The Arkansas Facilities Division has
a funding mechanism that allows for school districts to apply for partnership funding
based on a wealth index calculating the total assessment for the district divided by the
total number of students in daily attendance at the school district (Filardo et al., 2010).

This amount of funding allows communities to pass millages for construction of
new buildings. For example, if the school district has a wealth index of 60% then the
state will contribute the remaining 40% of funding for completion of projects. School
boards and superintendents are then tasked with calculating how many mills will be
needed to help pay for the remaining 40% (Filardo et al., 2010). The state also took
control of what the building specifications will be in order for the building to be funded.

The local districts must submit their plans and specifications to the public school



facilities department for thorough review and then must receive approval from the state in
order for school construction to begin.

Arkansas has experienced significant investment in school facilities since the
Lake View School District No. 25 v. Huckabee (2002) case in which school districts sued
the state claiming that public schools were funded inadequately and inequitably. This
ultimately led to the creation and enhancement of the public school facility school
partnership program after recommendations were given to the state legislature by Odden,
Picus, and Fermanich (2003). This study was used by the legislature to establish its
current partnership school building program and is still used today to determine the
adequacy and equitable funding of public schools in the state (Odden et al., 2003).
Technology Needs in Schools

Many new teaching methods mandate the need for greater accessibility as well as
a need to use more technology. Schools with “old” designs that do not meet the required
specifications make it more difficult for teachers to achieve their goals (Leigh, 2012).
“Educational reform requires schools to accommodate new teaching and learning styles,
which includes providing laboratory classrooms; flexible instruction areas that can
facilitate small-group, large-group, and multi-age instruction; and multimedia centers that
offer a variety of technological resources” (Mangele, 2017, p. 177).

With this in mind, the need for updated facilities is especially important for a
teacher to meet and exceed expectations of the goals set for them in education.
Deficiencies in the way a school building is equipped or designed can cause a major

impediment to a teacher performing their best. Cited in studies for example, classroom



lighting and thermal conditions have an effect on the overall feel and attitudes of teachers
in the classroom (Claybon, 2008).

Most teaching and learning normally take place in a defined location, and it is
more conducive to the process when the environment is more user-friendly. When
teachers feel that a building is designed with their needs in mind, they may feel more
valued and may have a much better attitude towards the learning process. This feeling of
being valued can lead to better performance from a teacher and can impact the learning
and achievement levels of their students (Conley, Bacharach, & Bauer, 1989). Buckley,
Schneider, and Shang (2004) concluded that benefits from facility improvement were
equal to or greater incentive for teachers than pay increases. About 48% of teachers who
transferred to another school and 39% of teachers who left the profession cited the need
for significant repair of school facilities as a source of dissatisfaction (Leigh, 2012).
Noise can also be a factor that causes great dissatisfaction among teachers (Buckley et al.,
2004).

Research conducted by Earthman (2002) concluded that school facilities and
design have an impact on teacher effectiveness. “Ethnographic and perceptual studies
indicate that poor school facilities negatively impact teacher effectiveness and
performance” (Leigh, 2012 p. 13). Earthman (2002) concluded that teachers in buildings
in poor condition stated that the design and appearance of the facility had a negative
impact on the learning climate. “The size of the building and organizational space was
reported as having an influence on the learning climate” (Leigh, 2012 p. 13).

In a study conducted by McGowen (2007), there was a statistically significant

relationship between teacher turnover and facility conditions. This correlation suggests
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that the quality of facilities has a relationship with retaining teachers. When school
superintendents, assistant superintendents, and school boards consider the big picture, it
is extremely important that they look to this factor as one area that can be controlled and
determined by financial means.

It is widely accepted and supported by research that socioeconomic status is a
primary determinant of student achievement. For example, the National Center for
Education Statistics (2002) stated that student achievement outcomes are closely related
to the socioeconomic status of students. This nationwide study on achievement levels
among students in grades 4, 8, and 12 yielded results that indicated a high correlation
between socioeconomic status and student achievement in both mathematics and science.

This trend shows that students with access to facilities that are new and more
conducive to learning are more successful. One theory for this trend could be the
correlation between updated school facilities and a community’s willingness to support
their students’ learning. Alternatively, a study in North Carolina concluded that there is a
correlation between districts that have poor test scores and poor school facilities (Burton,
1999).

With the growing issues facing education and our inability to fill and retain key
positions in the field, it is highly important to further examine why teachers are leaving
the profession. Also relevant to the subject is a 2008 study from the American Lung
Association (ALA) stating that American school children miss more than 14.4 million
school days due to the symptoms caused by asthma-related issues and poor indoor air
quality, which lowers teacher and student productivity (ALA, 2012). “The effects of

these trends include declining job satisfaction, a reduced ability of teachers to meet
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students’ needs, significant incidences of psychological disorders leading to increased
absenteeism, and high levels of claims for stress-related disabilities” (Leigh, 2012, p. 2).

Job satisfaction of teachers is affected by the condition of the facilities in their
schools (Earthman & Lemasters, 2009). According to the Herzberg Two-Factor Theory
of Motivation, there are both hygiene and motivating factors. Work environment falls
under hygiene factors and employees in a poor work environment are not motivated.
Loeb, Darling-Hammond, and Luczak (2005) argue that a lack of adequate maintenance
of school buildings, facilities, and equipment undermines the status of teachers in the
community. Teachers believe that they are undervalued by society, especially if they are
employed in a poor work environment. For example, overcrowded staffrooms, old
furniture, and dysfunctional storage facilities diminish the morale of most teachers.
There is a strong correlation between teachers’ job satisfaction and morale, and the
retention of teachers depends on their job satisfaction and morale.

In the research from reports by Lyons (2001) for the Council of Educational
Facility Planners International (CEFPI), the author stated that there is a significant
correlation between student achievement and the state of the school facility. The author
stated “four recent studies that evaluated the relationship between school buildings and
student achievement found higher test scores for students learning in better buildings and
lower scores for students in substandard buildings” (Lyons, 2001, p. 24).

Lyons (2001) concluded that there are a multitude of issues that differentiate an
effective facility from a poor one, including age, lighting, ventilation, temperature, and
noise. Only one quarter of school buildings in North Carolina were built after the 1970s,

and those buildings do not meet the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act.
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“Many of the 40-year-old buildings currently in use do not address crowded classrooms,
outmoded designs, or poor communication systems. This leads to teachers not having
adequate facilities to adequately perform their job and causes frustration that impacts job
satisfaction” (Leigh, 2012, p. 12). Leigh (2012) further states the following:
[When faculty work] in a facility that is rundown and lacking in certain features
such as thermal control of the environment, adequate lighting and windows,
modern science equipment, and controlled acoustical environment among other
features, their attitude will not be as positive as that of faculty members working
in better kept and modern facilities. (p. 14)
In addition, Cash’s (1993) theoretical model indicates that the condition of the school
buildings can have a direct impact on teachers’ attitudes and performance.
Age of School Buildings
According to the National Center for Education Statistics (2000) in a report
entitled Condition of America’s Public-School Facilities, the average age of school
buildings was 40 years old and needed substantial repairs, with over 30% of districts
using portable buildings for general classrooms (Leigh, 2012 p. 19). According to
research conducted by Ornstein (1994), when a school building is 20-30 years old,
frequent replacement of equipment is needed. For buildings aged between 30-40 years
old, it was frequently found that the original equipment should have been replaced,
including the roof, High Volume Air Control (HVAC), and electrical equipment (Leigh
2012).
Aging buildings affect the areas of lighting, acoustics, plumbing, electrical

systems, and HVAC. These factors can in turn greatly impact the learning environment
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and result in a teaching performance level that is inadequate. An infrastructure that has
been aging since the post-World War Il era and a lack of focus from political leaders
have led to crumbling infrastructures of school buildings that are leading to lower job
satisfaction levels of teachers.

Indoor Air Quality

Schneider (2002) concluded that 66% percent of the educators in Washington, DC
and more than half of the educators in Chicago discovered the indoor air quality to be fair
or poor. Over 30% of Chicago teachers and 40% of Washington, DC teachers reported
that their classrooms were uncomfortable. “A disturbing finding was that over 40% of
teachers reported an inability to open their classroom windows, which impacts air quality
in the classrooms” (Leigh, 2012, p. 21). In addition, 20% of Washington, DC teachers
and 10% of Chicago teachers said they could not even see out of their windows. The
study reported that in Washington, DC 33% of teachers lost time due to health problems,
with 20% reporting the same in Chicago (Schneider, 2002).

Asthma studies have shown that both students and teachers lose extensive school
time due to poor indoor air quality (Leigh, 2012). Poor air quality was reported by two
thirds of the teachers in Washington, DC, and about a quarter of the teachers in Chicago
reported concerns and issues regarding asthma and respiratory-related issues while
another 16% of the Chicago teachers reported health-related problems linked to poor air
quality (Buckley et al., 2004).

Research by Wakefield (2002) revealed that there may be thousands of schools
across the nation that may have exposed students, teachers, and staff to health risks

related to such factors as “mold, pesticides, transmittable diseases, exposure to lethal
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chemicals, and dangers related to a crumbling school foundation” (Leigh, 2012). Mold
fragments and spores are also a concern since children spend approximately 85% of their
time at school (or about seven hours a day) inside a school building. Therefore, the air
quality can be affected by the presence of mold spores, which becomes factor to a variety
of health concerns (Wakefield, 2002). The research of a compilation of studies in 2009
concluded that there is a positive relationship between school condition and the
performance of school students (Leigh, 2012).

According to Lyons (2001), problems with heating and air units can cause
students to have problems with existing allergies or asthma. It can cause them to be
lethargic and loose concentration. Construction techniques in the 1970s mostly used a
reduction in ventilation to conserve energy and make buildings “tighter.”

Another major health risk factor with heating and air units are directly related to
mold in the system, the air, and in the classrooms. Molds can be detrimental to students’
health. Mold can easily grow on carpet, paper, paint, and floors in the school
environment. Central heating and air systems are also of great alarm. They can house
toxins and push them throughout the building, making the air quality damaging with
pollutants. Indoor air quality that is not safe have many consequences. It can cause
immediate and prolonged health problems for students as well as teachers (Davis, 2001).
Acoustics

The acoustics of a school building are crucial to the learning environment.
Students will have a hard time concentrating and learning due to outdoor noise. In a
study by Lyons (2001), it is concluded that students need a higher-level insulation to be

able to concentrate, hear appropriately, and learn inside a classroom. Difficulty for
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students to hear and understand may cause unnecessary limitations and frustrations for
the teacher, and the student may not be able to properly focus (Lyons, 2001). Poor
acoustics interfere with speech intelligibility as well as the ability of a student to hear and
directly interpret communicated instructions. When sounds “echoed” or when outside
traffic and noise from the gym class next door interrupts a student’s concentration, it is
likely that student will miss or misinterpret part of the teacher’s lesson (E. Johnson,
2001).

