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FOREWORD

‘This monograph, the second in the CSE Monograph Series in Evaluation,
presents the results of the field testing of the CSE Elementary. School
Fvaluation KIT: Needs Assessment. The KIT, which is designed to facilitate
the determination of goal priorities for an elementary school, provides
a school principal with a rationale and the specific techniques and materials
for conducting a needs assessment of his own school.

When the field test results of the KIT were analyzed it became apparent
that some trends were suggested which had not been anticipated when
the field-test design was established. What had emerged was an unexpected
dividend in the sense that the data suggested a method to get at the
national priorities for elementary education. Further, the data seemed to
suggest what some of these national priorites might look like. In this light,
while the field test results will be of value to those who were involved
in the field test and will provide a descriptive and interpretive background
to potential users of the KIT, it seems to us that the data have a potentially
broader appeal. An examination of the field test results might also be of
interest to those individuals and groups—educators, researchers, curriculum
developers, and evaluators—concerned with the process of establishing
priorities, and at a variety of different levels within the educational spec-
trum—local, state, and national.

The monograph is set forth in four chapters. Chapter I examines educa-
tional needs assessment and describes the CSE approach to establishing
needs and priorities. Chapter II, which describes the rationale and develop-
ment of the CSE goal taxonomy, also discusses how these goals were rated
by a national sample and the composition of the sample. Chapter I11
examines the findings of the national survey of priorities for elementary
goals and discusses the areas of similarity and divergence among the distinct
rating groups comprising the sample. Chapter IV suggests some implica-
tions that emerged in terms of both the methodology described and the
findings it yielded,

The analysis of the data from the field testing of the KIT provided
some interesting insights not anticipated in the original scope of the field
testing. Some of the implications that emerged are perhaps tentative, in
the sense that the sample used in the field test was not chosen with the
deliberate intention of ascertaining a set of national priorities. However,
the sample is quite large, comprises several diverse rating groups, and
has fairly broad geographic and socio-economic representation. In this
light the data do suggest some national priorites for elementary education,
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and should be of interest to those concerned with how such priorities
are established and the form they assume.

Marvin C. Alkin
Los Angeles, California



Chapter I 1
THE NATURE OF EDUCATIONAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT

This chapter briefly looks at the genesis of needs assessment
in education. Questions regarding who sets the needs, how they
do it, and what kinds of needs might be set are investigated.
The CSE approach to the determination of needs and priorities
is then explained, as it forms the methodology by which the
national priorities will be determined.

How Are Educational Needs Identified

Within the past decade the field of education has followed the military
and business in adopting a systems approach to planning and evaluation.
In each case, adoption of a systematic approach has been in response
to demands for accountability—and in most instances, the accountability
was financial in nature. Many voices were asking “What did you do with
all the money?” The immediate response to such a question is the accoun-
tant’s response: “Here’s what we got and here’s where it went.” But the
issues of future preparedness, investment in long-range markets and product
development, and the values of different long-range and short-range goals
complicated the accountant’s answers and brought about the demand for
more systematic consideration of the intangibles as well as the tangibles.
The accountant’s replies that mean grade-equivalents in reading rose by
11 months, four new chalkboards were installed, and teachers received
an average of 6.51 hours of in-service (of unknown quality) were simply
inadequate to answer the questions being asked.

The questions were widely varied in both form and content. They
simultaneously challenged the emerging science and art of educational
evaluation. From the federal and state funding sources came formal ques-
tions, not always clearly stated, about goal achievement not initially
specified or, more commonly, completely overshadowed by the real politi-
cal intents and goals of the programs. The messages were not always
noticeably clearer when they came from the local community. The com-
munity compounded its questions of goal achievement with the issue of
who sets the goals—who controls the curriculum. Local questions were
not always formally phrased in the bureaucratic language of the educator,
however. Parental rebeltion and school turmoil and strikes were frequently
the “media” employed.

Now, whoever demands the accountability most strongly, in the long
run, controls the goals. This is further complicated by the intrusion of
the funder (not always a different party)—he who pays the fiddler calis
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the tune. So, at the same time the schools were receiving pressure from
“above” to meet vague (at best) national goals in response to federally
funded programs, they were also getting it from “below” to meet the
more specific (and more obviously partisan} goals resulting from some
sort of local control. Articulating these divergent pressures in one non-
schizophrenic school or system was, and is, probably within the realm
of possibility, if the goals can be comprehensibly formulated and estab-
lished,

Historically, it was into this situation that the evalnator was called.
The superintendent, principal, or project director stated the evaluator’s
job succinetly: “Show them that we've done a good job.” The questions
immediately occurring to the evaluators were “What job?” and “What
does ‘good’ mean?” Essentially, the evaluator was asking the same questions
that leaders in curriculum reform had been asking when they developed
procedures for objectives-based instruction. If the evaluation of the educa-
tional programs was to meet the demands of the various pressure sources,
the evaluation should be objectives-based, or at a more general level,
goals-based.

The first job of the evaluator was to determine what the goals for the
program were, It was at this juncture that the evaluator met his first
crisis. In most cases, goals (to a lesser extent objectives) simply had not
even been stated, much less established or elucidated. The real problem
was how to determine the success of goal achievement without knowing
the target goals. Three systematic procedures were developed to handle
the problem of goal determination: (1) evaluators worked with educators
to clarify their goals, based upon planning records and observations; (2)
evaluators designed needs-assessment procedures to solve the problem at
its root; and {3) evaluators designed so-called “goals-free evaluation™ sys-
tems that would hopefully catch the implicit goals in a large net.

To most people, the second alternative appeared most satisfying. It
called for some procedure whereby the goals of the school would be set
and declared as the intended goals. Then the school’s success in achieving
those goals could be assessed. The major considerations to the needs-assess-
ment approaches were who established the goals and how they were
established.

Who Determines a School’s Needs

The who? question of needs assessment has as many answers as there
are potential sources of advice to the school. A major distinction within
these sources of advice is whether or not the school has any control over
them; that is, whether or not the principal can choose to accept or reject
{or even hear) the advice. Three major types of needs-assessment ap-
proaches are discernible under the “controlled” methods: independent,
institutional, and collective methods.

Independent method of goal setting. The most traditional and most
immediately effective approach to determining a school’s needs is for the
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principal to make the determination independently, perhaps with informal
consultation with others. The logic supporting this approach is that since
the principal is the leader of his school he should know more about the
varied needs of his school than any other individual.

Arguments against employing the independent approach are legion, and
to most people, very compelling. First, the statement that the principal
is the school’s leader is a statement of definition, not of fact. The educa-
tional literature is replete with studies showing that principals themselves
are painfully aware of their leadership shortcomings (see Becker, et al.,
1971). They readily admit to the need for greater skills in curriculum
leadership, interpersonal skills, and administrative skills. If these concerns
are well founded, they cast considerable doubt on the principal’s ability
to set goals for the school.

Over and above the principal’s abilities to set goals is the practical
problem of whether they will be accepted by the people who will have
the job of achieving them. Social psychologists and sociologists have long
known that, while the authoritative approach to decision making is most
effective in the short run, it is not effective in the long run; that is, in
decision implementation. Any minor disagreement one has with an authori-
tative decision somehow gets blown up in importance so that, if not
sabotaged, the decision at best is poorly acted upon. It is further generally
true that people who have had some voice in making the decisions are
also more motivated to implement them.

Institutional method of goal setting. In an effort to capitalize on the
relationship between making and carrying out decisions, and also to capi-
talize on a broader base of professional expertise, many principals have
included their staffs in the goals-setting process. The specific procedures
employed for such an institutional enterprise are many; they range from
complete staff meetings (including principal, faculty, support professionals,
and maintenance staff) to forms of curriculum committees, small groups
of faculty with specific subject-matter expertise or interests.

When the decisions are made by a broad base, we can expect the separate
goals to be set with greater understanding of their implications—educa-
tional, philosophical, and political—and of the degree of achievement that
is reasonable to expect. If, for example, a potential goal of second-grade
reading instruction were “choral reading,” the second-grade faculty could
best judge the appropriateness of the goal according to its difficulty (and
whether any of them would consider teaching it with any degree of
enthusiasm). The intermediate teachers could offer advice on its potential
relevance to later reading instruction. Finally, the custodian could advise
on the acoustic effects such a course of instruction might have, and how
they might be dealt with. These facets of decision making might well
be expected to be outside the repertoire of the typical principal.

But there’s a price to pay for every advantage one receives in this
world. In the case of the advantages accruing from the institutional method,
the concommitant price includes lengthy {and sometimes acrimonious)
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debate within the staff, provision of free time for the staff to engage
in the decision making, and the unpleasant prospect that the principal
might have to be responsible for actions and goals he personally disfavors.
It is probably true that, in most cases, the benefit of getting the goals
effectively implemented will cutweigh the attendant costs.

Collective-viewpoints method of goal setting. Neither of the two methods
already discussed takes into account the possibility that elements of the
community or the student body may wish to have a voice in setting the
school’s goals. Community involvement in educational goal setting is
motivated by a combination of financial and political considerations. The
community comprising the tax-paying base wishes to have some control
over how its taxes are spent. It is conjecture, but the run of local school
bond defeats that occurred during the late sixties and early seventies in
many of the major school districts may well have been partly caused by
the community’s inability to penetrate the large bureaucracies of those
districts in order to present their opinions on expenditures.

Bond defeats may be symptomatic of the financial concerns of the
community, but the political concerns, also manifested in bond defeats,
show up in far more striking ways. Political concerns are defined as those
aspects of education which arouse public interests or passions to the extent
that the public feel they must express those interests. To a greater degree
than many people suppose, the values, goals, priorities, policies, and
programs of American educational systems are being challenged on just
such political grounds. In addition to the time-honored controversies over
racial segregation, prayers in the school, federal aid, sex education, and
public aid to parochial schools, new controversies are stirring over bussing
plans, local control, and school funding inequalities.

Berlak (1970} has developed four criteria for determining whether a
policy or program will raise public-policy issues. They are: (1} if the
program in any way alters the power relationship between the citizen
and the state (who has the power to determine if, when, or what you
will pay?); (2) if the program affects a person’s social status or social
power (how should education be financed?); (3) if the program eftects
increases or decreases in social tensions (what will be the effects of sex
education?); and (4) if the program effects changes in the self-concept
or self-esteem of individuals (should history curricula give greater stress
on Black history?).

Even the more curriculum-bound educational issues, previously well
insulated from politics and controlled completely within the educational
system, are under attack by an ever widening array of political pressure
groups. The politicization of such issues as curriculum adoption, grading
policies, and personnel assignment and promotion indicates that the deci-
sion maker’s values are being brought into question,

The reason that the decision maker’s values can be questioned by com-
munity and political pressure groups is that traditionally those values were
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not adequately or convincingly presented to the public. Whenever a
program is implemented that does not appear to be proper (for whatever
reasons), the community questions what the real or underlying intents
and goals of the decision maker are. Such mistrust of the underlying values
can be most effectively approached by bringing the distrusters and their
values into the decision-making process. The CSE Elementary School Eval-
uation KIT: Needs Assessment (Hoeptner, Bradley, Klein, & Alkin, 1973}
is one of the more recent approaches to providing the principal with
the resources that will enable him to tap {or co-opt) his community’s
opinions and values.

Goal setting under uncontrolled demands. The sources of advice to
schools regarding their needs and objectives that are considered to be
uncontrollable by the school are federal mandates, state requirements,
and district-wide requirements. These demands, for all practical purposes,
simply have to be lived with. The problem is not how to set these demands
(unless they're so vaguely stated that they need explication before any
sort of action can be implemented), but how to articulate them with the
other demands placed upon the school, and then how to achieve their
goals. It is of some consolation that implementation guides are frequently
included along with the uncontrollable demands.