For the classroom teacher’s daily work, existing noise pollution can be controlled
thereby allowing acoustics to not be as burdensome. Conditions that affect acoustics
issues can be controlled in a variety of ways, such as having floors covered with carpet,
lining the walls with acoustic tile, and building schools away noisy industry or roadways.
High Volume Air Control (HVAC) noise can be an issue as well. Acoustic liners can be
installed in the ductwork, which can be a solution to noisy HVAC issues. High-density
vinyl barriers within walls can help prevent noise spilling into adjoining classrooms as
well (E. Johnson, 2001).

Classrooms with hovering tile ceilings are also a common source of both sound
and air infiltration issues, and by inserting acoustic impact insulation two different
solutions can be achieved: First, if a barrier is created the sound and acoustics of a
classroom can be dramatically helped. In addition, if this type of barrier has an insulation
rating extra insulation can be achieved for costly HVAC units. Another way to have
cleaner air and help the acoustics of a buildings is to use carpet on floors that are
routinely cleaned and treated for hypoallergenic conditions (E. Johnson, 2001). Carpets

must be well maintained and replaced in a timely fashion, as the wear and tear from high
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traffic in a school environment makes it extremely difficult to keep carpets clean and
maintained.
Lighting

Another problem affecting aged school buildings is the issue of lighting and the
lack of natural light. Lyons (2001) states that naturally occurring light has greatly affects
the physical and emotional state of a person by affecting the circadian rhythm.
Therefore, it is imperative that construction of new buildings incorporates natural light
not only in vestibules, foyers, and related areas but in classrooms as well. Vitamin D
deficiencies can cause health issues for children and adults alike. Teachers spend little
time outside during the work day and are accustomed to not having time to daily go
outside and enjoy the qualities and benefits of sunlight (Lyons, 2001).

A study conducted in California, Washington, DC, and Colorado found that when
students were exposed to the maximum amount of sunlight they were found to have more
rapid cognition (Heschong, 2002). Additionally, another study concluded that students
showed improvement in their school success and attendance when the student had been
exposed to maximum sunlight. The exposure to full ultraviolet enhancement or full
spectrum lighting showed a significant increase in performance of students (Hathaway,
1995).

Learning and teaching are two complicated tasks that entail the testing of the
skillset, physical ability, and motivation of the teacher as well as the student. As a result,
it is necessary to conduct a study examining the link between the conditions of the school
and the conditions of the school's effect on the attitude of teachers. Such a study is

helpful especially in cases where it is necessary to improve a nation’s education system
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(Earthman & Lemasters, 2009). Although there has been a significant amount of
research that relates the state of the school facility to the students’ performance, a
minimal amount has concentrated on the impact of the school conditions on the teachers’
attitudes. Such a research is especially essential in situations where schools are required
to link their performance to their evaluation. According to Earthman and Lemasters
(2009), teacher attitudes are a reflection of how satisfied they are with their jobs.

Sadik (2006) establishes that various school districts face issues regarding basic
conditions of the buildings in various public schools. In addition, the researcher argues
that there is a need for a modernization of the ancient or obsolete establishments (Sadik,
2006). The various school districts always face some common issues, such as the need
for technology to enhance instruction and the need for facilities that have access to
appropriate technology used in the classroom (Sadik, 2006). Considering these factors, it
is necessary for schools to offer suitable facilities to attract the most effective teachers.
According to a study by Ornstein (1994), building deficiencies normally have an effect
on the quality of teaching and also affect the safety and health of the students and staff.
The design of school facilities has been linked to the motivation of teachers and
achievement of the students (S. M. Johnson, Kraft, & Papay, 2012). The lighting and the
thermal comfort of the classroom are normally mentioned by teachers as key elements to
achieving high levels of morale and student engagement.

In a majority of cases, teaching is carried out in a particular physical location.
Simon and Johnson (2015) argue that the state of the location may have an effect on the
capability of the teachers to conduct teaching, on the morale of the teachers, and on the

safety and health of the teachers. Various shortages within a learning institution have the
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ability to weaken the teaching quality as a result of teachers having a negative attitude
towards the profession. It is the negative attitudes that make it difficult for teachers to
continue working in the profession, as suggested by Earthman and Lemasters (2009).
Research has established that there are various benefits to improving the facilities for the
sake of retention that are similar to or greater than those resulting from pay raises (Simon
& Johnson, 2015). An estimated 48% of the teachers who transferred to a separate
institution and 40% of those who abandoned teaching stated the need to carry out
substantial repairs to the facilities in the school as the origin of dissatisfaction (Sakai &
Kikuchi, 2009). The element of noise has also been established as an aspect of teacher
dissatisfaction in a facility. Teachers have the notion that noise has an impact on
academic excellence. About 70% of teachers in Washington, DC have reported that the
classes and hallways are quite noisy (U. Sharma, Forlin, Loreman, & Earle, 2006), which
as a result has an effect on their ability to conduct teaching in the classes. In light of this
situation, it is clear that external noise is a source of unease and minimized effectiveness
(Simon & Johnson, 2015).

The facilities in a school have the ability to affect the effectiveness of the
teachers. The repair, as well as the renovations of the facilities, are linked to the attitudes
that teachers have towards the profession (Loeb et al, 2005). Both perception and
ethnographic research have revealed that terrible facilities in a school have an undesirable
effect on the effectiveness of a teacher as well as on his or her performance. In one
study, the teachers in buildings that were in terrible condition claimed that the facility’s
appearance and design had a detrimental impact on the learning and teaching atmosphere

(R. D. Sharma & Jyoti, 2009). On the other hand, the tutors in buildings that were in
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perfect condition stated that the buildings resulted in a positive impact on the learning
climate (R. D. Sharma & Jyoti, 2009). The elements of the organization, as well as the
size of the space, were stated as having an impact on the learning atmosphere. From the
teachers’ point of view, maintaining a building appeared to affect the learning climate in
a similar manner as the appearance and design of the facility (Buckley et al., 2004).

According to Weiqi (2007), it was established that teacher turnover happened to
be one of the variables with a statistically significant link to the state of the school
facilities. Furthermore, it was found that the physical surrounding of the institution has
an effect on the intention of even the top instructors to remain in the teaching profession
(R. D. Sharma & Jyoti, 2009). A study involving teachers from Virginia proved that they
were completely discontented with the buildings’ physical conditions (Weiqi, 2007). In
this case, they listed various issues such as problems regarding controlling climate,
overcrowding, and poorly planned spaces (Leigh, 2012)

When it comes to job satisfaction, it has been established that a teacher’s morale
is quite high in cases where he or she experiences a feeling of achievement from their job
(Leigh, 2012). Although researchers have not reached an agreement regarding the
particular meaning of morale, evidence shows that specific elements that reduce morale
result in the teacher attrition issues and poor performance in class (Buckley et al., 2004).
Further research has established that the stresses associated with the workplace result in
minimized job satisfaction and ultimately a decision to opt for another career (S. M.
Johnson et al., 2012). Furthermore, indiscipline of students and terrible working
situations are the major origins of stress (Leigh, 2012). According to the Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA), the indoor quality of air is a major factor in determining the
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morale of a teacher (Uline & Tschannen-Moran, 2008). The EPA also states that perfect
indoor quality of air has the ability to enhance morale, productivity, and a feeling of
comfort for the teachers.

There are various impacts related to low satisfaction of teachers. Some of the
emotional and psychological impacts of stress entail nervousness, depression, loss of
confidence, and anxiety (Buckley et al., 2004). When it comes to behavior, impacts
include being impatient with other persons, being absent from work, always postponing,
and withdrawing from teaching (Caprara et al., 2006). In addition, the pattern of negative
attitudes and performance in the students, as well as poor workplace conditions, recur in
cases where teachers become upset and start to lose their patience with students who are
performing poorly and having bad attitudes. Teachers who end up experiencing burnout
are unlikely to be understanding of their students (Buckley et al., 2004). In addition,
these teachers will possess a minimal tolerance for any form of distraction, be less likely
to properly plan for their learning, and have a minimal obligation to their respective

duties.



Chapter I111: Methodology

The focus of this study was to determine whether there is a connection between
school facility conditions and teacher attitudes. This chapter sets out to (a) describe the
school settings, (b) describe the demographics, (c) chronicle the methods of data
collection, and (d) provide analysis, explanation, and describe the procedures to gather
data. This study is a partial replication of a study conducted by Leigh (2012).
Permission was granted by Dr. Leigh by email contact on October 18, 2017, and a copy
of the email can be found in Appendix D.
Setting of the Study

The setting for this study was two high schools in Northwest Arkansas, with each
school located in a separate district. School A has a student population of 795, while
school B has a student population of 1,190. Both districts receive a total of $6,713.00 per
student, which is also the state average among school districts in Arkansas (ADE, 2018).
The educational programs of both districts provide a curriculum focused on the basics of
language arts, math, science, and social studies that are designed to meet and exceed the
Arkansas Common Core State Standards set by the Arkansas Department of Education
(ADE, 2018). School districts A and B have a 360-minute instructional day 178 days per
year. All 235 districts in Arkansas are required to offer 38 units and four advanced
placement courses. Arkansas requires 23 credits for graduation, however, each district
can choose to add to the requirements. The two school districts also have similar
graduation requirements. Both districts’ high schools have the requirement of 360

minutes of daily instruction time and operate on a five-day school week.
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Population

The population in this study consisted of all licensed teachers in the two high
schools selected. The schools chosen have a contrast between old and new facilities,
which is a covariant for the condition of the facilities, assuming that the older school
would have more facility issues. School A (newer) has a certified education staff of 32
teachers, of which 78.1% are female and 21.9% are male. The starting salary for School
A is $33,508 per year. School B has a certified education teaching staff of 31 teachers, of
which 77.4% are female and 22.6% percent are male. The starting salary for School B is
$34,301 per year.