How are a School's Needs Established?

in the above discussion of who exerts pressures on the schools for setting
needs, some mention was made of procedures and methodologies that
have been employed. In the case of the independent method of goals
setting, the primary concern of the principal is the reliability with which
his judgments are made. For student-achievement goals, the CSE KIT
offers procedures and materials to enhance the reliability of those judg-
ments. Methods that are employed in institutional goal setting for reaching
priorities of goals are also presented in the KIT. The collective method
of goal setting has many methodologies, ranging from the delphi technique
(Adelson, et al., 1967) to interview sampling procedures. The KIT provides
the materials and strategies for sampling from the community in a highly
structured way. Instead of interviewing the community and then later
synthesizing the results of the interviews, the synthesis is performed first
by providing each community member solicited with a standard vocabulary
to be used in setting goal priorites.

Delimiting the Types of Needs

The concerns of this monograph are delimited to a specific subset of
what comprise national educational priorities. Because of the primary
mission of the Center for the Study of Ewvaluation, attention was not
directed toward such needs as those concerned with the physical plant
(space, transportation, maintenance, special needs), personnel (teacher
competences, promotions, in-service programs, support personnel), or
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learning materials and conditions (curricular programs, classroom materials,
classroomn atmosphere), but was directed instead to a group of educational
needs called “‘student outcomes.”

These needs are all related to the students, and te the outcomes that
the educational program may have upon the students. The needs under
consideration, therefore, include academic achievements and affective,
cognitive, and physical-psychomotor development. Since such needs are
among the higher-level goals of education (other goals often being means
to achieve the desired student outcomes), it was felt that setting priorities
for these needs would have many implications for priorities in the other
(physical plant, personnel, and learning materials and conditions) need
areas.

As mentioned in the previous section, the student output goals (needs)
were assembled into a standardized vocabulary so that individuals could
attach various priorities to them {(see Table 1.1). The vocabulary had to
have the characteristics of exhaustiveness and comprehensibility. An
exhaustive vocabulary is one which provides a taxonomy of student outputs
that is complete; a list of all potential goals, excluding none. The problems
in building such a taxonomy were two-fold. First, considerable effort had
to be expended to ensure the taxonomny’s inclusiveness. Thorough searches
of most of the recent and not-too-recent literature were conducted to
survey the whole range of actual and potential student output goals at
the elementary level. The primary resources included state and district
curriculum guides, curriculum research studies, collections of goals and
objectives, and the school texts and support materials themselves. From
these sources a great many low-level objectives were collected and re-
corded, and then grouped conceptually into higher-order goals (the com-
plete taxonomic grouping into hierarchies of goals is documented in the
Elementary School Hierarchical Goals Charts: CSE, 1970). The vocabulary
was selected at the level of the taxonomy in which there were not too
many minute and on-route goals, but not too few and too general goals
either. Checks on the exhaustiveness of the taxonomy, utilizing the com-
ments of several hundred principals and teachers, indicated potential
missing goals of morals/ethics, homemaking, child care, typing, drama,
and industrial arts. However, follow-up checks of the curriculum literature
revealed no discussion of these goals for the elementary level, nor any
indication that they were the beginnings of new curriculum movements.
For these reasons the new goals were not appended to the original tax-
onomy.

Related to the problem of ensuring the taxonomy’s inclusiveness was
the avoidance of any form of exclusiveness. During the course of the
construction of the taxonomy, all members of the goals team checked
on one another so that no personally offensive or unacceptable goals (e.g.,
reduction of prejudices, self-control, familiarity with foreign governments,
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religious belief and knowledge, sex education, acceptance of rules, respect
for private property, cleanliness,—and one could find some group of citizens
feeling strongly enough about each to precipitate a dispute over its accept-
ance) would be excluded. The procedure for determining the priorities
would allow for the elimination of any of them by the constituency setting
the priorities; the team did not have to perform censor duties.

The second major problem in the construction of the taxonomic vocabu-
lary involved its comprehension level. The wording and the concepts of
the goal statements and descriptors had to be kept to a comprehension
level appropriate for the lowest educational level among the many constit-
uent groups who would be involved in setting the priorities. This meant
that in the construction of the goal statements, great care had to be
exercised to avoid using educational jargon and scientific or technical words
or concepls (see Barnes, 1972). At the same time, the goal statements
could not insult the professional educator or lose the specificity of pres-
ent-day concepts {e.g., modern math) that do not enjoy universal familiarity.

With this exhaustive taxonomic vocabulary, CSE has developed the major
component of a system for the constituent endorsement of goals as priori-
tes Table 1.1: Taxonomy of Geals of Elementary School Education

AFFECIIVE ~

1. TEMPERAMENT: PERSONAL
A, Shyness-Boldness
B. Neuroticism-Adjustment
C. General Activity-Lethargy

2. TEMPERAMENT: SOCIAL
A. Dependence-independence
B. Hostility-Friendliness
C. Socialization-Rebelliousness

3. ATTITUDES

A. School Orientation
B. Self Esteem

4. NEEDS AND INTERESTS
A Need Achievement
B. Interest Areas

ARTS-CRAFTS

5. VALUING ARTS AND CRAFTS
A.  Appreciation of Arts and Crafts
B. Involvement in Arts and Crafts

6. PRODUCING ARTS AND CRAFTS
A. Representational Skill in Arts and Crafts
B. Expressive Skill in Arts and Crafts

7. UNDERSTANDING ARTS AND CRAFTS
A. Arts and Crafts Comprehension
B. Developmental Understanding of Arts and Crafts
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COGNITIVE

8. REASONING
A. Classificatory Reasoning
B. Relational-Implicational Reasoning
C. Systematic Reasoning
D. Spatial Reascning

9. CREATIVITY
A. Creative Flexibility
B. Creative Fluency

10. MEMORY
A. Span and Serial Memory
B. Meaningful Memory
C. Spatial Memory

FOREIGN LANGUAGE

11. FOREIGN LANGUAGE SKILLS
A. Reading Comprehension of a Foreign Language
B. Oral Comprehension of a Foreign Language
C. Speaking Fluency in a Foreign Language
D. Writing Fluency in a Foreign Language

12. FOREIGN LANGUAGE ASSIMILATION
A. Cultural Insight through a Foreign Language
B. Interest in and Application of a Foreign Language

LANGUAGE ARTS

13. LANGUAGE CONSTRUCTION

. Spelling

Punctuation

Capitalization

Grammar and Usage

Penmanship

Written Expression

Independent Application of Writing Skills

14. REFERENCE SKILLS
A. Use of Data Sources as Reference Skills
B. Summarizing Information for Reference

pMmoow»

MATHEMATICS

15. ARITHMETIC CONCEPTS
A. Comprehension of Numbers and Sets in Mathematics
B. Comprehension of Positional Notation in Mathematics
C. Comprehension of Equations and Inequalities
D. Comprehension of Number Principles

16. ARITHMETIC OPERATIONS
A. Operations with Integers
B. Operations with Fractions
C. Operations with Decimals and Percents

17. MATHEMATICAL APPLICATIONS
A. Mathematical Problem Solving
B. Independent Application of Mathematical Skills
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18. GEOMETRY
A. Geometric Facility
B. Geometric Vocabulary

19. MEASUREMENT
A. Measurement Reading and Making
B. Statistics

MUSIC

20. MUSIC APPRECIATION AND INTEREST
A. Music Appreciation
B. Music Interest and Enjoyment

21. MUSIC PERFORMANCE
A. Singing
B. Musical Instrument Playing
C. Dance {Rhythmic Response)

22. MUSIC UNDERSTANDING
A. Aural Identification of Music
B. Music Knowledge

PHYSICAL EDUCATION-HEALTH-SAFETY

23. HEALTH AND SAFETY
A. Practicing Health and Safety Principles
8. Understanding Health and Safety Principles
C. Sex Education

24. PHYSICAL SKILLS
A. Muscle Control {Physical Education)
B. Physical Development and Well-Being (Physical Educa-
tion)
25. SPORTSMANSHIP
A. Group Activity—Sportsmanship
B. Interest in and Independent Participation in Sports and
Games

26. PHYSICAL EDUCATION
A. Understanding of Rules and Strategies of Sports and
Games
B. Knowledge of Physical Education Apparatus and Equip-
ment

READING

27. ORAL-AURAL SKILLS
A. Listening Reaction and Response
B. Speaking
28. WORD RECOGNITION
A. Phonetic Recognition
B. Structural Recognition

29. READING MECHANICS
A. Oral Reading
B. Silent Reading Efficiency
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30. READING COMPREHENSION
A. Recognition of Word Meanings
B. Understanding ldeational Complexes
C. Remembering information Read

31. READING INTERPRETATION
A. Inference Making from Reading Selections
B. Recognition of Literary Devices
C. Critical Reading

32. READING APPRECIATION AND RESPONSE
A. Attitude toward Reading
B. Attitude and Behavior Modification from Reading
C. Familiarity with Standard Children’s Literature

RELIGION

33. RELIGIOUS KNOWLEDGE
34. RELIGIOUS BELIEF

SCIENCE

35. SCIENTIFIC PROCESSES

Observation and Description in Science

Use of Numbers and Measures in Science
Classification and Generalization in Science
Hypothesis Formation in Science

Operational Definitions in Science

Experimentation in Science

Formulation of Generalized Conclusions in Science

36. SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE
A. Knowiedge of Scientific Facts and Terminology
B. The Nature and Purpose of Science

37. SCIENTIFIC APPROACH

A. Science Interest and Appreciation
B. Application of Scientific Methods to Everday Life

oMmMUowmp

SOCIAL STUDIES

38. HISTORY AND CHVICS
A. Knowledge of History
B. Knowledge of Governments

39. GEOGRAPHY
A. Knowledge of Physical Geography
B. Knowledge of Socio-Economic Geography

40. SOCIOLOGY
A. Cultural Knowledge
B. Social Organization Knowledge
41. APPLICATION OF SOCIAL STUDIES
A. Research Skills in Social Studies
B. Citizenship
C. Interest in Social Studies

The Successive Screening of Needs
Before continuing with the development of the methodology that would
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utilize the goal taxonomy in the setting of priorities, it would be well
to indicate the way in which the obtained priority data can best be utilized
by the evaluator or educational decision maker. Clearly, the priorities
attached to educational goals cannot serve as the sole source of information
for decision making. Knowledge of the fact that “Knowledge of Scientific
Processes” is the most important goal for the fifth-grade students at a
particular school, should not necessarily lead the principal and teachers
into making drastic changes in the fifth-grade curriculum. Additional kinds
of information that are needed to make good decisions include: (1) the
students’ present achievement level and the desired achievement level
in the goal area; (2) the value of certain increases in achievement; and
(3) the probability that the school could do anything to raise the relevant
achievement level.

The CSE Elementary School Evaluation KIT: Needs Assessment ap-
proaches the problems of setting goal priorities in the order listed above;
the first step, however, being the identification of which goals are consen-
sually important. Determining the perceived importance of goals serves
as the initial screening of goals; the first stage in a four-stage procedure.

The second stage, determining the students’ actual and desired achieve-
ment levels, is no doubt equally important as the first. The “discrepancy”
between the current achievement level and the level desired or expected
often has served as the sole priority-setting information. Numerous prob-
lems attend the determination of discrepancy values that have not been
adequately solved and that minimize the value of the “discrepancy ap-
proach” as the keystone of a school’s needs assessment. These problems
are: (1) What kind of measurement indicates student achievement?, and
(2) How does one set the desired achievement level? The first question
has been partially answered in many ways (Hoepfner, et al., 1970; Webb,
Campbell, Schwartz, & Sechrest, 1966; Mehrens & Lehmann, 1969}, but
the answers have never been completely satisfying. The fact of the matter
is that many goals and objectives of education are not addressed by
measures of any sort. Among those that are addressed, the appraisal is
frequently either spotty, inappropriate for the students, difficult to ad-
minister and interpret, or of questionable technical quality. These assess-
ment shortcomings are, unfortunately, most frequently and glaringly en-
countered when one attempts to assess achievement in goal behaviors
in other than the traditional academic areas. We do have tests, and some
good ones, for word recognition, spelling, computation, penmanship, and
historical knowledge. Where we are less blessed is in such areas as critical
reading, self-concept, application of math principles, scientific process,
and creative thinking,

So it would seem that the available measurement possibilities limit very
greatly the value and general usability of the achievement-discrepancy
approach. A program based solely upon discrepancy information is likely
to be misdirected as well as trivial. The test evaluations (Hoepiner, et
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al., 1970; 1971; 1972} and the CSE KIT (Hoepiner, et al.,, 1973) provide
information that will enable the educational evaluator (whoever he may
be) to minimize his being misdirected or trivial, should he resort to a
discrepancy approach to his evaluation problems.