Instrumentation

Two different sets of data were collected: 1) a building assessment to determine
the condition of the building, completed by the superintendent in each district; and 2) an
appraisal of teacher perceptions and attitudes as they relate to their school’s facilities.
The superintendents were asked to complete the assessment of the buildings due to the
fact that these are small districts and the superintendents are more likely to be able to
assess the high school buildings in relation to their overall facilities.

The two surveys that were used included the Commonwealth Assessment of
Physical Environment (CAPE), which was used to measure the building structures and
conditions. The second instrument used was the My Classroom Appraisal Protocol
(MCAP), which was completed by teachers in both participating high schools.

The CAPE produces a score that measures the condition of the building and is
divided into two categories: one dealing with structural issues and the other with the

cosmetic issues of the buildings. Examples of cosmetic issues would include the
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presence of graffiti, lack of paint, landscaping, and how frequently the floors are cleaned.
Structural issues might include building age, environmental noise, windows, heating and
air, roof leaks, lighting, and electrical outlets (Leigh, 2012). The CAPE has been used
extensively in research and has been shown to be valid and reliable (Earthman, 2004).
The items on the CAPE survey are scored using three possible responses to each item to
permit a range of evaluation regarding building conditions (Leigh, 2012).

The second survey, the MCAP, collected teacher attitudes and perceptions about
their classroom environment and the scores were used to compare across the two schools
to contrast the newer and older schools. The MCAP instrument was designed by
Earthman (2004), and permission to use the survey is documented in Appendix E.

The MCAP assessment consists of 48 items covering seven building components
and conditions such as thermal control, lighting, acoustics, furniture condition and
equipment, space, and presence of graffiti (Leigh, 2012). The survey is divided into five
sections: classroom assessment, attitudinal assessments, student learning, building
assessment, and demographic data. A copy of the instrument can be found in Appendix
G.

Research Questions

This study is guided by the following questions:

1. To what extent are job attitudes of teachers influenced by the conditions of

school facilities in Arkansas?

2. What are the perceptions of teachers in regards to the condition of school

buildings?
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3. Is there a difference between attitudes of teachers in “new” facilities versus
“older” facilities?

Protection of Human Subjects

Upon receiving approval from the Arkansas Tech University (IRB; see Appendix
A), as well as consent from the school superintendents that participated in the research
(see Appendices B and C), consent from school principals at both high schools were also
received. After receiving consent from the principals, a meeting with the staff was set at
the principals’ discretion and an appropriate time was determined to administer the
survey to the staff. A meeting was held with the staff to obtain their consent to
participate, during which their rights as participants were discussed. The consent form
was obtained from all subjects surveyed before they took the survey. A copy of the
survey and the consent form can be found in Appendix G.
Data Collection

After all approvals were obtained and permission to collect data was obtained
from IRB, the researcher administered the MCAP surveys to the teachers during a
predetermined time and place. The surveys were administered to the teachers at School
A (newer) during a called faculty meeting. Although the study was explained in the
cover letter to the survey, the researcher went over the rights of participants and the
protection of confidentiality. After the consent forms were signed, the paper and pencil
surveys were distributed to each teacher in attendance. As the surveys were completed,
the researcher collected each survey and secured them in a cardboard container and
marked the box with the school’s name. After completing data collection at School A,

the researcher then traveled to School B (older) and carried out the same procedures with
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the faculty members in that school. Again, after collecting the paper and pencil surveys,
the researcher marked the container as School B and secured the surveys in preparation
for data entry.

The CAPE survey was presented to each superintendent on the date that the
MCAP surveys were administered, and they were asked to complete the CAPE survey
and return it to the researcher by scanned email attachment. Since there was only one
CAPE survey for each school, administered by the superintendent, it was felt that it
would be sufficient to let them send in the surveys in this manner for convenience.
Data Analysis

The data analyses for this study involved two phases: 1) the results from the
CAPE survey completed by the two district superintendents and 2) the results from the
MCAP survey of the teachers from the two schools. Although the MCAP has been
demonstrated to be reliable by Earthman (2004) at o = .95, there was an error in
duplicating the MCAP and two of the items were left off the survey. However, a
reliability check on the MCAP data collected with the two missing items indicated that
the instrument was still reliable at o« = .90. Based on this finding, it was determined that
the study could proceed and the MCAP would provide a reliable analysis of these data.

Statistics about the physical and aesthetic conditions of the two high schools were
self-reported by the two superintendents using the CAPE survey. Therefore, it can only
be assumed that the results were reported accurately.

The data from the CAPE survey were entered manually into an Excel file. For
coding purposes, the responses to the CAPE survey were set up with a response to A

being coded as 1, B as 2, and C as 3. Using these numeric codes for categorical data
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allowed for a composite score for each high school to be calculated and used to compare
the conditions of the facilities between the two schools. The higher the score on the
CAPE survey, the better the condition of the building. An independent samples t-test was
used to determine whether there was a statistically significant difference between the
CAPE scores of the two high schools.

For the MCAP surveys determining the attitudes and perceptions of the teachers
in each school as to the conditions of their classroom environments, the raw data from the
paper surveys that had been collected from the schools was manually entered into an
Excel file by the researcher. Data fidelity was maintained by entering the data for each
individual school into a separate Excel file so that there was no chance of confusing the
schools or intermingling the data. Once the data were entered into Excel, they were then
uploaded into SPSS23 for statistical analysis purposes.

The MCAP surveys from the two high schools were coded numerically using a
Likert Scale. Questions 1-40 represent the first three sections of the survey (i.e.,
Attitudinal Assessments; Classroom Assessments; and Student Learning Assessments)
and have four-point Likert responses from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 4 = Strongly Agree.
The responses to these first three sections produced a composite score by adding up the
number from each item. It should be noted that 18 of the 40 questions in the first three
sections are reverse ordered, in that a response of “4 — Strongly Agree” would be
considered a negative response. For these 18 questions, the responses were recoded so
that responses to all 40 questions were viewed as the higher the composite score, the

more positive the results.
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Demographic data were collected and coded numerically as well. Questions 4-8
provided information regarding respondents’ gender, degree level, years taught, and years
taught in the district. For these categorical data, numbers were assigned for calculation
purposes but have no number value per se. Once the data were properly coded and
entered into SPSS23, a series of independent samples t-tests were performed to attempt to
answer the stated research questions.

First, descriptive statistical analyses were used to determine the means and
standard deviations for all variables and to describe the participants in the study.
Composite scores for the MCAP survey were calculated and presented as a total
composite score and scores for each subsection: Classroom Assessment, Attitudinal
Assessment, and Student Learning Assessment. These scores were then used as mean
teacher responses, and a series of independent samples t-tests were performed to
determine if there was a statistically significant difference between the schools based on
the age of the buildings.

In addition to comparing the composite scores between the two high schools,
analyses were also included to determine whether any differences can be identified
between the older and newer schools based on the demographic variables collected. For
instance, do male and female teachers have different attitudes about their schools?
Independent samples t-test were also used to conduct this analysis.

Summary of the Methodology

This chapter presented the research design and methodology used to conduct the

study. It provided a description of the schools involved and the procedures for securing

approval for the study. In addition, it included a description of the procedures carried out
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to collect data, the instruments used, and the data analysis methods employed for the
purpose of answering the research questions.

In the next chapter, the researcher will present the results from the descriptive and
inferential statistical analyses used on the data collected. That will be followed in
Chapter V by presenting the conclusions drawn from these findings and the implications

for practice and future study that arose from the study.



Chapter 1V: Results

This chapter shows the outcomes of data gathered from the teacher participants in
this study, consisting of 65 teachers and two superintendents. Table 4.1 shows that
among these participants, 78.1% (25) were female and 21.9% (7) were male in School A
(newer), and 77.4% (24) were female and 22.6% (7) were male in School B (older)
providing a similar breakdown by gender between the two schools. Two respondents did
not report their gender.

Also in Table 4.1, among the participants in relation to the highest degree
achieved, the teachers in School A were evenly divided with 16 teachers with a
bachelor’s degrees and 16 with an advanced degree. School B had 54.8% (17) teachers
with bachelor’s degrees and 45.2% (14) teachers with an advanced degree. Again, this
demonstrates a similar makeup between the two schools in relation to the highest degree
achieved.

The participants were also asked to report their years of teaching experience.
School A had 81.3% (26) of the teachers with 0-10 years of teaching experience and
18.8% (6) teachers that had 10 or more years of teaching experience. In School B, 74.2%
(23) of the teachers less than 10 years of teaching experience and 25.8% (8) teachers had
10 or more years of teaching experience. Again, this is a very similar breakdown
between the schools in terms of overall teaching experience (see Table 4.1).

The last demographic variable that was obtained regarding the participants in the
study was the years employed in their present school district. It was felt that this variable

may impact perceptions about the facilities. In Table 4.1, School A reported that 78.1%
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(25) teachers had been in the district 0-10 years, while 21.9% (7) had been in the district
for more than 10 years. School B indicated that 61.3% (19) of its teachers had been in

the district 0-10 years, while 38.7% (12) had been in the district for more than 10 years.

Table 4.1

Participant Demographic Information

School A School B

Gender Female 25 (78.1%) 24 (77.4%)
Male 7 (21.9%) 7 (22.6%)

Total 32 (100%) 31(100%)

Highest Degree Bachelors 16 (50%) 17 (54.8%)
Advanced 16 (50%) 14 (45.2%)

Total 32 (100%) 31 (100%)

Total Years 0-10 Years 26 (81.3%) 23 (74.2%)
10+ Years 6 (18.8%) 8 (25.8%)

Total 32 (100%) 31 (100%)

Years in District 0-10 Years 25 (78.1%) 19 (61.3%)
10+ Years 7 (21.9%) 12 (38.7%)

Total 32 (100%) 31 (100%)

Data Analysis

The overall composite scores for the school facilities were determined by
compiling the responses to the Commonwealth Assessment of Physical Environment
(CAPE) instrument by each of the two superintendents. Responses were coded so that a
higher number value to a survey question would always indicate a more favorable
building situation. Data analysis was performed using SPSS in which coded responses

from the questionnaire were entered to determine whether the superintendents’ responses
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corresponded to a significant difference in the condition of the buildings. An explanation
of the survey follows each set of tables.

Composite scores for teacher attitudes were determined by coding teacher
responses to the MCAP instrument. Coded and recoded teacher responses were entered
into SPSS. Questions number 5, 6, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34,
38, and 39 were recoded so that a higher teacher response to a question would always
indicate a more positive teacher attitude. Analysis of the data determined whether the
responses presented significant differences in the attitudes of teachers in School A
(newer) and School B (older) during the 2017-18 academic session. Cronbach’s alpha
was run on the MCAP instrument and indicated a score of .90.

CAPE total composite. The Commonwealth Assessment of Physical
Environment (CAPE) provided the composite score regarding the physical conditions of
School A (newer) and School B (older) during the 2017-18 academic school session. The
CAPE instrument contains 32 assessment questions which were administered to the
superintendent of each school district, 27 of which were coded, entered into SPSS, and
analyzed. The composite score for School A was 76 with a mean of 2.81, while the
composite score for School B was 59 with a mean of 2.19. An independent samples t-
test was conducted to determine if there was a difference in the means between the two
schools on the CAPE composite score (see Table 4.2).

The results indicate that p = .080, and since the significance level was set at p <
.05, it cannot be concluded that the difference in the mean between the two schools is
statistically significant. While it is apparent that the newer school (School A) was scored

higher by its superintendent than the older school (School B), the difference was not



32

significant. This could have more to do with the fact that it is a self-reported comparison
of two superintendents. It is possible that they may not have felt comfortable describing
their facilities as being too needy. Whatever the reason, it is interesting that there was not

a significant difference in this CAPE survey between the older and the newer school.

Table 4.2

t-Test Results Comparing Total Composite CAPE Scores by School

C M t df Sig.
School A 76 2.81 7.94 2.5 .080
School B 59 2.19

Note. Significance is based on p < .05.

MCAP total composite. This section shows the data analysis results regarding
the perceptions of teachers working in School A (newer building) compared with the
perceptions of teachers working in School B (older building) during the 2017-18
academic session. The MCAP instrument contains 43 questions which were coded,
entered into SPSS, and analyzed. The mean total composite score for the 32 teachers in
School A was 79.78, while the total composite score for the 31 teachers in School B was
a mean of 97.42. Two items were inadvertently left off the MCAP survey. A reliability
analysis was run using Cronbach alpha which indicated that the reliability of the survey
(o = .90) was similar to previous reliability measures that included the two missing items
meaning that the survey was not affected to the point of discarding the results.

An independent samples t-test was conducted to analyze the total composite
scores of teachers in both School A and School B to determine if there was a significant

difference in the scores. Table 4.3 shows that there was a statistically significant
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difference between the composite MCAP scores for School A (M =79.78, SD = 15.04)

and School B (M= 97.42, SD = 14.09); t(61) = -3.17, p = .002.

Table 4.3

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Total Composite MCAP Scores by School

N M SD t df Sig.
School A 32 79.78 15.04 -3.17 61 .002*
School B 31 97.42 14.09

Note. Significance is based on p < .05 and indicated by an asterisk.

School B (older school) has a higher mean than School A (newer school), which shows
that the overall attitude of teachers in School B regarding their classroom physical
environment is more positive than the overall attitude of teachers in School A.

MCAP classroom assessment. This section presents the results obtained
concerning the attitudes of teachers about the physical nature of their classroom in School
A (newer building) and School B (older building) during the 2017-18 academic session.
There were 17 questions administered to the teachers in the classroom assessment section
of the MCAP instrument, which were coded, entered into SPSS, and analyzed. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to analyze the classroom assessment scores
between School A and School B. Table 4.4 shows that there was a statistically
significant difference between the classroom assessment MCAP scores for School A (M
= 30.84, SD = 6.83) and School B (M = 35.42, SD = 6.25); t(61) = -2.77, p = .007.
School B (older school) has a higher mean than School A (newer school), which shows
that teachers in School B have a more positive attitude about their classrooms’ physical

condition than the teachers in School A.
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Table 4.4

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Classroom Assessment MCAP Scores by School

N M SD t df Sig.
School A 32 30.84 6.83 2,77 61 007*
School B 31 35.42 6.25

Note. Significance is based on p < .05 and indicated by an asterisk.

MCAP attitudinal assessment. This section shows data concerning how the
physical conditions of the classroom influence the teachers’ attitudes related to classroom
assessment in School A (newer building) and School B (older building) during the 2017-
18 academic session. There were 14 questions in the attitudinal assessment section of the
MCAP instrument, which were coded, entered into SPSS, and analyzed. An independent
samples t-test was conducted to analyze the attitudinal assessment scores between School
A and School B. Table 4.5 shows that there was a statistically significant difference
between the attitudinal assessment MCAP scores for School A (M = 28.81, SD = 7.13)

and School B (M = 32.52, SD = 5.65); t(61) = -2.28, p = .026.

Table 4.5

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Attitudinal Assessment MCAP Scores by School

N M SD t df Sig.
School A 32 28.81 7.13 -2.28 61 .026*
School B 31 32.52 5.65

Note. Significance is based on p < .05 and indicated by an asterisk.

School B (older building) has a higher mean than School A (newer building), which
would indicate that teachers in School B have a more favorable attitude about the
physical conditions of the school in relation to their overall attitude than teachers in

School A.
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MCAP student learning assessment. This section shows data concerning
teacher attitudes about the physical condition of the classroom and how it affects student
learning in School A (newer building) and School B (older building) during the 2017-18
academic session. There were 11 questions in the student learning assessment section of
the MCAP instrument, which were coded, entered into SPSS, and analyzed. An
independent samples t-test was conducted to analyze the student learning assessment
teacher response scores between School A and School B. Table 4.6 shows that there was
a statistically significant difference between the composite MCAP scores for School A

(M = 20.13, SD = 3.62) and School B (M = 23.48, SD = 4.93); t(61) = -3.09, p = .003.

Table 4.6

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Student Learning Assessment MCAP Scores by
School

N M SD t df Sig.
School A 32 20.13 3.62 -3.09 61 .003*
School B 31 23.48 4.93

Note. Significance is based on p < .05 and indicated by an asterisk.

School B has a higher mean than School A, which would indicate that teachers in School
B (older building) have a more positive attitude about their classroom and its effect on
student learning than teachers in School A (newer building).

Male teachers. This section shows the overall statistics concerning the attitudes
of male teachers in School A (newer building) and School B (older building) during the
2017-18 academic school session. There were 43 questions on the MCAP instrument,
which were coded, entered into SPSS, and analyzed. There were seven male teachers in

School A and seven male teachers in School B. An independent samples t-test was
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conducted to analyze the total MCAP scores for male teacher responses in both School A
and School B. Table 4.7 shows that there was not a statistically significant difference
between the composite MCAP scores for School A (M =72.71, SD = 22.61) and School

B (M = 91.57, SD = 11.36); t(12) = -1.97, p = .072.

Table 4.7

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Male Composite MCAP Scores by School

N M SD t df Sig.
School A 7 72.71 22.61 -1.97 12 072
School B 7 91.57 11.36

Note. Significance is based on p < .05.

In Table 4.7, the p-value of .072 indicates that there was not a significant difference
between the mean male teacher attitudinal scores in School A and School B.

Female teachers. This section presents data concerning the attitudes of female
teachers in School A (newer building) and in School B (older building) during the 2017-
18 academic school year. There were 43 questions on the MCAP instrument which were
coded, entered into SPSS, and analyzed. There were 25 female teachers in School A and
24 female teachers in School B. An independent samples t-test was conducted to analyze
the total MCAP scores for female teachers in both School A and School B. Table 4.8
shows that there was a statistically significant difference between the female composite
MCAP scores for School A (M =81.76, SD = 12.08) and School B (M =91.38, SD =

15.02); t(47) = -2.48, p = .017.
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Table 4.8

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Female Composite MCAP Scores by School

N M SD t df Sig.
School A 25 81.76 12.08 -2.48 47 017*
School B 24 91.38 15.02

Note. Significance is based on p < .05 and indicated by an asterisk.

School B (older building) has a higher mean than School A (newer building), which
would indicate that female teachers in School B have a better overall attitude about their
classroom than female teachers in School A.

Bachelor’s degree. This section shows the data concerning the attitudes of
teachers who have a bachelor’s degree in School A (newer building) and School B (older
building) during the 2017-18 academic session. There were 43 questions on the MCAP
instrument which were coded, entered into SPSS, and analyzed. There were 16 teachers
with a bachelor’s degree in School A and 17 teachers with a bachelor’s degree in School
B. An independent samples t-test was conducted to analyze the MCAP scores of teachers
with a bachelor’s degree in both School A and School B. Table 4.9 shows that there was
not a statistically significant difference between the composite MCAP scores for School
A (M =82.44, SD = 17.29) and School B (M =90.65, SD = 12.23); t(31) =-1.58, p =

124,

Table 4.9

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Bachelor Degree Composite MCAP Scores by
School

N M sD T df Sig.
School A 16 82.44 17.29 -1.58 31 124
School B 17 90.65 12.23

Note. Significance is based on p < .05.
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Post-bachelor’s degree. This section shows the data concerning the attitudes of
teachers with a post-bachelor’s degree in School A (newer building) and in School B
(older building) during the 2017-18 academic session. There were 43 questions on the
MCAP instrument which were coded, entered into SPSS, and analyzed. There were 16
teachers with a post-bachelor’s degree in School A and 14 teachers with a post-bachelor’s
degree in School B.

An independent samples t-test was conducted to analyze the MCAP scores of
teachers with a post-bachelor’s degree in both School A and School B. Table 4.10 shows
that there was a statistically significant difference between the composite MCAP scores
for School A (M = 77.13, SD = 12.39) and School B (M = 92.36, SD = 16.51); t(28) =

-2.88, p = .008.

Table 4.10

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Post Bachelors Composite MCAP Scores by
School

N M SD t df Sig.
School A 16 77.13 12.39 -2.88 28 .008*
School B 14 92.36 16.51

Note. Significance is based on p < .05 and indicated by an asterisk.

School B (older building) has a higher mean than School A (newer building), which
would indicate that teachers with a post-bachelor’s degree in School B have an overall
better attitude about their classroom than teachers with a post-bachelor’s degree in School
A.

Teachers with 0-10 years of teaching experience. This section shows the data

concerning the attitudes of teachers with 0-10 years of teaching experience in School A
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(newer building) and in School B (older building) during the 2017-18 academic session.
There were 43 questions on the MCAP instrument which were coded, entered into SPSS,
and analyzed. There were 26 teachers with 0-10 years of teaching experience in School
A and 23 teachers with 0-10 years of teaching experience in School B. An independent
samples t-test was conducted to analyze the MCAP scores of teachers with 0-10 years
teaching experience in both School A and School B. Table 4.11 shows that there was a
statistically significant difference between the composite MCAP scores for School A (M
=82.19, SD = 15.19) and School B (M = 92.57, SD = 11.89); t(47) = -2.64, p = .011.
Table 4.11

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Teachers’ with 0-10 years of Experience
Composite MCAP Scores by School

N M SD t df Sig.
School A 26 82.19 15.19 -2.64 47 .011*
School B 23 92.57 11.89

Note. Significance is based on p < .05 and indicated by an asterisk.