The measurement problems that confront the discrepancy evaluator in
the initial assessment of student achievement are at least equaled by the
problems of setting the desired level of achievement. The problem is
basically how one realistically sets a level of behavior as the desired level.
Clearly, one cannot expect all students to achieve mastery (or the
ninety-ninth percentile) on the objective; but what level can one expect?
The answer to this question depends upon many considerations—how much
promise the program has; what the racial/socio-economic status of the
students is; the qualities of the instructional staff and the physical plant;
etc. The list goes on indefinitely. Even if someone knew all the variables
that make a contribution to the achievement level that could be obtained,
he would also have to know how to weigh and combine them in order
to establish the desired level—and this only on the supposition that the
maximum achievement level or the mean achievement level is the desired
one.

On the assumption that expected achievement levels will not soon be
determined empirically with any degree of accuracy, the authors of the
CSE KIT developed an estimation procedure that indicates the expected
achievement of classrooms and schools, based upon an actuarial approach
to the problem. The KIT provides “differentiated school norms™ which
are projections of mean centile achievement levels for many goal areas,
based upon estimations predicted by many of the school and student
characteristics found to affect performance. It follows, then, that under
the best of conditions discrepancies of actual achievement from desired
achievement cannot be better than the discrepancies of achievements and
estimated projections of the KIT. At worst, and what must be expected
to be typical, the discrepancy information provides nothing that will enable
the educator to reach any correct conclusions regarding his school’s needs.

The third stage recommended by the CSE KIT in the screening of
goals is the determination of the values of increases in achievement. This
third consideration is included because improving achievement status in
various goals will be differentially valued, depending upon the present
achievement levels. The value of improving student performance is akin
to a motivational factor of need. In general, the lower the achievement
status, the greater is the need to improve student performance, other things
being equal.

In order to consider the value aspects of increasing student achievement,
the CSE KIT provides value estimates that are based upon “utility func-
tions” generated from data obtained in a nationwide survey of principals.

The fourth, and last, consideration in the CSE KIT in the screening
of goals for a systematic needs assessment is the probability that a given
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achievement increment can be obtained. No matter how important a goal
is, how low the current achievement status is, and how valuable an achieve-
ment improvement is, if there is little or no probability that any instruc-
tional program is available to raise the achievement level, the needs
assessment evaluation should not highlight that goal for concentrated effort
for the following year’s instruction. This conclusion should not be in-
terpreted as a sanction for the status quo, but it should serve as a warning
to all but the most innovative and capable schools to “not put too many
eggs into an already broken basket.”

The CSE KI'T provides probability estimates for each of the goal areas.
The estimates were based upon a nationwide survey of curriculum experts
and educators expressing interest in curriculum and instruction.

In this chapter we have seen that goals of elementary education are
widely varied in their focus, their nature, and in how they are articulated
and ordered in terms of priorities. This monograph has focused on one
particular type of goal, student outcomes; one particular type of articu-
lation, the CSE elementary level goals; and one particular method for
setting goal priorities, the CSE Elementary School Evaluation KIT: Needs
Assessment collective viewpoints approach. The nationwide needs assess-
ment to be described in the next chapter was accomplished on the basis
of the adopted approach.



14 Chapter 11
DETERMINING THE NATION’S
PRIORITIES-PROCEDURE

This chapter presents the rationale and development of the
CSE goal taxonomy, along with the complete goal statements
that were to be rated by a national sample. The composition
of that sample and the procedures it employed in rating goals
are then described. The data-analysis methods are then specified
to enable the reader to more fully understand the nature of
the findings reported in Chapter II1.

The Goal Taxonomy

The procedure for the assessment of the nation’s educational priorities
entailed the development of a comprehensive vocabulary of educational
goals. It would be a waste of valuable time and resources, and would
offer little promise of return, for each person involved in setting priorities
to review the relevant literature and write his own set of goals. CSE’s
vocabulary (outlined in Chapter I} was compiled from a wide variety
of sources, including curriculum guides from different parts of the country,
recently published elementary school textbooks, national and statewide
evaluation studies, basic research studies of psychologists and educators, -
and reports from various research centers and laboratories. As might be
anticipated, these important sources use different classification systems.
The Center’s vocabulary organization is not presented in terms of a single
theoretical position, but is organized to allow for continued revision and
expansion as education changes to meet new priorities.

There is nothing dogmatic about the goals in this vocabulary. There
is no implicit intention that every school should strive to attain every
goal. The vocabulary was compiled not with regard to personal philosophy
as to what should be taught in the schools, but with the aim of being
as comprehensive as possible. It will be up to the schools” decision makers
to select those goals most appropriate for their schools. Some of the goals
may be found unsuitable, even undesirable.

The goals were created to encompass a range of content suitable for
grades one to six; for the grade level of the goals may vary from one
location to another. Even within schools, pupils are often assigned to
different classes according to ability. Moreover, curricula vary significantly
across the country in terms of what is taught at different grade levels.

"A compromise was made with regard to the specificity of the stated
goals in the vocabulary. Very specific, operationally stated behavioral
objectives have the advantage of being easily understood, defined, and
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measured. Many feel, however, that they tend to be so specific that their
usefulness is limited. Maintaining comprehensiveness at such a level of
precision results in such an unwieldy list that most participants would
find wading through it a highly discouraging prospect.

On the other hand, very generally stated goals are often vague. They
are easily interpreted differently by different individuals. It is difficult,
for example, to find measurement instruments to match them precisely.
Few would deny that students “should have the abilities and skills necessary
to engage in the process of science,” but it is a rather useless statement
unless further defined.

The goals and their descriptions appearing in the Comprehensive Vocab-
ulary of Educational Goals represent a compromise between these two
extremes, They are neither so general nor so specific as to be unworkable.
The goals and their descriptions are presented as they were for the study
reported herein. It should be noted that most of the goal statements have
since been altered to a simpler language and a more straight forward
presentation (the revised goal statements can be found in Hoepfner, et
al., 1973). (See also, Barnes, 1972.)

The Comprehensive Vocabulary
of Educational Goals

1A. Shyness-Boldness
Has a healthy balance between extreme shyness and bold-
ness, extreme passiveness and dominance.

1B. Neuroticism-Adjustment
Faces reality. Is well adjusted. Is generally happy.

1C. General Activity-Lethargy
Has a healthy balance between excessive nervous or aimless
activity and apathy or listlessness. Has healthy level of drive,
curiosity, need for activity and need for play.

2A. Dependence-independence
Is self-sufficient and self-responsible. Does not have an ex-
cessive need for acceptance, approval, security.

2B. Hostility-Friendliness
Is friendly, generous, helpful, good-natured, and interested
in people. Avoids aggression, hostility, and bitterness.

2C. Sacialization-Rebelliousness
Has a heaithy balance between conformity, acceptance, obe-
dience, rigidity, and non-conformity, criticism, and disrespect.
Is open-minded and tolerant to new ideas, non-conformity
in others. Respects public and private property, shares, coop-
erates, is respectful, and courtecus.

3A. School Orientation
Has favorable attitude toward school, teachers, studying.

3B. Self Esteem
Has a healthy self-concept, seff-confidence, self-security, and
self-esteem.
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4A. Need Achievement

Directs energy and thinking into productive channels. Desires
to learn. Does his best. Is reasonably ambitious. Strives for

excellence. Pursues goals in spite of frustrations.

4B. Interest Areas

Has a wide variety of interest in recreational activities, hob-

bies, schoo! subjects.

5A_ Appreciation of Arts and Crafts

Appreciates originality, many styles of art, good workmanship,
and good design. Is aware of color, form, arrangement, and
artistic factors in architecture, objects, and in the natural

environment.
5B. Involvement in Arts and Crafts

Is interested in art. Responds emoticnally to art. Enjoys self-
expression through art. Engages in artistic endeavors in lei-

sure time. Finds satisfaction and pride in creativity.
6A. Representational Skill in Arts and Crafts

Learns and uses a variety of artistic techniques (mixing colors,
glazing clay works, drawing, painting, modeling, constructing,

etc.) in order to represent reality.
6B. Expressive Skill in Arts and Crafts

Learns and uses a variety of artistic technigues (mixing colors,
painting, collage, modeling, etc.) in order to portray feelings,
moods, themes, and ideas. Freely expresses himself. Shows

creativity in works produced.
7A. Arts and Crafts Comprehension

ludges artworks. Knows steps involved in making and con-
structing artistic and useful objects. Knows vocabulary, con-

cepts, and media.
7B. Developmental Understanding of Arts and Crafts

Recognizes major artists and craftsmen and their works.
Recognizes styles and periods of art. Understands major

historical developments.
8A. Classificatory Reasoning

Organizes information, ideas, and things into classes or
groups. Recognizes and produces additional members for
classes. Uses a classification scheme consistently. Judges a
classification scheme’s adequacy and comprehensiveness.

8B. Relational-Implicational Reasoning

Recognizes and makes analogies, comparisons, and syllo-
gisms. Solves problems, finds logical answers by making

inferences.

8C. Systematic Reasoning

Produces and solves complex problems, and evaluates their

solutions. Analyzes situations and deduces solutions.

8D. Spatial Reasoning

Has speed, acuity, and accuracy of visual perception. Visual-
izes what things would look like if changed in certain ways,

Has good crientation.
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9A. Creative Flexibility
Recognizes inconsistent reasoning. Recognizes that some-
thing is the same though it appears different. Reinterprets
information. Finds many different ways to solve a problem
and switches to another way when one doesn’t work.

9B. Creative Fluency
Calls to mind much relevant information and many ideas when
needed. Elaborates on ideas. Creates original information, art,
invention, and ideas.

10A. Span and Serial Memory
Memarizes series, sequences, and lists by rote.

10B. Meaningful Memory
Remembers meaningful ideas, information; non-rote.

10C. Spatial Memory
Remembers what things looked like, how they were shaped.

11A. Reading Comprehension of a Foreign Language
Reads without translation into English.

11B. Oral Comprehension of a Foreign Language
Understands a foreign language as spoken by a fluent
speaker.

11C. Speaking Fluency in a Foreign Language
Speaks in a manner acceptable and comprehensible to a
native speaker. Expresses himself spontaneously in conver-
sation, discussion, asking and answering questions. Speaks
with good pronunciation, grammar and usage.

11D. Writing Fluency in a Foreign Language
Writes accurately and fluently without translating from En-
glish.

12A. Cuitural Insight through a Foreign Language
Understands another culture. Accepts another cuiture due
to the ability to think and communicate in the language of
that culture. Has greater appreciation of literature and art.

12B. Interest in and Application of a Foreign Language
Participates in foreign language activities in class and
independently (e.g.: sees films and foreign language TV pro-
grams, listens to records and reads magazines or books in
the foreign language).

13A. Spelling
Applies correct spelling to written work. Applies spelling rules,
phonetic skills, syllabication, rules for forming plurals, and
word study skills to spell new words.

13B. Punctuation
Correctly punctuates written work.

13C. Capitalization
Correctly capitalizes written work,

13D. Grammar and Usage
Knows and applies correct sentence structure to written work.
Correctly uses parts of speech. Forms correct paragraphs;
uses contractions and abbreviations correctiy.
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13E.

13F.

13G.

14A.

14B.

15A.

15B.

15C.

15D.

1BA.

16B.

Penmanship

Prints neatly, accurately, and legibly. Writes with ease, speed,
accuracy, legibility, and neatness. Has good eye-hand coor-
dination. Reduces writing to normal adult size.

Written Expression

Communicates adequately in writing for social purposes {let-
ters, invitations, etc.) Communicates adequately in writing for
scholastic purposes (reports, compositions, etc.). Shows orig-
inality in writing. Organizes written work well (clearly, con-
cisely, emphasizing main ideas). Increasingly improves style.