School B (older building) has a higher mean than School A (newer building), which
would indicate that teachers with 0-10 years of teaching experience in School B have an
overall better attitude about their classroom than teachers with 0-10 years of teaching
experience in School A.

Teachers with more than 10 years of teaching experience. This section shows
the data concerning the attitudes of teachers with more than 10 years of teaching
experience in School A (newer building) and in School B (older building) during the
2017-18 academic session. There were 43 questions on the MCAP instrument which
were coded, entered into SPSS, and analyzed. There were six teachers with more than 10

years of teaching experience in School A and eight teachers with more than 10 years of
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teaching experience in School B. An independent samples t-test was conducted to
analyze the MCAP scores of teachers with more than 10 years of teaching experience in
both School A and School B. Table 4.12 shows that there was not a statistically
significant difference between the composite MCAP scores for School A (M = 69.33, SD
=9.40) and School B (M = 88.13, SD = 19.77); t(12) = -2.14, p = .054.

Table 4.12

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Teachers with more than 10 years of Experience
Composite MCAP Scores by School

N M SD t df Sig.
School A 6 69.33 9.40 -2.14 12 .054*
School B 8 88.13 19.77

Note. Significance is based on p < .05 and indicated by an asterisk.

Research Questions Addressed
This study is guided by the following questions:
1. To what extent are job attitudes of teachers influenced by the conditions of
school facilities in Arkansas?
2. What are the perceptions of teachers in regards to the condition of school
buildings?
3. Is there a difference between attitudes of teachers in “new” facilities versus
“older” facilities?
Based upon the results presented in this chapter, the answers to the research
questions are as follows:
Question 1: Based upon the independent samples t-test results run on MCAP data,
both composite and by sub-areas (i.e., classroom assessment, attitudinal assessment, and

student learning assessment), it does appear that the condition of the building as
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exemplified by the age of the building does create differences in teachers’ attitudes about
their job. However, the findings are in direct contradiction to the results found in the
Leigh (2012) study which is the basis for this replication. In this study, the older school
actually scored higher than the newer school in most areas. This may be complicated by
the fact that there did not appear to be a statistically significant difference in the
conditions of the buildings as measured by the CAPE survey. In other words, the
conditions of the buildings may not have been that different despite the difference in the
age. By this assessment, the age of the building as an independent variable may not be
relevant. The actual condition may be more important in terms of attitudes about their
job that may or may not be related to the age of the building.

Question 2: The perceptions of the teachers in these two schools as measured by
the MCAP survey indicate that in both schools the teachers were pretty positive about
their classroom environment and even more positive in School B, which was the older
school.

Question 3: There was a difference in attitudes and perceptions of teachers in
these two specific schools. Again, it was somewhat counterintuitive in contrast to the
Leigh (2012) study. An attempt to explain this difference in results will be made in
Chapter V. There may be several confounding variables that were not included in the
study that may have impacted the results.

Summary of the Chapter

The results presented in this chapter reveal that there were statistically significant

differences in the attitudes and perceptions of the teachers in School A (newer) and

School B (older).



Chapter V: Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations

The purpose of this study was to investigate how conditions of school facilities
impact teacher attitudes in Arkansas. This study was a partial replication of a study
previously undertaken by Leigh (2012). In the current study, teachers of two high
schools in Northwest Arkansas completed a survey designed to collect data concerning
their job attitudes in relation to their classroom and overall school conditions.

According to Leigh (2012), most teachers’ attitudes towards their teaching job
have a direct influence on their effectiveness. Since the Lake View School District No. 25
v. Huckabee (2002) case where school districts sued the state based on inadequate and
inequitable funding of its public schools, many of the state’s school facilities have been
significantly upgraded. Simon and Johnson (2015) found that the condition of school
facilities have an impact on student achievement. This led the researcher to question
whether the current conditions of Arkansas schools impacted positively or negatively on
student achievement and teachers’ attitudes.

Many teachers in Arkansas leave the education profession in pursuit of
employment in other economic sectors (Bureau of Legislative Research, 2016). This has
significant implications for teaching quality in Arkansas schools since teachers typically
leave their employment within the first five years, leaving novice teachers to teach the
students (Cox, 2009; Simon & Johnson, 2015). The implication is that school outcomes
and the achievement of students have gradually decreased. Should it be found that the
condition of classrooms and the overall condition of the school have a detrimental effect
on teachers’ attitude towards their jobs, it should be brought to the attention of the

education department to address with urgency.
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This chapter presents both the summary of the findings and conclusions based on
the research results of the present study. It also includes a list of implications for practice
and recommendations for further study.

Discussion of Findings

The results are based on a snap-shot of those teachers’ attitudes during the 2017-
2018 school year. A summary of the findings follows.

Assessment of the school buildings. The CAPE survey was administered to
determine the self-reported condition of both high school buildings. This survey was
completed by the superintendents of the two school districts involved in the study and
reflect their own individual perceptions of the conditions of the buildings. A composite
score was determined for both buildings and compared to establish whether there was a
significant difference between the responses of both superintendents. Question 29 on the
CAPE survey asked the superintendents: How would you rate the overall condition of
your school, taking into consideration all building, classroom, and technology
characteristics? School A’s (newer school) superintendent reported that the school’s
condition was Outstanding, while School B’s (older school) superintendent responded
that the school’s condition Needs Improvement.

A comparison of the mean responses of both superintendents on the CAPE survey
indicated that there was no statistically significant difference between the composite
scores on the CAPE of the two superintendents’ assessments. Although the
superintendent of School B (older school) indicated that the school needed repair work,
according to the overall score, the school was not significantly in worse condition

compared to School A (newer school). Since the analysis involved only two responses
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the validity of the statistical results are questionable. However, the numeric composite
score did seem to contrast with the self-reported status of the condition of the two
buildings.

Assessment of teachers’ attitudes of the school buildings. Previous studies
reported that environmental problems in schools impact the teachers’ ability to teach
effectively, leading to teacher attrition (Ahram, Stembridge, Fergus, & Noguera, 2011,
Almy & Tooley, 2012; Leigh, 2012). In an attempt to determine whether the condition of
these two high schools impacted teacher attitudes, the MCAP survey was administered to
all teachers in the schools. Those results were presented in Chapter IV and will be
summarized and discussed in relation to each research question.

Research Question 1. To what extent are job attitudes of teachers influenced by
the conditions of school facilities in Arkansas?

In answering the first research question, the composite results of the MCAP were
analyzed to determine whether the teachers’ attitudes were different between School A
(newer school) and School B (older school). An independent samples t-test was run to
compare the mean responses. It determined that teachers in School B (older school) had
a more positive attitude about their school building than the teachers in School A (newer
school). The MCAP attitudinal assessment provided an indication of whether classroom
conditions had an influence on the attitudes of teachers in School A and School B. A
comparison of the mean responses of teachers for the attitudinal assessment section of the
MCAP showed that teachers in School B had a better attitude about how their classroom

made them feel than the teachers in School A.
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Whereas the CAPE mean difference reflects a difference in favor of School A, the
MCAP differences all reflect the highest mean scores for School B. The highest
difference in the job attitude of teachers was achieved between teachers with post
bachelor’s degrees, notably a difference of 20.23. The second largest difference was that
of male teachers where a mean difference of 18.86 was noted. Teachers with more than
10 years’ experience came in third with a difference of 18.8, followed by the MCAP total
composite mean difference of 17.64. Teachers’ assessment of student learning achieved
the smallest difference (3.35) with the attitudinal assessment of teachers closely thereafter
(3.71).

Two of these differences are found in the Leigh (2012) study as well; namely,
there was also a statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the male
teachers, but in the case of the Leigh (2012) study, it was the males at the newer school
who achieved higher scores. The same goes for student assessment by the teachers,
which were the lowest mean difference in both studies with the exception that in the
Leigh (2012) study it was the teachers in the newer school who noted the higher score.
According to Leigh (2012) and McGowen (2007), the structural condition, design, and
appearance of the school building impacted on teaching quality and student success. The
question that arises is: What accounts for the differences in these two studies that can
account for the direct opposite results?

Teachers might be satisfied by buildings that are clean and safe with principals
who provide strong leadership and provide opportunities for teachers to develop their
skills further (Allison, 2017). It can be argued that teachers of School B are more

influenced by other factors, such as those listed by Allison (2017), and that the condition
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of the school classrooms and building do not influence them strongly. On the other hand,
taking the CAPE rating of School B superintendent into consideration, it is also possible
that the facilities and overall impression of School B are not very different from School
A.

Research Question 2. What are the perceptions of teachers in regards to the
condition of school buildings?

The MCAP classroom assessment was given to determine if the classrooms’
physical setting had any influence on teachers’ perceptions in School A and School B. A
comparison of the mean of responses of teachers for the classroom assessment section of
the MCAP showed that teachers in School B perceived the influence of their classrooms’
physical environment more positively than teachers in School A. Similarly, the MCAP
student learning assessment was used to conclude whether physical condition influenced
teachers’ perceptions in School A and School B. A comparison of the mean responses of
teachers for the student learning section of the MCAP showed that teachers in School B
perceived their classrooms’ physical conditions to influence student learning more
positively than the teachers in School A.

The classroom perceptions of the teachers at School B differed from those in the
Leigh (2012) study. Whereas the teachers of the older school in the Leigh (2012) study
were demotivated by the physical appearance of their classrooms, in the current study the
teachers did not find the physical appearance of the older school (B) detrimental to their
motivational levels or attitude towards the school, teaching, or the ability of the students

to learn.
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Research Question 3. Is there a difference between attitudes of teachers in “new”
facilities versus “older” facilities?

Although the MCAP provides for some detailed responses from teachers about
the suitability of their classrooms for teaching activities, it is not very detailed. For
instance, the teachers only have one out of two choices when judging the overall school
buildings. This might have an influence on the measurements of School A and School B,
especially if teachers are more driven by other motivational factors as indicated by
Allison (2017).

The MCAP composite scores revealed a mean difference of 17.64 in favor of
School B—the older school. In comparing the composite scores for male teachers, the
differences were not significant which means that the attitudes of male teachers of School
A and School B towards their classrooms were not more or less positive in relation to
student learning. On the other hand, there was a statistically significant difference
between the mean responses of female teachers in School A and School B. This value
signifies that the attitude of female teachers in School B towards their classrooms’
physical conditions and its influence on student learning was more positive than that of
the female teachers in School A.

In comparing the mean differences of teachers based on level of teacher
education, it was found that the attitudes of teachers with bachelor’s degrees did not
differ significantly in the composite MCAP scores for School A and School B. In
contrast, the attitudes of teachers with post-bachelor’s degrees regarding the influence of
the building conditions were found to differ significantly between School A and School

B. An evaluation of the mean responses of the teachers with a post-bachelor’s degree
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indicated that teachers with a post-bachelor’s degree in School B had a more positive
attitude towards their school’s physical environment than the teachers with a post
bachelor’s degree in School A. The attitudes of both groups of teachers with 0-10 years’
experience and more than 10 years’ experience of School B were more positive towards
the physical environment of their school the teachers of School A.

The findings of this study differ from the Leigh (2012) study where the MCAP
mean score differences were in favor of the newer school. This means that teachers were
more motivated and displayed a more positive attitude towards working in a newer
school compared to an older school. In a survey done by the National Center for
Education Statistics (2005), it was found that approximately 48% of teachers transferred
to another school based on the physical condition of the school. More alarming was the
finding that 39% of teachers leaving the profession stated that the need for significant
repair of school facilities was one of the main sources of dissatisfaction (National Center
for Education Statistics, 2005).

As stated earlier, there may not be a single reason for these differences in the
findings of the current study. The findings from Allison’s (2017) study are indicative of
the fact that teachers in Arkansas were motivated by the contribution they make in the
lives of students and the community, the quality of school leadership, and interpersonal
relationships with staff members. Albert (2017) suggested that the impact of the physical
condition of schools needed to be updated as situations and attitudes may differ with
time. This seems to be the case in this study as the findings are totally different from

what could be expected from the literature.
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Conclusions

The expectation of this study, based on the previous study of Leigh (2012), was
that there would be a relationship between school facility conditions and teacher
attitudes. Assessments were given to determine whether there were significant
differences between building conditions and teacher attitudes in a newer building
compared to an older building. There was persuasive evidence of a definite relationship
between teacher attitudes and school facility conditions, although opposite to the findings
of Leigh (2012). While the findings were not consistent with reviewed literature or
previous studies, it led me to believe that there might be other factors present affecting
teaching attitudes.

School B is older and had the opportunity to build a reputation for itself and
establish a positive school climate. The teachers who reported on the number of years’
experience could have worked at School B for some years which would afford them the
opportunity to build interpersonal relationships with the other staff members and
principal. At School B, the principal might have been there for an extended period,
which could positively influence the effectivity of the leadership and relations built with
the teachers and community. According to the Allison (2017) study, these factors
contributed to teachers’ decision to stay at a school which in turn could be interpreted as
instilling a positive attitude and perception about teaching at a particular school.

Based on the findings in this study, the perceptions of teachers were more positive
when working in the older school building. The perceptions of teachers in the newer
school building were not as positive. This would indicate a definite difference in

attitudes of teachers in newer and older buildings, albeit not in favor of the newer
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buildings as was expected initially. As stated earlier, the teachers’ attitudes about a
school might not be answered by the age of the school buildings only.
Implications of the Study

This study focused solely on two high schools in the northwest part of Arkansas,
and therefore the data were limited, and the results did not represent all high schools in
Arkansas. The statistical analyses did conclude that there is a relationship between
teacher attitudes and school facility conditions in schools where buildings are considered
both older and newer. Because the results were opposite of the study being replicated,
here are some suggestions for school leaders, facility managers, and educators to
consider.

1. A well-maintained school facility can be an important factor that attracts and
retains quality educators, which is vital to the overall health of a successful
school district.

2. School districts should stay abreast with the latest technology to ensure that
quality teaching and learning are taking place (Leigh, 2012) and that older
schools can accommodate new technology in the school facilities. Teacher
and student surveys should be conducted yearly to assess the learning
environment, and the results should be analyzed and taken into consideration.

3. Inlight of the findings of this study, it might not be necessary to rebuild
schools. The findings proved that teachers’ attitudes towards the school
building might not be negatively influenced by the age of the building. A
thorough assessment of the current status pertaining to teachers’ perceptions

and attitudes towards the school could be indicated before deciding on
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replacing a school or renovating the facilities.

4. It seems from the results of this study that the teachers might not experience
new schools as only positive. Districts could, therefore, establish forums or
distribute open-ended question surveys to teachers of new schools to
determine which features of the new schools might cause frustration or
negativity amongst the teachers. These comments could be utilized when
designing new schools to ensure the more customized design of the school.

Recommendations for Further Study

Based on the findings, the following recommendations for further study were

formulated:

1. Conduct a state-wide study that would assess the relationship between school
facilities and teacher attitudes at the elementary level. This study would
assess every elementary school in Arkansas in order to determine whether
there is a relationship between school facility conditions and teacher attitudes
in elementary schools across the entire state of Arkansas.

2. Conduct a state-wide regional study that would assess the relationship
between school facilities and teacher attitudes in the four regions of the state
of Arkansas across grades K-12. This study would assess schools in each
region in Arkansas across grades K-12 in order to determine whether there is a
correlation between school facility conditions and teacher attitudes in grades
K-12 which is dependent on which region of the state the school is located.

3. Create an assessment that combines existing school culture audit surveys with

components that have similar attributes to the MCAP. Important components
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of the assessment survey created should be to measure the perception of
effective leadership in that school building, the condition of the school
facility, and teacher attitudes.

4. Conduct a study using this assessment that would measure the school culture
as well as the age of the school building.

5. Conduct a study or studies in which the teacher attitudes towards the building
and school climate include the length of stay at the school being studied.
Include in such a study questions about the staff relationships and the
effectiveness of the leadership. Such a study could be focused on Arkansas
only or include different states.

6. By taking a different methodological approach, this study might have shed
more light as to why the teachers of School B had attitudes that are more
positive towards their school compared to the teachers of School A. It is
therefore suggested that a qualitative study is conducted to determine
teachers’ reasons for their positive relationship to an older school.

Summary

It can be speculated that one of the reasons for the difference in findings might
stem from the fact that Leigh (2012) targeted elementary school teachers whereas the
current study focused on high school teachers. In a study by Hargreaves (2000) the
emotional relationships of elementary and high school teachers were compared.
Hargreaves (2000) found that elementary school teachers displayed more emotion and
established warm professional relationships with the students. The social and emotional

relationships between teachers and students formed the basis of all school activities. In
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contrast, high school teachers did not engage emotionally with students but had a more
professional subject-oriented focus. Hargreaves (2000) reported that high school teachers
valued students’ respect, acknowledgment, and appreciation towards the teachers. It
could be speculated that due to the professional distance that high school teachers
maintain at school that their perceptions and attitudes towards the school buildings and
classroom facilities differ from that of elementary school teachers.

At the outset of this study, | expected to get similar results to that of the Leigh
(2012) study, which could be used to argue for an extensive renewal of the school
buildings in Arkansas. It was somewhat surprising to get the exact opposite results,
causing me to search the literature for possible explanations of the differences in results.
Throughout the study, | aimed to remain professional and focused on the study process
and methodology to ensure objectivity when replicating Leigh’s (2012) study.
Throughout this journey, nothing has prepared me for the results being the exact opposite
of Leigh’s (2012) study and other literature. These outcomes serve to confirm that
humans are complex and that no singular reason for their behavior or attitudes may exist.
The intricate pattern of systems and relationships together with perceptions and emotions
of individuals and groups bring about a unique response. In the case of this study, one
has to conclude that the age and appearance of school buildings might not be important in
establishing teachers’ attitudes towards their school. After all, teaching is an activity by
humans for humans, and it may be that relationship and perceived school culture weigh

more than the age of the school buildings.
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Appendix A

TARKANSAS TECH
UNIVERSITY

Offrze of Spansorad Program:z
and University Initiotives

Adminiztotion Suiding, Romn 207
WNorth Soulder Arcous
- ikanzas 72801

Gffies: 4T3-3048.2337
WO A

12/15/17
Ta Whom IL May Ceneern; 3

Andrew T. Curny's IRB zpplication “School Facility Conditions and the Relationship to Teacher Job
Attitudes: A Replication Sludy” is anproved Lhrough December 15, 2020, The upproval cade Is
Curry 121517,

Thank you,

JefT Aulgur, Fd.i,
IRB Chair
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Appendix B

Movernber 1, 2017

DOr, Andres Martin

Supaziinlendent Greenland Public Schosls
0 North Main Street

areenlznd, Arcansas 72737

Dezar Or. Wart n,

Hallo, amm waling you in rogards to seekirg permission ta da rasearch at your schaol site of the
Greenland High schoaol. | am a Boctaral canciczte far the Arkansas Tech University, Center Tor
Leadership and Laaming in Russellvillz, Arkanszs, ! am asking for your permissian t2 conduct
twa different types of assessments for my doctoral dissertation. The dissertekion will be
researching job ralared attitudes Lowards the candition of the school facility. | will be glad to
share the mesuls with you upen request at the 2qd of the project, The praject is d=signed ta
pravide insight for adrministrazars irto how Che cur-ent leaming envirenment is eflecling stalf
and to help Superintandents and board members to have talking paints it neadad in the tuture
“or millage campaigns or buiicing projects,

Ore assessment will be the Cammonwealth Assessment of Physical Enviranments (CAPE} thar |
will be asking wou ta 5ill out arnd return concerning building esndition data. The ather
assessrent that D will be wslng with staff is called the My Classrocm Appraizal Protecol (MCAR),
1hls gssezsment is dosigned to measurs the teachers atlitude of their indwidual dussrocr and
lezrning environmens. Both surveys will be anonymous and | will cxplain that pont with
consent, ol principal and staff. 1 am also includ ng copies of the assessment with this letter for
WOUF ravicw,

The timeline far the ressarch will be atter the Therksgiving braak and he’ore the Carlsimas
break. | wil need 15-20 minutes with yvour high schoal staff to conduct the survey, §will contact
you ard your principal if you arc grecious enough o allow me to use your facility for research |
will b contacting yau 500N ta discuss naxt steps. Thank yvou for conzsicerirg this reqaest and i
vou so chapse plezse sipn al lhe ballom of the page and return implying consent 1o move
forward. Thank yod.