Independent Application of Writing Skills

Appreciates the importance of good grammar to clear com-
munication. Appreciates writing as a means of self-expression,
as a creative endeavor, and as an important means of commu-
nication. Enjoys writing activities. Finds satisfaction in having
written something well. Takes pride in turning in neat work.

Use of Data Sources as Reference Skills

Alphabetizes correctty. Skillfully uses dictionaries, encyclo-
pedias, and other reference materials to locate needed infor-
mation. Skillfully uses parts of books (table of contents, foot-
notes, index, glossary, etc.). Skillfully uses the library. Uses
different sources of information to research topics and check
discrepancies. Evaluates sources for accuracy and appro-
priateness.

Summarizing Information for Reference
Takes notes. Makes outlines. Writes summaries. Writes re-
ports. Makes tables of contents. Makes biblivgraphies.

Comprehension of Numbers and Sets in Mathematics
Understands number and numeral concepts, odd and even
numbers, prime and compasite numbers, factors, and factor-
ing, number multiples, etc. Understands set notation, set
membership, operations with sets, etc.

Comprehension of Positional Notation in Mathematics
Understands place value, the decimal system of numeration,
non-decimal systems of numeration (bases other than ten}.
Reads and writes numerals. Rounds whole numbers.

Comprehension of Equations and Inequalities

Understands number sentences, reflexive, symmetric, and
transitive properties, and positive and negative numbers. Uses
formulas and solves simple equations.

Comprehension of Number Principles

Understands commutative, associative, and distributive prop-
erties, closure, identities, properties of 0 and 1, and inverse
operations.

Operations with integers

Adds, subtracts, multiplies, and divides whole numbers,
checks answers and tests for divisibility.

Operations with Fractions
Recognizes equivalent fractions, proper fractions, improper
fractions, and mixed numbers. Expresses fractions in lowest
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16C.

17A.

17B.

18A.

18B.

19A.

19B.

20A.

20B.

21A,

21B.

21C.

and higher terms. Adds, subtracts, multiplies, and divides
fractions.

Operations with Decimals and Percents

Reads and writes decimals and percents. Compares decimals
and percents. Adds, subtracts, multiplies, and divides decimais
and percents. Converts decimals and percents to fractions
and vice versa. Finds decimal parts and percentages of
numbers.

Mathematical Problem Solving
Uses mathematical knowledge and skills (arithmetic, mea-
surement and geometry) to solve common practical problems.

Independent Application of Math Skills

Transfers math knowledge and skills to situations independent
of school requirements. Becomes a skillful buyer. Uses math
in games and hobbies. Appreciates the contribution of math
to technological progress. Respects accuracy.

Geometric Facility

Draws, constructs, and measures line segments, perpen-
diculars, angles, plane and solid figures. Finds areas, volumes,
circumferences, and perimeters. Draws to scale.

Geometric Vocabulary

ldentifies points, lines, angles, plane figures, and solid figures.
Understands symmetry, congruence, intersection, and other
geometric concepts.

Measurement Reading and Making

Understands the concepts of length, weight, time, area, vol-
ume, speed, the metric system, money, etc., the relationships
between them, and how to measure them. Computes units
of measure. Uses tools to make measurements.

Statistics
Understands, interprets, and uses graphs and tables. Under-
stands and computes averages and probabilities.

Music Appreciation

Appreciates the beauty and creativity of music. Appreciates
the role of music and the musician in society. Appreciates
many types of music.

Music Interest and Enjoyment

Enjoys musical activities. Pursues music activities in leisure
time, finds music and dance satisfying means of self-expres-
sion. Feels an aesthetic and emotional response to the riythm
and mood of the music.

Singing

Sings his part, stays on key, and keeps a tune. Has a
good voice and clear diction.

Musical Instrument Playing
Plays the simple classroom instruments effectively. Plays his
part. Plays solo.

Dance {Rhythmic Response)
Has poise, muscular control, coordination, and rhythm. Re-

19
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22A.

228B.

23A.

23B.

23C.

24A.

24B.

25A,

25B.

sponds to the mood, beat, and rhythm of a selection through
movement. Expresses himself freely through movement.
Learns popular and folk dances.

Aural ldentification of Music

Identifies the mood, rhythm, and the harmonic and melodic
characteristics of musical selections by listening. Identifies
voice types, instruments, types of music, (folk, classical, etc.),
major compositions and composers, and naticnal or ethnic
origins (e.g., spirituals) by listening.

Music Knowledge

Understands major historical and national developments. Un-
derstands common terminology (e.g.. chords, scale, key).

Practicing Health and Safety Principles

Applies health and safety principles to daily life. Has good
habits of personal hygieng. Gets adequate rest, sleep, and
physical exercise. Wears proper clothing for the climate and
the activity. Practices common sense safety in all activities
and obeys traffic and safety rules. Has good eating habits.

Understanding Health and Safety Principles

Knows about and understands health and safety: personal
hygiene, physical fitness, mental health, drugs, structure and
function of the body, communicable diseases, food and nutri-
tion, safety and first aid.

Sex Education

Understands growth in adolescence and maturity, parts and
functions of the reproductive and endocrine systems, inter-
course and conception, prenatal development, and birth, Un-
derstands the role of the family, sexual expression, the pur-
poses and responsibilities of boy-girl relationships, and social
attitudes about sex. Has healthy attitudes to all aspects of
sex and identifies with his own sex.

Muscte Control (Physical Education)

Has coordination, strength, endurance, vigor, flexibility, agitity,
balance, poise, manual dexterity, good eye-hand coordination,
etc. Performs basic sport skills, such as: running, jumping,
kicking, throwing, aiming, gymnastics, swimming, and individ-
val and team sports and games.

Physical Development and Well-Being (Physical Education)
Has a healthy body and physical well-being. Meets physical
emergencies. Demonstrates good physical condition. Has
efficient hody movements.

Group Activity-Sportsmanship

Is a good winner and a good loser. Develops initiative, leader-
ship, and the ability to be a good follower. Obeys the rules
of the game. |s emoationally invalved in the activity (has team
spirit).

Interest in and Independent Participation in Sports and
Games

Participates in a variety of physical activities independent of
school requirements. Analyzes his performance and tries to
improve it.
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26A. Understanding Rules and Strategies of Sports and Games
Knows the vocabulary and concepts associated with sports
and games. Understands the rules and directions of games
and sports. Understands the strategies and objectives of
games and sports. Understands his role as a team member.

26B. Knowledge of Physical Education Apparatus and Equipment
Knows how to use physical education equipment and appara-
tus. Uses equipment properly and safely.

27A. Listening Reaction and Response
Listens attentively to a speaker. Gains information through
listening and remembers it. Follows the thoughts of others.
Fellows directions.

27B. Speaking
Participates in discussions, Relates stories, experiences, and
events effectively, Summarizes information. Organizes infor-
mation, thoughts, ideas, and feelings, to present them clearly
and concisely without advance preparation. Uses correct
grammar. Speaks fluently, distinctly, and with good pronun-
ciation.

28A. Phonetic Recognition
Uses phonics as a reading tool. Identifies sounds. Sounds
unfamiliar words that are phonetic.

28B. Structural Recognition
Recognizes roots, prefixes, suffixes, syllables, contractions,
plurals, and similar letter configurations.

29A. Oral Reading
Reads aloud with correct intonation and pronunciation, clarity
and fluency, feeling, expression, and comprehension.

29B. Silent Reading Efficiency
Reads at a reasonable rate for age and grade level. Adjusts
reading speed fo material and purpese. Reads rapidly.

30A. Recognition of Word Meanings
Has broad vocabuiary. Recognizes word meanings through
context. Recognizes word meanings through analysis of pre-
fixes, suffixes, roots, and word origins. Recognizes synonyms,
antonyms, and homonyms. Recognizes denotations and con-
notations of words.

30B. Understanding Ideational Complexes
Recognizes the main ideas and supporting details of reading
selections. Paraphrases passages and ideas. Grasps the
thought of a work as a whole.

30C. Remembering Information Read
Recalls main ideas, supporting details, and events in their
proper sequence.

31A. Inference Making from Reading Selections
Correctly interprets what is read. Sees implications, makes
inferences, arrives at generalizations and conclusions. Inter-
prets characters’ actions, determines maotives, infers character
traits.
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38B. Knowledge of Governments
Understands the United States government; its origins, de-
velopment, structure and functions. Knows the rights and
freedoms granted by the Constitution. Understands the re-
sponsibilities of citizens. Recognizes important people in gov-
ernment. Is familiar with foreign governments. Understands
potitical systems and philosophies.

39A. Knowledge of Physical Geography
Knows geographic vocabulary. Understands geographic con-
cepts: distance, direction, location, longitude, latitude, hemi-
sphere, equator. Understands variations in climate. Recog-
nizes important natural sites {Grand Canyon, The Matterhorn,
etc.).

39B. Knowledge of Socio-Economic Geography
Is familiar with natural resources, agricuitural areas, and in-
dustrial areas. Understands production, processing, manufac-
ture and marketing of food, clothing, natural resources. Un-
derstands the relationship between human and geographic
conditions.

40A. Cultural Knowledge
Has knowledge of different cultures and peoples. Under-
stands society’s influence on our way of thinking ahd way
of life.

40B. Social Organization
Understands how people and nations are interrelated and
interdependent. Understands communication between com-
munities, states, and nations. Knows about trade and trans-
portation. Understands the development, structure, and func-
tions of sociai groups: family, school, community, public
works, and services.

41A. Research Skills in Social Studies
Uses reference materials, maps, globes, and encyclopedias.
Uses the library, reading, writing, and problem-solving skills
to research and write reports on social studies topics, issues,
problems, current events, points of view, etc.

41B. Citizenship
Is concerned for the dignity, welfare, rights, and freedoms
of every individual. Does not have prejudices. Accepts his
rele and responsibilities as a group member. Supports free
and honest communication.

41C. Interest in Social Studies
Is interested in social studies. Participates in social studies
activities.

Method of Data Collection

A card-sort method was developed to determine systematically what
various groups (such as teachers and parents) feel is the relative importance
among the 106 goals. In this technique (Hoepfner, et al., 1973) different
groups rate each of the goals on a five-point scale of importance. The
procedure lets the principal know how the people in the community,
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as well as his teachers, feel about the school’s goals so that he can take
their opinions into consideration in making his decisions. The use of such
data also will help the principal justify the selection of certain goals given
the usually limited evaluation budget available. Questions concerning
community involvement or educational and social relevance, of course,
could also be addressed through use of this method. ‘

In order to utilize the collective-viewpoints card-sort procedure, each
school principal was supplied with a set of materials. Each set contained
ten randomly shuffled decks of 106 reusable printed cards. Each card
described one of the goals of elementary education. The goals differ in
importance in the sense that one’s school should devote more time, effort,
and resources toward having the students achieve some of them than it
should devote to others. Similarly, progress toward achieving the important
goals should be monitored more frequently than progress toward others
so as to ensure early detection of problem development in these critical
areas, Information about the relative importance of these goals is necessary,
therefore, in helping to plan both the school’s educational programs and
the procedures for evaluating them.

In order to gather this information, selected rating groups were to rate
each goal in terms of what they consider its importance to be. In doing
this task, the rater was not to consider the feasibility and/or practicality
of measuring performance on a goal. In other words, judgments were
to be made solely on how important a goal is in terms of the skills,
knowledge, attitudes, and interests students should have. Some goals are,
of course, more appropriate for some grades than they are for others.
Ratings were to be made, therefore, on the basis of what goals should
be attained at the end of a specified grade or series of grades. The data
1o be reported in this monograph were rated on the basis of what should
be achieved by students by the end of the sixth grade. For this reason,
many of the on-route goals that may be very important in the primary
grades may not appear as very important in the results to be reported.

The following procedures and instructions were provided for each rater:

1. Each rater should be distributed the set of 106 printed blue
cards and the five blue envelopes (into which the cards were
rated).