Sincorely,

Androw Curry
Arkansas Tach Universily
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Poctoral Student

| Dr. &ndrea Martin grant Andrewe Curey, Doctaral Student with Arkansas Tech University
permission 10 conduct research on Greenland high school and staft concarning teacher job
attitudes and the relation ta school facility. | fully unde~stand that Mr. Curry will fave ta survoy
stall and have Lheir consenl as well

St Andrea Martic

63



Appendix C

Novarpkier 1, 2017

IAr. Dan lordan

Lkins Schocl Listrict
34% k. Center

Likins, Arkarsas 72727

Dear Mr. _ardan,

Hello, | am writing yoL in regards 1o seeking permisslon Lo do research at your schaol site o~ the
Clkirs I'igh School. | am 2 Doctoral candidate “or the Arkansas Teck University, Center “or
Leadershia and Learning in Russeliville, Arkansas. | am asking far your permission te conduct
o differznt Lyaos ol assesements Tar my dectora’ dissa-ation. The dissertation will be
researching job related atticudes towarcs the condition of the school facility. | will be glad to
share the rasults with vou upon request at the end of the praject. The praject is designed to
provide insight Tor administraters into how the carrent leaming coviezement is elTecting stafl
and to help Sups-intandents ard baard members to have talking points it needead in the tuture
far millage campaigns ar building projects.

One azzezsment will be the Commonmwealth Aszsessment of Phyzical Environments [CAPE) thas |
will bz asking yau to fill out 2nd rezurr concerring builcing conditlzn data. The othar
aszersman: that | will be using with staffis callad tos My Clazsroom Appraiszl Frotacol [WMCAP),
th's 2ssessment is designed —o measure the teachers attitude af thelr Inzividaal classroorm and
learning enviranmant. Both survays wil be anorymaus and |will 2xplain that point with
conseal el principals and st2. | am also including copies el the assessmens with this letter for
woUE review

The timel re “or the research will be afier the Tharksgiving break and tefare the Christmas
breas. | will nead to coma on campus ta conduct the brief survey with sta® it you have a
scheduled meeling or time available far this. Dwill contact you and the principal il you are
gracious enaugh to allow me ta use your Tacility for research | will b2 contacting you sconto
diseuss next steps. Thank you for considering this reguest and if you sa choase please sign at
the hotiom of the pege and return implying consens to move farward. Thank you,

Sirceraly,

Androws Curry
Arkansas Tech Lniwersity
Dactoral Student
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| Dan Jordan grant Andrew Curry, ODoclorzl Slecent wilh Arlansss Tech Universicy permission ta
co-duct rescarch o Elkins high school and szaft concerning teacher job attitudes and the

thair carsant as well. (Flaase sipn and return)

L (el

Mr, Darlderdan
Supsrinterdent ol Elkins Pulbilic School
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Appendix D

Zmal- el

Andraw Cunry sacurny AEEFgmeil. coms

1
i

Hello

Wed, Ok 18, 2007 al 114

Ruonald Lelgh =ranald
To: Andree: Sairy <320y 15650

b Surry,
st of k!

zlp cant veEats o

v bave my prinusslon e replicatz my suey? I sanbe uf any

Ren M. Lalgh, Ed.C.

Prinzipal

King'a Fora High Schogl
“Hema 2f thr Bulluogs"
[ERE MR S

pge.amire b g 25 keR e e 10lih el Zaulue Sy s atdinsy - S350 e RgFiralnlaighte Laask 12 aalAg.. 0
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Appendix E

TR Snai -Hu o
N L
\._':Trrla]i Andrew Curry <acurry1365@gmail esm=

Hello

Glen Earthman <earhrrari@v.edu>
Te: Ancruew Gurry <ocury | BE5EGr

Ardrew - =irst of all yoo shoale gel perrrission W oose both of Bwse inst-omests from heir aathers snd you need o state
this in your dissaration.. | will gwe you permission 10 uze bot- instruments, Yau shouls =vew hs Garal Cash

i agertafion (1393} for tha -

Tor o reocrl wrlten for SE=F]and is avol abde on their wee sile. | om alisching several commentanizs an the instraments
whizh may or my 1ot ke nalpful. Thers zra some otnar cormmentaries shat Deill ty o find and 2enc o yed, Good luck on
wir i dizseration. Slen Earthman

[edes: s bk

Zlen | Zarbrrar

Eduzalionzal Leadersh o

“irgmia Teck

Room 2009

1720 Kraft Drive (0302)

Slackshurg. W, 24080

Flione: 520-251-4541
Far: 340-231-7843
E-mz: earhmang@r.ecu

1 atlachments

iiE] ?E};T raisal Instrument Analysis.doc

i Scaring for the Assesament of Bullding and Classroom Conditions in Elementary Schools in Virginis.doc
2BK

'!ﬂ The CAPE |z compased of 27 Iterms. doc
28K
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Appendix F

T Coemmnnusaty Arsara anl of Fhpzisl Bav ranmen,

Commeonwealth Assessment of Physical Environment

[zats the status o the sdal fac ) Ly in
for cuch o e following qu
eac quast on,

sl e by chocsing the mzat 2ppiee: sle desoralior
tionz. You may provlas additonal informatiz= in the 82802 provitles wiler

T Rezulrad

© Emall address ™

Part 1 - Questions Relating to the school building in general:

2. 1. What is the ags of the facility? (A facility's age |2 your best estimate of the tine period
during which most of the space esed by students was bullt.) ~
i aniy e oval

ur vlder

i BU yu
T 50-3€ years ol

| 4028

;ears ol

13059 yuars o

| 20-29 vears o
10-19 vears ald

. Mnder 10 years old
Qlher:

<a

2. What description best fits the school building?
14 o v

" The bu ding was eigirz iy c2slgnee anc buiil as o Scoords v School 2nd wis ral renovatad
belorc convarson to an Elemenzery Sl
¢ ' The buiding wes orzinzly designes as & Secondary Schzal but ur derwent saime reravalions
bnf;re convarsicn to en Elerariary School.

Ihe bulding was originally designed 2s a Svcondary Schoo! but undereent rwjcr rencvetors
befor= conversicn ta ai Elemsntary Schoul.

The Lulding was orginally desizned and buill s an Eementany Senool,

4. 3. \What year was 1he last major rencvation of
the building pleted? (If no tions
have ever been done, write none.) *

hlkastdusgoode comborma'd” Cnk-0Cs 13012 4 Ye_sEWRAAA_FryniafiFL.l_NKNGywwiudil
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Lt

Cormenerasaart, assesan &) of Fliyseal Ervicrmanl

5. 4. Are there vizlble indications of roof leaks in the bullding? *
DS AL

{ g I8 fdrirnarstiog i
~=quiring buckets of water cnl

Cedion 4

a1 walar damage andlor watar Fals inosume arsss of the faciny,
.

weloping a few new staina dus womine leaks.

1 Cilinng s o

+ o vlsitl

S o oy (el aeter sools in he oeing,

TN Dther

6. 5. When was the lagt time tha interier walls, including classroem spacas, wars painted? *
ok ey ors aval,

U opwes 13 yenms oo

_‘; bebwear & - © Ry
" lags than 8 WEEMS 350

£ Otnan

-d

- i When waa the last e e esberdor walls or windows and trin were paled?
J o oved,

O awen Ty age

Jeiwsen -7 yIare agn

"y willin the last 1 pescs of no Ex1ennr S s paint
: ¥ %

. 7. How would you rate slectrical service in ihe echool bullding?
Ak pnty ane geal

'_-"; Elecirical zenize Iz not s iizien

o el corer buile’ ng nesds.

Oy Trerzis seffeizrd slocal serce 1o reet all au cenl buildy
arpansior.

iieds with lizle soom *g)

&

i Trare 'z sufic el slecirical servica 1o rreel all wu-renl builang needs with roan for

2. 0 What kind of flooiing s found in the majoily of instructicnal spaces?
sl ane o

"1 wend Tam

e or Terazzo

Carmpal

L Oiren

ayls somiiarms AT Bme BCSIpL L0 v _kE SR HA_F oy maaT ) HK R S
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Zurn

vera 1 Agemesmen of 2nygical Bnvioca @l

10, 9. 1= the school located near a busy, major highway, a frequently used rail ling, an area whers

it frequently pasz overheard, or another loud nolse produsing covizonment7 >
e UL

DT Yemwoune no mansure Reve Tesn akan 1 wduoe the level of noze with i the fallily

_'_\ Ve bt nemsuces have bizan kelen o reducs the level of noize wihin the fazlily

Y Mo

e

.10, Hovwe would you rate the averal]l maintenance of the schoa| builcing? ‘Whan .a|1swer||1g thla
guastion, conslder swch malhtanance tems as general repaires, light bulb replacement, the
maintanance af plumbing, alectrical and similar systems, act, *

FASA Can) Gne gwal
T Reer
- —.

Meeds g renl

7T Baliskclory

o

e

" Listzading

=

2 11, How would you rate the structural condition of the school building? #

S Giily o gl

¢ Poer

+ Meads Irarovemant

lissTonzbeary

T ey Goad
5 Datstznding
iz

Part 2 - Questions relating to the school's classrooms:

13, 12, (s Total number of classroom:s in your
Bchool? *

14, 12 {p)Tokal nuember of clazaroomsa located in
pormanent structure? *

S5, 17 (e Total number of mehila classrooms or
trallers? !

NEETIaR Al o TR - G 00 T Ve EVaRRAHC Frarld3Egd P MOl



27 Germzrweshh Assemmens o0 Saseal Eryiieoc@nl

CQuestions 13 - 28 apply only to the classrooms in your

permanent structure. Do not consider trailers when answering
these guestions.

“F. 13, Ane Lhere windows in each Instrustional space? ©
felerk ol ore cual

s are lesson an 1410 of the matuctlonal s

O Vol A In 51 M, Ut TR BREn AT o The nstnictional ¢
¢ Windows arz in 2ticas: 24tns of 1 irstuctional soacss.
O Dlhen

.Un.tiiled Title

Untitled Title

Untitled Title

Untitled Title

17, 14. Which of the following besd fescribes the heating system In the 3choul’? *
Mgt only ans avs!