2. Do not make any marks on the cards or envelopes.

3. Place the five envelopes in front of you from left to right as
follows:
1. Unimportant, Irrelevant
2. Marginal Importance
3. Average Importance
4. Moderate Importance
3. Most Important

4. Look through the whole set of 106 cards carefully to get an
idea of the range of importance of the various goals. Now find
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one goal for each of the five categories of importance. (The
number on the back of each goal card should be ignored since
it is used solely for clerical purposes in recording your judg-
ments.}

3. Sort the remaining cards into these same five piles; however,
be sure to put at least 5 cards in each pile. It is important
that each goal be put in one and only one pile, and that every
card should be placed in a pile.

If you are not sure into which pile a goal should be placed,
put it into the one in which you feel it comes closest. Do not
spend a long time deciding in which pile a particular goal
belongs. If you have difficulty in evaluating a goal, put it at
the back of the pack and sort it last.

There are no “right” or “wrong” answers in this task. Just rate
the goals in terms of how important YOU think they are.

6. When you have sorted all the cards, check that you have put
at least five cards in each pile. Then, put the cards into their
envelopes. Do not seal the envelopes at this time.

Additional Goals

If you feel there are some important goals that were not included
in the set of 106, print each new goal on a blank yellow card. Be
sure to put only one goal on each yellow card.

Rate your new added goal(s) as you did the original set of 106.
Do not count these new goals in determining whether you put at
least five cards in each pile. Place each added goal in the appropriate
envelope.

Returning Materials

1. Before returning materials please check that you have done
the following:

A. Put each card into one of the five envelopes.

B. Put at least five cards in each envelope (not counting
the cards you may have written yourself).

2. Please tuck in the flap on each envelope, but do not seal it.

3. Return all the materials to the principal (or his representative}.

Distribution of the decks of goal cards was handled by the principal,
who had received ten decks. It was his responsibility to have at least ten
teachers and ten parents (not necessarily at the sixth-grade level) perform
the goal ratings, but he was not limited to only these groups or to only
ten raters per group. In a few instances, students, other community persomns,
or other school administrators were included in the rating process. When
these various persons completed their rating, the blue envelopes (with
rated goal cards inside) were returned to the principal who, in turn,
tabulated the ratings and sent the summary results to CSE. The information
that the principals returned to CSE was, first of all, separate tally sheets
for each group of raters (including himself as a separate group), and then
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for each group the frequency distribution of ratings for each of the 106
goals,

It is important to consider the groups of people that should be involved
in making the ratings. Within a school district, if elementary school prin-
cipals make the ratings, one would have information on the priorities
as felt by the administrators of the district. Ratings made by the teachers
might be expected to reflect more of the attitudes and knowledge gained
from their daily classroom interactions. A comparison between goal priori-
ties of principals and teachers might well indicate areas of lack of articu-
lation regarding the school’s goals. Uncovering such problem areas is, of
course, the first step in the resolution of the problems.

With the growing concern of community involvement and social rele-
vance in education, it was also considered wise to gain information on
the opinions of parents, area citizens, or future employers as to how they
value the educational goals. Sampling of the “outside” people will be
most important because the results obtained will be greatly influenced
by the raters sampled. While the principals were expected to know enough
about their communities to select appropriate samples by themselves, they
were urged to make every effort to obtain a representative sample of
outside people (parents or citizens) who were expected to be concerned
about their schools’ goals. However, in the end, the selection of the parent
sample was left to the discretion of each principal.

Reasons for Collecting the Need Data

From the point of view of accountability, any educational product
released on a large scale and purporting to address a critical issue should
be adequately, if not exhaustively, pretested to ensure that it will result
in more good than harm. This is particularly the case when the issue
being addressed has an (undeservedly) obscure nature, where the reader
or user cannot be expected to muster knowledgeable criticism of the
product himself due to his real or imagined limitations. When the product
addresses the issue of educational evaluation, where inadequacies are
acutely felt, such is truly the case.

During the first two years of development, the separate components
(chapters) of the CSE Elementary School Evaluation KIT: Needs Assessment
(Hoepfner, et al., 1973) were pilot tested with large groups of educators
at various national meetings and more extensively with small groups of
principals and superintendents throughout the state of California. The
initial rounds of pilot testing resulted in an edition of the KIT that was
deemed ready for major national field testing.

The field testing of the KIT was conducted as the last stage of the
formal try-out of the product in order to determine its strengths and to
remedy its weaknesses before it was made available to the educational
public via a commercial publishing organization. The primary goal of
the field test was to determine the usefulness and viability of the prototype
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KIT in an environment that was not necessarily completely receptive,
but was characteristic of the environment for which the KIT was intended.
An additional goal was to measure the extent to which the KIT was
implemented in the school and the cost of this implementation; and to
estimate the effectiveness, endurance, and potential of the KIT in the
school environment. :

The specific objectives of field-test instruments used to collect data
from the principals were: (1) to determine whether various procedures
contained in the KIT had been implemented by the principal; (2) to
determine any changes that had occurred in the following areas that could
have resulted from the use of the KIT—(a) the attitude of the principal
and his staff toward evaluation, {b) the methods used to make decisions
relative to the instructional program of the school, (c) the understanding
of the principal and his staft of the evaluation principles on which the
KIT is based; and {3) to determine the subjective opinion of the principal
and his staff toward the contents of the KIT.

Originally the field-testing plan envisioned a national representative
sample that might to some degree slight representation of California, the
state in which all of the initial pilot testings and trials were undertaken.
However, due to the opportunity to utilize the California schools once
again, and in a manner that would increase our knowledge about possible
variations for the implementation of the KIT into schools, a separate sample
of California schools was added to the planned national sample.

The national sample. Word of the availability of the KIT for field-test
purposes was spread through several mechanisms. In 1970 Dr. Stephen
Klein presented a summary of the plans for the XIT to a meeting of
the National Association of Elementary School Principals. Many of the
principals and superintendents in attendance subsequently wrote to express
interest in learning more about the KIT or in becoming part of the
field-testing program. These letters were responded to with the notification
that interested schools and districts would be put on a list of schools to
be considered in the national field testing. At the same time, Evaluation
Comment and numerous technical research reports emanating from the
Center referred to the KIT. These references brought additional interested
responses which were handled in a similar manner. It is important to
keep in mind that all of the schools and districts that maintained active
interest in field-test participation, the majority of the population from
which the national sample was chosen, voluntarily joined the field testing
and had positive interest in it.

In the Fall of 1970 the schools and districts that had previously expressed
interest were contacted with an offer to become a part of the field-test
sample, if they qualified. The schools were to complete a questionnaire
that would give the Center the information needed to gain repre-
sentativeness for its sample. When the questionnaires were returned with
most of the schools still expressing strong interest in participating in the
field testing, it was noted that several geographic arcas were not repre-
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sented in the population. These areas were the south-eastern, the south-
central, and the north-western regions of the country. In telephone calls
and follow-up letters to sister U.S.0.E. regional laboratories, commitments
to aid in the recruitment of additional applicants were made by Dr. L.D.
Fish of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Dr. K.W. Tidwell
of the Southeastern Educational Laboratory, and Dr. J.L. Olivero of the
Southwestern Cooperative Educational Laboratory. In addition, similar
requests were made of Dr. R.L. Bright at Baylor University and Dr. S.5.
Youngerman, Jr., of the Boise, Idaho, School District. From these contacts,
a number of schools and districts responded to help gain greater geographic
representativeness.

The population of schools at this point in time numbered 108, with
some heavy concentration in the Mid-Atlantic region and in Iliinois. Final
selection of the sample to 79 schools was then made on the basis of
geographical area, racial-ethnic composition of students, and socio-
economic level of school neighborhood. By the time the collective-
viewpoints data were returned, this sample had been reduced to 44
schools.

The California sample. The California sample was arranged through
the California Elementary School Administrators Association (now part
of the Association of California School Administrators), through which
much of the initial pilot testing had been arranged. Dr. Edward W,
Beaubier, director of CESAA’s Evaluation Project, proposed a statewide
sample of schools that would be part of the Association’s evaluation
component. With the promise of several variations in novel approaches
to the KIT’s implementation, 103 schools in the state were added to the
original field-testing sample.

For purposes of reporting upon national priorities of education, neither
of the samples very well approximated a national sample, as one sample
excluded the most populous state of the union and the other excluded
all the remaining states. In order to create a more representative sample
of the schools that were available, a representative number of California
schools was added to the 44 selected schools that were outside of California
and had returned goal priority data. The addition of 8 California schools
would give that state a fairer representation according to population, and
so 8 schools were selected from the California sample to be included
in the national sample. The schools were not randomly selected from the
California sample, however. Inspection of the 44 national schools indicated
that there were shortages in the numbers of specific types of schools in
terms of representation of the nation. Specifically, there was a shortage
of schools located in urban areas, small cities, and in inner cores of larger
cities. Schools with predominantly Black or Mexican-American student
bodies, and schools in lower socio-economic areas were also under-
represented, Therefore, the 8 California schools were selected primarily
with the consideration of getting better representation of those demogra-
phic characteristics, even at the expense of more poorly representing the
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state of California. The total representative national sample was therefore
composed of 52 schools, from which there were 49 principal ratings, 47
teacher-group ratings, and 44 parent-group ratings.

School Characteristics

The Schools in the newly constituted national sample were characterized
on five dimensions for purposes of finding relationships between school
characteristics and goal priorities. Information on each school was obtained
on a questionnaire completed by each principal when he applied for joining
the field test. The questions in the application form are repeated in the
following sections that describe the characteristics of the 52 schools.

Geographic region of school. Each school reported its address on the
application form. The addresses and ZIP codes were used to form a
five-category classification on geographic region. The categorization is
basically a combination of U.S. census divisions, based on east-west dif-
ferences and ignoring north-south differences, except on the east coast.

Table 2.1: The Number of Schools in Each Geographic Group

Geographic Region of School Numberof Schools

1. New England and Mid Atlantic 12
(MA, RI, NH, ME, VT, CT, NJ,
NY, PA}

2. South Atlantic (DE, DC, MD, 6
VA, WV, NC, SC, GA, FL)

3. East Central (AL, TN, MS, KY, 10
OH, IN, M, WI, IL)

4. West Central (IA, MN, SD, ND, 10
MO, KS, NE, LA, AR, OK, TX}

5. Pacific and Mountain (MT, CO, 14

WY, ID, UT, AZ, NM, NV, HI,
OR, CA, WA, AK)
Table 2.2 compares the regional percentages of the national sample
with those of the 1970 U.S. census and with the 1970 U.S. elementary
school enrollment (Barr, R.H., & Foster, B.]., 1971).

Table 2.2: Comparison of Sample and Census Geographic

Distributions
Geographic National 1970 1970
Region Sample U.S. Census  Enrollment
1. New England and 23.1% 24.1% 21.4%
Mid Atlantic
2. South Atlantic 11.5% 15.1% 15.3%
3. East Central 19.2% 26.1% 26.5%
4. West Central 19.2% 17.5% 18.6%
5. Pacific and 26.9% 17.1% 18.2%

Mountain
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The table indicates that the sample has over-representation of the Pacific
and Mountain states and under-representation of the East Central states.
The inclusion of a good number of California schools and the inclusion
of a number of schools in Boise, Idaho has led to the western over-represen-
tation. The sample’s lack of exact correspondence to the nation’s population
characteristics limits the generality of reports of educational priority
findings. But the purpose of this monograph is not to allow educators
to draw implications for their individual schools.

School size. Approximate pupil enrollment (Sept., 1970)

The numbers supplied by the principals in the original field-test sample
were tabulated and the frequency distribution was inspected for a small
number of clusters of school sizes. Trichotomizing the distribution at 400
and 700 resulted in a clear clustering of schools. The school sizes and
numbers of each type of school are presented in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3: The Number of Schools in Each School-Size Category

Scheol Size Number of Schools
1. Less than 400 students 16
2. 300 to 700 students 24
3. More than 700 students 12

The 1967-68 Statistics of State School Systems (Barr, RH., & Scott, G.].,
1970) reports an average of 433.4 as the national average daily attendance
in all schools, K-12. The state averages range from 93.8 to 775.1 and
are distributed among the three categories, even though they are statewide
averages.