Jneven hsalunabile e oecriml sach romn

‘ 1 St healiusabla wconlic each wam.
| Ewsn est'aols © contral sazh room

[Ty Otrer

18, 15 Which of the foltowing bes: descr’bas the air conditlonlng systeny In the selhool's
instructional arcas? *

gk oy ang ove!
T3 Mo air cereiuring i atuctional spaces,

77 aircordiioning in some insractiongl spaces, or 2 zonditianing 7 all apaces, but nat

reuulated, .
i &irzendliien’-3 in sl istctional speses whics can be wclregulated,
. hor

qipsne.ganglzeor o T Rirk-UGe ip. 2jdlve_BESE B le_-ry

1M ANl
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12T

Sormmzrwuzlin Asies e of Papseal Evverznman!
A5 16, What typa of lighting is aveilable in the mejority of the clagarooms? ©
fAark only ane ova!

"1 Flucrezcant lighting - cold
7771 Flucrescent lighing - =o1
"7 Incandascant lighsing

T Oten

22 17, What ¢nlor ara the walls in the instructinnal areas? -
FAzinw sy o obs!

) Dark cales

thie or offwh e

. Pasiel Coors

:‘ [»IHTE

2718, Whet type of material is used for tha majority of interior classrooms ceilings? ©
Ffeerle el

il

" Matsl

) wioed

22 19, How oftan are claesrocm floors swapt {1 wood, 1lle, or terrazzal or vasoumed (if
carprted]? *

feah

Lrie (El,

sochly
Womeldy

I'}:”.\.,n nr e freenty

O

]

o
ra

WeLe aval

"y Al

by
L ety o diily

T Oher

hips sz googlacamefor TsdM Smb- -BCs1pLTZ A Ve aZWRA e crmbbbgl_MENOawedil

[, e aften are classrocn floars smapped (iF wood, tile, or terrazzo) or cleaned (i carpeted | ?
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LA Prihiy Cormrovrecall feseszral of Pryscal Ervim sl
2, 2 Wisieh of He Tollowing best describes elee
Mark onle ang aval

al service in clissrooms? *

i one autlet in 2ac- dezarcem,

i Thers ame two o three outsts in esch classrecm.

Theie & 3 @3t ore ouiles 250 wall 10 each CIasaronmm, ar Taur of moane s

% Other:

25 22, Do clagarcoma have connections to a schocl-wide locel Brea compuber nelwork? ©
Tk anly ons o

T rhen
.

23, 23, Do classrooms have connectlons to a distrlet-wide oF cther area computer networks
Ll s oval

" as
T Ko

L D

3724, De classioalng have internet access? *
cH ooy ona avsl

T v
e

Mo

T Other:

& 25, Do zlassrcoms have cable connections to o central talevision antenna or other cable
tolovision systom? -

ek ety noe el
1 ee

i Ha

i Cther.

2426, Which of tha following best describes rlassronm fumilura? ©
fdzry only ong ova!

f_“ el cimasiooms hawe tomiltore et @ eilher fagially aczrred o “usctionally damagec.
i ©* Trough sileaz: haffthe rooms mey heve some minor fosial scare an the ziudant deaka, all of
the furniture is funclonally soond and oaks satisfostory,

" Al of Ine casarocme have furriture trat is fonctic-ally eound 272 faz 1

Lrschivi,

nhar

Mpsiass.0nneln cnrdoreEin 4 Al pl o 2als_ KBRS e _Frmnd

| HE R Casstedi B



Dm0 Age=z31 el o Plasical Chvioerron:

50. 27, Which of the following best describas the | charact
classroems? *

iWark sily 070 aval

slics of the schoul's

i Classes are held i~ oper spaece meas shared with uther classes.

5 Class oy are meditled open spaces usirg movak'e saitiiens o v e w dentfy
nart henrdalies.

: .- Classroomsz ars scif-coizired sposes wih 2 deer shat can o2 closed.

77 Olhen;

21, 2B. How wonld you rate the overall cosinetic conditions In the classrnom? *
Mark ooy ane ovel,

¢ TFoor

Necos Improvananl

. Sallstclery

very Goed

% Onrstanding

¢ Gther:

Part 3 - General questions relating to the school:

32, 28. How would you rate the overall condltion of the echool, taking into consideration all
huilding, classroom, and terhnology rharacteristics7 *

Mok enly ane cvsl.
{ 7y 2gor
Needs Impreveienl

cetury

very Gacd

 Outszanding
¢ i Qrher:

53 30. What |3 the 2chool's enrollment s of this
date? -

24, 31, What percentage of the school's enroliment
qualitied for tree or reduced price lunches as
of this clate? *

35. 32, What is the approximate acreage of the
scheol site? 7

hepadsdeca oot conTn e Kink=820 ip TZA4 Ma_h =0

1) _MKN Sl 8
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) 1 KR i Sorvazmsaaliy Azakarwant of Phggizz Zadro1mers

38, 15 there any additional information you would like v provide about the camdition of the school
building ar «lassroems? If 5o, ploase use tis spasa for that purpose,

A7 AFE there any cormmants Yo wish Lo make thal you think might aid in the stady of the role
school facilities play in taacher attitudes. if ao it would be appreciated.

This survey is derived from the Commuonwealth Assessment of
Physical Environment developed by Dr. Carol Cash [1993), the
State Assessment of Facilitics in Education by Dr. Carol Cash
and Dr. Glen Earthman (1925) and from the Assessment of
Building and Classroom Conditions in Elementary Schools in
Virginia by Dr. James Lanham, Ul {1998).

ac ay
Gongs Farms

[FERUH AN R L BT Rk LT oL el _KEWRAHE S BRG] o]t

(=)
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Appendix G

AT Ry Sl oo

My Classroom Assessment Protocol

" Fzsuirid

Classroom Assessment

1. | can easily control the termperature inmy roem, *

3 o ]
W O .

Biar
. Elrongly cigegree i)
Cissgres (31

L oAgreEe (2

+ Eicrgiy anes

2. Tha air quality in my classroom is good. ©

Tadc ks fy o Crdl

o+ Grengly ciszgree (4
+ Disagreo (3]
e 1)

Blangy acres |1

3 The slagsroom ia well lighteas, *

sy

T srengly disagrae (4]

" Dizagres {3}
©Agres (2]

Strangly zgree 10

<, Tha aguipment in the classmoam is in geed order ond meaodern, *

e g,

Slraraly disagres (4]
L sagrea 2y

- gro 2

angly AN

Al SRR O T S wran-at i IEhe sl TRaFE gl iedic

76



Ll

(o RHEEE [T TR IS Sy bl W B TR S g N PATT G R R TH L

Fs Clazmesn Sogesam=l M oo
5. Trere is mors qrafiti in the schoal than ke, -

itk ety

Blrore o tisanee (4]

K] ree )

i agree ()

o Suwrongly agn

[

. There |5 sufficiant wall wiiting suface |ghalkboarciwhiteboarnd.] *
Wani ands an ovs

- Slronaly dissonee (4]
o, Lnzagres (5}

T bgres (3

Y Gimngl',' i H L-]

=1

The wall writirn surface is in goed condition, *

© Steonaly diszgres (43

v v Drsagmes ()

v Py

=]

. Thiwe i Sulfi
Mark gl eae o

nt & paze for cofmplilers in thie chssioan.

o Blangly disagroe (4]

Liisog-ce (¥

BgEa i)

r L Emngly apren

=]

. The physical attributes of my classroom are attractive, ©
oy e penl,

o Blengly disagres (£

« % Elungy agres (1)

a

v classraam is camforable in winter manths, ©

ik dily AL

- Srrengly o sAgres

Sl y sygree (1)
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IMERT My Tamramn Aszessnant -rabosod
17 My clessrocm is comfertable in fall montha. =
aerk oniy i avel,
;' " Etangly diszgrac {4)
T Disagraid)
Y Rareed?)
voswongle 2gees 1)
14 Wy slassrooin | eomisrable iv2pring menths, *
wtan ol ons Gl
Shrangly i
Lo Lisaccze il
O dpeee 1B
i Eirengly agros il
T steangly disagree 4
v L Dissgres i
+ Slronsgy e (1)
12, My sehool @ in s wery good locolion. ™~
M Cnly oz o
Y Strongly diszgries 4
BE [
2 Brerg'y sgrae 1)
A4, The ceiling in my classroom leaks during a rain storm.
i T gl
v Birongly disagren (4]
% Diszgres i
:oApree ()
 Sirargly sgree )
i My elassronm is fraa of pests (mice, ants, roachss, ete,) *
Bzl cershye mes s,
- Bhangly dismgre: (2]
"1 Disagree %)
Agree {2
Strargly agrea (1]
hipes etz germgle o rsid | Sose s yluppd G Sehan DIK. A Pl
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cea AssRaEan Pioes)

Attitudinal Assessment

Tha corditor ofmy clagsreom..

14, Lemausea me preblems ™

TOMY JME DVE!

T Saumaly i

+ Jisagree (3]

Agres (2]

18, .mases me want to come 1o work every sormlog *
d;

S O o)
Strangly dizac es (4]
+ Lissgree (3]
¢ ofgteR [2)
T Bl ogree 1
18, . makes me weand to leavs Ieaching as a carear, *
fidzn 2l Qe sl

. Stronaly diragree (4]
I

i [3)

fores 2

' Eircngly agree (1)

(s 5o nviting that | rezlly fesl good about the classroom. *

N Gl

+ Bbangly

nmAgrae (4]

+ Disagrea [5)

Agres 2)

: Sirongly

.mikes me want to iransfer te a diffierent scheal in our systar, *
ey Gl

+ Bircngly dsagraa (4]

o =
1 oAgras (2

L Strongly mgree 1)

L D D LR B R TR . TR | o T e e e W T

ard
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1T Wy Slazmracr faszssoar Baieen]

wrhances my teaching. *

[ped e e

ungly zieagies 4]
» Digzgree (31
1 oAgree (2]

Shrongy agrae i)

b

makes it difficult for me fo teach offectively. -

ol s sl

faa

Sraigly dissgres (47

1 Disagraes {3;

Agree (2]

Slrangly

]

.omakes me feel salisfed wilh the clagsioom T which | leach,
auEn,

1 Brong v disagree (4)
. Disagree (2}
ST dagiee (2

Strongly &gree [

mahes ire fael happy when in the room, ©
Al

% Sncaly dizagree (41
i Lizagres )

SO A (2

Sl s (1]

causes ma sarns percdic beelih oroblems | 7
L]

i
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