Population density of school. Which of the following categories best
describes the neighborhood served by your school?

a. rural area

b. residential suburb

industrial suburb

small town (5,000 or less)

city of 5,000 to 50,000

residential area of a large city (50,000+)
inner part of a large city (50,000+)

LLL!&-"’

Because several of the categories of neighborhood type were very poorly
represented in the national sample, the categories were merged on a logical
basis into four classes, as described in Table 2.4.
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Table 2.4: The Number of Schools in Each Population-Density

Group
Neighborhood Served by School Number of Schools
1. Rural (a) 6
2. Residentiat suburb or residential 26
area of a large city (b,c.f)
3. Small town or small city (d,e) 15
4. Inner part of a large city (g) 5

These data indicate that the second category is probably over-represented
while the fourth category is under-represented.

Racial-ethnic composition of school, Racial-ethnic characteristics of stu-
dent body (Approximate percentages):

{a) American Indian ... ..
(h) Mexican-American ............,
(c) Negro......cccoovonnocic. -
(d) Oriental............c.cc.oo —_—
{e} Puerto Rican................
(f) White ..., e e

(g} Other (specify) .................. -

In order to transform the various percentages of each group into one
variable representing a single meaningful continuum, the responses were
coded as contrasts to the majority (white) of the population. Two coding
methods were applied; the first as a percentage of increasing minorities
and the second as majority vs. major minorities. The two coding systems
are tabulated below.

Increasing minorities code:

Table 2.5; The Number of Schools in Each Racial-Ethnic Majority
Group

Racial-Ethnic Composition of School Number of Schools

1. 98% to 100% white 29
2. 91% to 97% white 7
3. 71% to 90% white 6

4. 0% to 70% white 10




DETERMINING THE NATION’S PRIORITIES—PROCEDURE 33
Majority vs. Minorities code;

Table 2.6: The Number of Schools in Each Racial-Ethnic Composi-
tion Group

Majority vs. Minority Composition of School Number of Schools

1. 90% or more white 36
2. 50% or more Mexican-American 6
3. 15% or more Black 10

The racial-ethnic characteristics of the schools in the sample do not
appear grossly non-representative of the population, but accurate and
current data for comparison are not available by school site.

Socio-economic status of school’s neighborhood. About what percentage
of the pupils served by the school fall into each of the categories listed
in the chart below?

Qccupational Category Percentage of students
a. children of professionals and
managers (doctors, lawyers,
engineers, executives, etc. )

b. children of white collar workers
others than those in (a) above
{proprietors, salesmen, clerks,
etc.)

¢. children of skilled workers
{electricians, carpenters,
repairmen, factory workers,
etc.)

d. children of unskilled (laborers,

janitors, dishwashers, etc.)

The method adopted for transforming the responses was to lock for
modal percentages and then assign a value to the modal percentage for
each school, with some consideration given to the dispersion of the per-
centages. The code assignment is listed below,

From the table, it appears that there is a slight over-representation
of professionals among the schools in the sample. For comparison purposes
among groups, however, such over-representation is not misleading.

Methods of Data Analysis

Before proceeding to a discussion of the analyses that were performed
on the ratings of the goal areas by the groups within the schools, one
other feature of the goals should be mentioned. While the KIT uses 106

Q
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Table 2.7: The Number of Schools in Each Socio-Economic Group

Socio-Economic Status of

School’s Neighborhood Number of Schools

1. 60% or more professionals 8

2. 30% to 60% white collar; remainder 5
equally professional and blue collar

3. about equally split professional, 4
white collar, and blue collar

4. about equally white collar and blue 10
collar

5. about equally white collar, blue 6
collar, and unskilled

6. predominantly blue collar 4

7. equally blue collar and unskilled 15

or predominantly unskilled

different educational goals to be sorted and rated by the constituents from
the schools, these goals can logically be subordinated to 41 supergoal areas
(see Table 1.1). The ratings for the 41 supergoals were arrived at by
averaging the ratings of the goals that were subordinate to them. For
example, the rating for supergoal 1 (Temperament: Personal) was deter-
mined by averaging the ratings of goals 1, 2, and 3 which compose it.
The advantage of these parallel analyses is that a greater level of generality
can be obtained with the results from the 41 supergoals while specific
trends and differences can be found in the data provided by the 106 goals.

Statistical analysis. The data which were returned from the field test
schools consisted of the mean ratings of the 106 goals by each person
or group who was either a principal (who rated the goals twice), teacher
sample, or parent sample. For each school, and for each group within
the school, mean ratings were utilized. This resulted in three sets of average
ratings on 106 goals for each school. Unfortunately, not all the schools
had al! three groups participate in the sorting and rating process. The
final sample had average ratings from principals of 49 schools, average
teacher ratings from 47 schools, and the average parent ratings from 44
schools.

Overall ratings of the importance of each of the goals were then com-
puted by averaging all the mean ratings available. Mean ratings for each
rater group (principals, teachers, and parents) were obtained by averaging
the ratings from each group. Differences in ratings among the three rater
groups were investigated by means of analyses of variance, one analysis
for each goal. Although the Q-sort data are semi-ipsative (a rating on
one goal very indirectly influences the ratings on other goals because
of the enforced minimum number of goals that could be sorted into each
category) the analysis-of-variance method was the only feasible analysis
method with the power to uncover the significant priorities.
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In addition to the goal ratings that the schools returned, the principal
also filled out a short questionnaire that investigated the demographic
characteristics of his school. The variables involved were: (1) geographic
region of the school, (2) size of the school, i.e., number of students, (3)
population density of the neighborhood the school served, (4} racial-ethnic
composition of the student body, and (5} the socio-economic background
of the parents, The purpose of acquiring this data was to investigate the
possible differences in the priority ratings of the groups defined by the
demographic variables. The particular vehicle employed to find these
diflerences was once again analysis of variance. This time, however, the
design was a two-way analysis of variance. One factor was the demographic
variable under investigation, while the second factor was rater-group
membership, ie., principal, teacher, or parent. In this way the effects
of differences among groups would be removed from differences arising
from the demographic variables. The ratings for both the 41 and 106
goals were analyzed in this fashion.

Whenever F-ratics were significant in any of the analyses, attention
was directed to the causes of the significant differences. Sub-group means
were inspected, without any post-hoc statistical tests, and the observed
differences in subgroup means were interpreted.
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Goal Rating
Cultural Knowledge 3.67
Measurement Reading and Making 366
Structural Recognition 3.65
Social Organization Knowledge 3.64
Creative Fluency 3.60
Penmanship 3.60
Oral Reading 3.60
Critical Reading 3.58
Muscle Control (Physical Education) 3.56
tnowledge of History 1.56
Operations with Decimals and Percents 3.53
Application of Scientific Methods to Everyday Life 3.52
Interest in Social Studies 150
Spatial Reasoning 344
Relational-implicatienal Reasoming 3.41
Summarizing Information for Reference 341
Sex'Education 3.36
Knowledge of Physical Geography 335
Spatial Memory 334
Observation and Description in Science 3.32
Comprehension of Number Principles 3.31
Systematic Reasoning 3.25
Hypothesis Formation in Science 3.25
Knowledge of Socio-Economic Geography 3.25
Knowledge of Scientific Facts and Terminology 3.23
Comprehension of Equations and Inequalities 3.22
Familiarity with Standard Children's Lliterature 313
The Nature and Purpose of Science 3.13
Music Appreciation 3.12
Use of Numbers and Measures in Science 3.09
Knowtedge of Physical Education Apparatus and Equipment 3.08
Understanding Rules and Strategies of Sports and Games 3.02
Classificatory Reasoning 3.01
Interest and Independent Participation in Sports and Games 3.01
Experimentation in Science 3.01
Involvement in Arts and Crafis 2.99
Formulation of Generalized Conclusions in Science 2.99
Classification and Generalization in Science 292

Appreciation of Arts and Crafts 291
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Table 3.1 (concluded)

Goal Rating
Expressive Skill in Arts and Crafts 2.87
Operational Definitions in Science 2.87
Music interest and Enjoyment 284
Religious Belief 2.80
Geometric Vocabulary 2.79
Geometric Facility 2.10
Statistics 2.64
Recognition of Literary Devices 2.56
Representational Skills in Arts and Crafts 2.39
Religious Knowledge 2.32
Dance (Rhythmic Response)} 2.28
Span and Serial Memory 2.25
Cultural Insight through a Foreign Language 2.23
Music Knowledge 2.14
Singing 2.08
Aural Identification of Music 2.08
Musical Instrument Playing 2.04
Arts and Crafts Comprehensian 2.02
Developmental Understanding of Arts and Crafts 1.90
Interest in and Application of a Foreign Language 1.87
Speaking Fluency in a Foreign Language 1.78
Oral Comprehension of a Foreign Language 171
Reading Comprehension of a Foreign Language 1.57
Writing Fluency in a Foreign Language 1.48

Table 3.2: Elementary School Goal Areas and Their Rated Empor-

tance

Goal Area

Mean Rating

Affective (temperament, attitudes, needs, interests)
Reading (oral, sight, comprehension, interpretation)
Language Arts (construction, reference skills)

Social Studies (history, civics, geography, sociology)
Physical Education-Health-Safety (knowledge and practice)
Mathematics (concepis, operations, applications)

Cognitive {reasoning, creativity, memary)
Science (processes, knowledge, approach)
Religion (belief, practice)

Arts and Crafts (valuing, producing, understanding)
Music (appreciation, interest, performance, understanding)
Foreign Language (skills, assimilation)

4.29
391
3.87

31
359
351

3.38
319
2.58

2.51
2.37
177
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The findings are all the more striking when displayed in Table 3.2,
in which the goal ratings have been averaged within major goal or curricu-
lum areas. Once again, of course, the affective goals are highest. Some
of the surprises of Table 3.2 are the relatively low ranks of mathematics
(below social studies and physical education-health-safety) and of science.
Such [indings may indicate that our post-Sputnik priorities have changed.
Not so surprising are the bottom three goal areas; art, music, and foreign
language. Recent school budget cuts have frequently sounded death knells
for art and music, apparently with public support, or at least tolerance,
but they have less frequently eliminated foreign language instruction where
it existed. People with a Weltansicht, of course, will say that we Americans
are still our provincial and unsophisticated selves.

Differences in Priorities among Principals, Teachers, and Parents

The second important question asked from the rating data was “Do
the three rater groups differ in their ratings of the educational goalsr™
The design employed to answer this question was a series of univariate
one-way analyses of variance with three groups. The dependent variables
were the set of 106 goal ratings and the set of 41 supergoal ratings. The
results of this analysis can be found in Tables 3.3 and 3.4

Table 3.3: Mean Ratings and Rankings of Mean Ratings of 106
Goals for Principals, Teachers, and Parents, and Analyses of
Variance of Ratings among Groups of Raters

Goal Average Ratings Ranks F among
Pracpt  Tchr  Pent | Prnept  Tchr  Prnt Ralings
1A, Shyness-Boldness 408 461 373 23 32 A0 | 4.53%
1B, Neursoticism-Adjustment 465 460 437 3 4 8 | 6.15%
1C. General Activity-Lethargy 403 420 38 28 17 311250
24 Dependence-Independence 433 441 215 10 t1 16 | 3.04
2B. Hostility-Friendliness 422 44 416 14 8 14 1220
2C. Socialization-Rebellicusness 445 463 444 7 3 6| .25
38 School Orientation 451 454 448 5 7 3 13.12%*
3B. Selt-Esteem 486 475 4 1 1 11131
44, Need Achievement 461 459 448 ] 5 2] 185
4B. [Interest Areas 372 388 370 41 39 43| 37
54. Appreciation of Arts and Crafis 298 300 2% 78 11 781239
5B. Involvement in Arts and Crafts 302 316 289 75 i 79 6l
64 Representational Skill in Arts and Crafts 231 244 232 88 91 93 | 2.22
6B. Expressive Skifl in Arts and Crafts 272 29 213 &5 83 87 | 4.23*
7A. Arts and Crafts Comprehension 1.88 19 212 97 100 99 | 6.20%%
7B. Developmental Understanding of Arts and Crafts 1.74 187 207 99 01 101 | L83
8A. Classificatory Reasoning 301 299 278 76 g0 83247
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Table 3.3 (centinued)

8B. Relationai-Implicationai Reasoming 151 343 322 52 58 g6 | .4
8C. Systematic Reasoning 325  31% 314 64 71 68 | .09
8D. Spatial Reasoning 338 342 341 55 5 H4| .66
9A. Creative Plexibility 3.98 408 397 29 28 28| A2
9B. Creative Fluency 363 359 350 &7 53 52 | £.94%*
10A. Span and Serial Memory 203 211 241 94 97 92 | 2.00
108. Meaningful Memory 407 423 4402 24 15 24 .15
10C. Spatial Memory 334 340 34 60 63 55 139.07%*
11A. Reading Comprehension of a Foreign Language 1314 138 176 | 105 105 109 [29.91**
11B. Oral Comprehension of a Foreign Language 175 154 183 | 104 104 104 2194
11C. Speaking Fluency in a Foreign Language 1.29 164 193 | 103 103 103 a4z
11D. Writing Fluency in a Foreign Language 114 131 166 | 106 106 106 | 3.3%
12A. Cuitural Insight through a Foreign Language 161 212 230 | 101 96 94 |23.05%F
12B. Interest in and Application of Foreign Language 141 166 205 ! 102 102 102 | 141
134, Spelling 395 408 415 13 29 15| 42
13B. Puncluation 377 3188 380 39 38 37 1 L24
13C. Capitalization 366 389 1372 4 37 42 | 1.31
13D. Grammar and Usage 392 401 412 34 33 18 | 4.15%
13E.  Penmanship 335 369 369 58 45 44 | 5.70%
13F. Written Expression 423 409 389 12 27 30 | .85
136, Independent Application of Writing Skill 395 405 4.0% 32 3 211138
14A. Use of Data Sources as Reference Skill 397 415 413 30 23 17 ] 1.45
14B. Summarizing Information for Reference 324 343 339 66 51 57 | 3.07
15A. Comprehension of Numbers and Sets in Mathematics 371 393 3% 43 36 26 (20.13%*
15B. Comprehension of Positional Notation in Mathematics 380 386 3.76 37 0 387 3
15€. Comprehension of Equations and Inequalities 292 117 30 79 69 72 | 145
15D. Comprehension of Number Principals 338 357 1N 56 54 69 | 4.75%
16A. Operations with Integers 415 426 420 17 14 12 | 40
16B. Operations with Fractions 351 365 385 53 47 33 13.21%
16C. Operations with Decimals and Percents 333 3138 382 61 65 47 |25
17A. Mathematical Problem Solving 417 421 402 16 15 25 {147
17B. Independent Application of Mathematicat Skills 411 396 3181 19 34 36 |3.80%
18A. Geometric Facility 236 263 274 S0 89 86 |4.51%
188. Geometric Vocabulary 237 274 217 8% g8 84 j5.03
194, Measurement Reading and Making 354 361 372 49 50 41 |1.19
19B. Statistics 2.5 275 256 86 g 91 |12
20A. Music Appreciation 309 326 306 73 6/ 73 | 1.65
20B. Music Interest and Enjoyment 313 306 268 72 75 B9 |6.90%
21A. Singing 230 214 211 92 94 100 | 131
218. Musical Instrument Playing 1.87 198 221 98 99 96 | 5.86%*
21C. Dance {Rhythmic Response) 227 23% 214 93 92 93 | 2.16
22A.  Aural |dentification of Music 194 208 217 96 98 97 | 2.86
228, Music Knowledge 201 213 227 95 95 95 [ 266
23A. Practicing Health and Safety Principles 450 441 410 6 9 20 | 8.40%*
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Tabte 3.3 (concluded)

238. Understanding Health and Safety Principles 413 412 405 18 25 237 .32
23C. Sex Education 342 342 327 54 60 61| .51
24A. Muscle Control (Physical Education) 374 366 340 40 46 56 3.94*
24B. Physical Development and Well-Being (Physical Education) |4.05 395 3.79 26 35 38! 292
257, Group Activity—Sportsmanship 423 427 418 13 13 67| A0
25B. interest and Independent Participation in Sports and Games {3.20 3.00 3.03 70 78 74| 140
26A.  Understanding Rules and Strategies of Sports and Games |291 297 294 80 8 75 220
26B. Knowtedge of Physical-Education Apparatus and Equipment |2.89 300 298 81 79 76| .38
2JA. Listening Reaction and Response to Reading 443 455 444 ] 6 51 133
27B. Speaking 406 416 423 25 20 | 1.23
28A. Phenetic Recognition 409 418 422 20 18 il] .73
28B. Structural Recognition 315 379 353 31 43 491 2.85
29A. Oral Reading 33 35 38 59 55 32| 6.60%
29B. Silent Reading Efficiency 444 436 427 8 12 91 2.20
30A. Recognition of Word Meanings 417 415 412 15 21 19; .14
30B. Understanding Ideational Complexes 397 40% 384 31 26 34) 218
30C. Remembering Information Read 408 417 420 21 19 13] 63
31A. Inference Making from Reading Selections 404 415 39 21 22 29| 158
31B. Recognition of Literary Devices 233 2% W 91 90 901 2.38
31C. Critical Reading 381 362 344 36 49 53| 3.54%
32A. Attitude toward Reading 433 442 438 11 10 71 42
328. Attitude and Behavior Modification from Reading 408 413 4.08 22 24 220 12
32€. Familiarity with Standard Children’s Literature 2716 321 323 84 68 64 9.21%*
33 Religious Knowledge 173 221 270 | 100 93 88 |20.29**
34.  Religious Belief 238 277 328 87 86 60| 8.83%
354, Observation and Description in Science 331 342 3213 63 61 63 L17
39B. Use of Numbers and Measures in Science 308 309 308 14 73 71 .00
35C. Classification and Generalization in Science 277 287 286 83 82 80 L25
35D. Hypothesis Formation in Science 33% 333 295 57 66 77| 431%
35E. QOperational Definitions in Science 286 285 275 82 85 85| .45
35F.  Experimentation in Science 320 308 2M 71 4 B2 4lb0*
35G. Formulation of Generalized Conclusions in Science 324 299 280 67 81 81} 4.05%
JBA. Knowledge of Scientific Facts and Terminology 298 312 327 77 72 62| 2.62
J6B. The Nature and Purpose of Science 333 306 310 62 6 70| 3.20¢
37A. Science Interest and Appreciation 386 379 367 35 4] 46| 1.74
378. Application of Scientific Methods to Life 371 363 3 42 48 5% 462F
38A. Knowledge of History 321 346 369 69 56 45 6.63**
388. Knowledge of Goveraments 363 360 3.83 16 52 35( 1.80
39A. Knowledge of Physical Geography 125 341 33 65 62 58| .95
39B. Knowledge of Socio-Economic Geography 321 339 322 68 64 65 136
40A. Cultural Knowtedge 363 378 3% 48 4 48] 1.58
40B. Sociat Organization Knowledge 366 379 351 45 42 51y 272
41A. Research Skills in Social Sciences 377 407 399 38 30 21| 317
4IB. Citizenship 485 464 447 2 2 4116.58**
41C. interest in Sociai Studies 354 360 352 50 51 50{ .20

Note.—*F-ratio significant at .05 level; **F-ratio significant al .01 level.
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The results of the univariate analyses of variance from the 106 goal
ratings are rather clear, There were 21 F-ratios with probability less than

Table 3.4; Mean Ratings of 41 Goals for Principals, Teachers, and
Parents, and Analfyses of Variance among Groups of Raters

Goal Principals  Teachers Parenis {nivariate F
1. Temperament—Personal 425 427 3.98 5.23*
2. Temperament—Social 413 148 4.25 3.54*
3. Attitudes 468 4.64 4.50 4.46%
4. Needs and Interests 4.16 423 409 1.25
5. Valuing Arts and Crafis 3.00 3.07 2.8% 1.44
6. Producing Arts and Crafts 2.55 2.70 2.52 1.56
7. Understanding Arts and Crafts 181 1.88 2.09 b6.52%*
8. Reasoning 328 3.24 313 112
9. Creativity 381 3.83 3173 A8
10. Memory 114 3.24 327 1.07
11. Fareign Language Skills 1.2} 1.46 181 39.80*
12. foreign Language Assimilation 1.51 [.88 2.17 25.51%*
13. Language Construction 3.83 395 392 87
14. Reference Skills 1861 378 375 1.64
L3. Arithmetic Concepts 345 3.62 347 1.46
16. Arithmetic Operations 3.66 3.78 388 191
17. Mathematical Applications 4.14 1.08 in 2395
18. Geometry 237 2.68 2.15 497+
19. Measurement 3.05 3.17 3.13 0
20. Music Appreciation and Interest 3. 115 2.86 4,12
21. Music Performance 2.14 2.16 2.15 03
22. Music Understanding 1.98 2.10 221 1.64%
23. Health and Safety 4.01 398 380 3.07*
24, Physicat Skills 189 180 3.5¢ 4 46%
25. Sportsmanship 372 3.63 3.59 A9
26. Physical Education 290 297 248 31
27. Orak-Aural Skills 124 434 4.33 87
28. Word Recognition 38 397 3.87 130
25. Reading Mechanics 3.89 395 4.06 1.68
30. Reading Comprehension 4.07 4.13 4,05 .55
31. Reading Interpretation 139 3.43 331 .76
32. Reading Appreciation and Response 3n 391 3.89 3g
33. Religious Knowledge 1.73 2.20 269 15.94%*
34. Religious Belief 2.38 218 327 B.69**
35. Scientific Processes 311 310 292 1.96
36. Scientific Knowledge 3.16 308 318 Al
37. Scientific Approachk 179 3.70 3.50 462*
38. History and Civics 3.47 3.52 3.7% 466
38. Geography 323 338 3.2% 1.11
40. Sociology 364 378 3.54 257
41. Application of Social Studies 4.04 410 399 1.07

Note:  *F-ratio significant at .05 level
**F.ratio significant at .01 level
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01, and 17 more F-ratios with probability less than .05, With this many
significant F-ratios, it would seem that there are indeed different views
among principals, teachers, and parents as to the importance of educational
goals. Due to limitations in the multivariate computer program employed
for this set of analyses it was not possible to perform a multivariate test
on the ratings of the entire set of 108 goals.

As can be seen in Table 3.4, the results of the univariate F-ratios on
the 41 supergoal areas yielded much the same pattern. There were 7
F-ratios with probability less than .01, and 9 more F-ratios with probability
less than .05. In addition to the univariate F-ratios, a multivariate analysis
of variance was performed on these 41 ratings, which yielded a multivariate
F-ratic that was also highly significant (p<.0001).

While the quoting of how many F-ratios are significant is all well and
good, just what do these results mean? In order to get a better grasp
on the situation, it was necessary to examine the mean ratings of the
groups. The clearest picture emerges by inspecting differences among the
106 goals, looking particularly at those goals that yielded significant
F-ratios.

Goals rated higher by principals than by parents. The goals listed below,
exhibiting significant F-ratios among the rating groups, were rated higher
by principals than by parents.

17B. Independent Application of Mathematical Skills
23A. Practicing Health and Safety Principles

24A. Muscle Control (Physical Education)

31C. Critical Reading

33F. Experimentation in Science

35CG. Formulation of Generalized Conclusions in Science
41B. Citizenship .

Principals might be influenced in their ratings by the expected costs
of implementing programs, but the data do not bear this hypothesis out,
particularly as 35F might be expected to involve considerable procurement
and maintenance costs,

It may be more fruitful to consider reasons why parents have lower
values for the above goals. It might be that many parents had difficulties
understanding the learning concepts embraced by goals 17B, 31C, 35F,
and 35G, as these all involve rather abstract and high-level activities.
With regard to goals 23A, 24A, and 41B, the parents may feel that
traditionally the schools have either not been involved or have not been
successful in teaching to those areas, or that the schools ought not to
be entrusted with those goals, goals which students can (should?) achieve
outside the school setting.

Goals rated higher by parents than by principals. The goals listed below
have been rated in just the opposite direction, with parents being the
group with the highest rating and principals with the lowest ratings.
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11A. Reading Comprehension of a Foreign Language
11B. Oral Comprehension of a Foreign Language
11C. Speaking Fluency in a Foreign Language
11D. Writing Fluency in a Foreign Language

12A. Cultural Insight through a Foreign Language
13D. Grammar and Usage

16B. Operations with Fractions

18A. Geometric Facility

21B. Musical Instrument Playing

29A. Oral Reading

33.  Religious Knowledge

3. Religious Belief

38A. Knowledge of History

The first five goals in the list above are all in the foreign-language
area. Principals probably see the additional needs for teachers, books, and
materials if these goals are to be achieved, and probably are largely
motivated by the increased costs involved. The same motivation probably
underlies the principals” low ratings for goal 21B. Achievement of that
goal would invelve not only expanded instructional staff, instruments, and
scores, but probably also a sound-proofed room.

Goal 16B probably indicates that many principals are aware of the
debate presently brewing among mathematics curriculum developers re-
garding the need for fractions. The argument goes that anything (almost)
that can be expressed as a fraction can be expressed as a decimal; and
that fractions, in reality, are used relatively rarely. Awareness of this debate
might well be expected to cause principals to reduce their values of
achievement of this goal, at least for a while.

Whenever goals are rated high by parents, it seems simple and cogent
to speculate and to explain the fact on the basis that the parents truly
understood them, and endorsed what they understood. Usually the under-
stood goals are traditional in nature and probably relatively unchanged
since the parents themselves were elementary school students, Such may
be the case for the parents’ ratings of goals 13D, 18A, 29A, and 38A.
Probably every parent remembers having to read aloud in class and pre-
sumes that that activity had some importance. Educators, on the other
hand, probably look on such activities as means rather than as ends,

Although the two religion goals are rated low overall, the parents
presumably tend to value them in the understanding that it is their religion
that is being taught. Principals, on the other hand, are twice as cautious
and much prefer not to get embroiled in the problems of teaching religion
in public schools.

Goals rated highest by principals. Only one goal was rated by principals
significantly higher than it was rated by both teachers and parents.

36B. The Nature and Purpose of Science
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The principals’ response to this goal may reflect their concern for goals
that are currently enjoying national attention. There is much discussion
about the values and limitations of science and how they should be taught.
The currency is probably reflected in the principals’ high valuation.

Goals rated lowest by principals. The goals listed below were rated
significantly lower by principals than by teachers and parents.

10C. Spatial Memory

13E. Penmanship

14B. Summarizing Information for Reference

15A. Comprehension of Numbers and Sets in Mathematics
18B. Geometric Vocabulary

32C. Familiarity with Standard Childrens’ Literature

41A. Research Skills in Social Science

If a generalization can be made regarding the ratings by principals,
it is that they tend not to value goals that can be described as traditional.
Such is the case with goals 10C, 13E, 14B, 18B, and 32C. The reasons
for principals’ low valuings of the remaining two goals, 15A and 41A,
are more problematic. It may be that principals tend to feel that these
goals are a bit advanced for elementary level children, or it may be that
they see great costs both in materials and personnel training in the imple-
mentation of instruction for such goals.

Goals rated higher by teachers than by parents. Only one of the goals
exhibiting significant differences among the rater groups was rated higher
by teachers than by parents.

15D. Comprehension of Number Principles

The description of this goal is one of the most abstract of all goal
descriptors. It is probably for this reason that parents tend not to value
its achievement. It is not obviously useful to living or even living well.
‘Teachers may feel that student achievement of this goal would solve so
many of their problems in teaching math to students who seem “not to
get it.” While such an outlook is probably correct, it is probably true
that many elementary teachers don’t really understand the nature of the
goal themselves and therefore probably couldn’t help their students toward
its achievement.

Goals rated highest by teachers. Two goals that were rated significantly
higher by teachers than by principals and parents are listed below.

3A. School Orientation
6B. Expressive Skill in Arts and Crafts

It is probably not uncharitable to state that achievement of goal 3A
would benefit teachers more than the other two rater groups, and hence
their greater valuation of it. Students with greater school orientation will
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be better behaved, more interested, and more motivated to learn. What
teacher wouldn’t want that? As an aside, it might be noted that parents
value this goal least; and probably because the problem is not theirs, at
least at the elementary level when students legally must go to school
regardless of the state of their attitudes.

Achievement of goal 6B might be valued by elementary teachers for
several reasons. They may feel that this is the only goal area in which
students can “let go” and do what they please in a socially accepted
activity. On the other hand, they may feel that the hehaviors constituting
this goal are at best merely urged, and any success {the success being
almost totally subjectively assessable) is success easily gained.

Goals rated highest by parents. Only one goal was rated significantly
higher by parents than by principals and teachers.

7A.  Arts and Crafts Comprehension

While this goal was valued low by all three rater groups, the parent
group assigned significantly greater value to its achievement. Perhaps the
dilettante nature of the goal appealed to parents’ desires to see their
children climb the social ladder,

Goals rated lowest by parents. The parents rated the following goals
significantly lower than the principals and the teachers,

1A. Shyness-Boldness
1B. Neuroticism-Adjustment
9B. Creative Fluency
20B. Music Interest and Enjoyment
35D. Hypothesis Formation in Science
37B. Application of Scientific Methods to Life

Although some of the goals are of great value to all the rater groups,
parents may feel that achievement of some of them is not the concern
of the public school. Such is the case, we hypothesize, with the first four
goals of the list above. The last two goals are in the difficult-to-understand
category, and we suggest that parents have not rated those goals high
as they were not well understood.

While we have answered the question of whether or not the three groups
agree on their ratings for each of the individual goals, as yet there has
been no examination of concordance of overall ratings and rankings of
the entire set of goals. That is, while we know that the groups may disagree
as to the numerical ratings assigned to any one goal, do they disagree
as to its relative place amongst all the other goals? The answer to this
question was sought by employing correlational analysis.

Specifically, the mean ratings and rankings for each of the 106 goals,
and also separately for the 41 supergoals were correlated for the three
groups. The results of this analysis can be found in Tables 3.5 and 3.6,
It can be seen from the very high values of these correlation coefficients
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Table 3.5: Correlation of the Mean Ratings and Rankings* for 106
Goals for Three Groups of Raters

Principals Teachers Parents
Principals .985 547
Teachers 981 974
Parents 947 972

*Correlations based on the ratings are above the diagonal;
those based on the rankings are below the diagonal.

that there is a great deal of consistency in the ratings and rankings of
the goals among the three groups. There is more overall harmony between
the three groups than one would have initially thought.

Table 3.6: Correlation of the Mean Ratings and Rankings* for 41
Supergoals for Three Groups of Raters

Principals Teachers Parents
Principals 973 916
Teachers 964 970
Parents 926 974

*Correlations based on the ratings are above the diagonal;
those based on the rankings are belpw the diagonal.

One last question of interest is whether or not the three groups tended
to rate all the goals either higher or lower than the other groups. Phrasing
this another way, we are asking if any group was composed of “easy”
or “hard” raters. Table 3.7 represents the mean ratings of all raters in
each group and over all goals. The data indicate that teachers tended
to rate the goals highest and principals tended to rate them lowest, but
the differences do not appear meaningful.

Table 3.7: Mean Ratings for 106 Goals for Three Groups of Raters

Mean

Raters Rating

49 Princtpals 3.34
47 Teacher Groups 343
44 Parent Groups 3.37

Differences in Priorities Observed among Demographic Variables

In addition to looking at differential valuations of the goals by principals,
teachers, and parents, we addressed the problem of what effects various
demographic characteristics of schools might have on the goal valuations.
The demographic characteristics and how they were distributed and scaled
for the national sample are described in the previous chapter. The variables
are geographic region of the country in which the school is located, the
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size of school in number of students, the population density of the area
in which the school is located, the racial-ethnic composition of the student
body of the school (scaled in two ways; i.e., in terms of increasing percent-
age of minority students, and in terms of three major racial-ethnic groups
of the sample), and the socio-economic status of the neighborhood in which
the school is located. Table 3.8 presents a summary of the analyses of
variance performed for each of the 106 goals over the variations within
each demographic variable. Table 3.9 reports the summary analyses for
the 41 supergoals. It should be noted that for the sake of interpretability,
all the F-ratios reported are from separate univariate analyses of variance
{even though a multivariate analysis might have been statistically prefera-
ble.)

Table 3.8: F-Ratios for Six Demographic Characteristics on 106
Educational Goals

Racial-Ethnic Composition
Geographic School Population Increasing White vs.  Socio-Econor

Goal Region Size Density  Minorities Mon-White Status
1A, Shyness-Boldness 1.80 1.53 043 0.07 217 .5l
1B.  Neuroticism-Adjustment 177 0.35 0.1 033 2.87 71l
IC.  General Activity-Lethargy 0.81 0.08 0.92 061 0.15 90
2A.  Dependence-independence 1.34 1.88 0.5 0.4% Q.10 57
2B.  Hostility-Friendliness 0.70 0.07 0.9% 1.16 177 A4
20, Socialization-Rebellicusness 0.45 1.26 285 075 1.02 80
3A. School Orientation 1.93 3.26% 0.45 0.70 0.79 54
3B Self-Esteem 116 012 0.22 077 0.90 .38
4A. Need Achievement 0.46 1.94 1.75 243 117 42
. 4B, Interest Areas 0.54 4.25%* 015 0.23 076 217
54 Appreciation of Arts and Crafts 093 030 0.59 0.65 3.29+ 213
58. Involvement in Aris and Crafs 0.54 0.03 1.13 199 kAL 1.49
BA.  Representation Skill in Arts and Crafts 061 0.65 0.06 ¢.11 0.43 1.20
BB.  Expressive Shill in Arts and Crafis LN 0.83 5407 3.35% 2.54 A1
7A. Arts and Crafts Comprehension 1.61 015 0.72 0.85 1.04 87
78.  Developmental Understanding of Arts and Crafts 216 0.42 212 1.94 2.82 91
BA. Classificatory Reasoning 2.25 0.07 3.10% 271 3457 47
88. Relational-mplicational Reasening 2.04 1.68 3.55% 177 218 1.10
8C. Systematic Reasoning 095 0.62 113 081 1.45 1.82
8D, Spatial Reasoniag 1.37 1.88 131== 3.13 4.32¢ g1
54 Creative Flexibitity 0.8 0.28 1.97 0.79 0.91 157
98. Creative Fluency 0.52 0.18 3.60% 0.84 1.88 107
108, Span and Serial Memory 1.47 .54 1.28 1.07 0.54 90
10B.  Meaningful Memory 2907 0.73 384 2.79% 4047 1.66
10C.  Spatial Memary 20 0.58 0.37 13% 0.96 3.61*
11A.  Reading Comprehension of a foreign Language 131 0.90 2.1% 215 1.87 24
11B. Oral Comprehension of a Foreign Language 1.30 1.78 0.6% .51 019 112
11C.  Speaking Fluency in a Foreign Language 0.39 0.34 0.43 1.32 0.96 61
11D. Writing Fluency in a Foreign Language 2.24 0.11 0.84 0.13 6.06 .69
128 Cultural Insight through a Foreign Language 3.487= 231 244 3.23% 276 51
12B. Interest in and Appiication of a Foreign Language 6.73 0.00 294* 1.62 1.84 .95

134 Spelting 292¢ 0.11 231 1.30 113 .56
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group was usually very close to the first group (mostly professional).
Inspection of socio-economic-status group mean ratings indicate a “U”
shaped relationship generally holding, with the two socio-economic ex-
tremes exhibiting higher valuations than the middle groups. For the religion
goals, however, this does not hold, as the white and blue collar schools
(the fourth category) value the religious goals highest. With the exception
of the religion goals, it appears that the highest valuations may reflect
the greatest drive for excellence of children, and that drive is exhibited
in the upper economic levels and also at the very lowest ones. The
low-to-middle levels, surprisingly, would appear not to have such high aca-
mic aspirations for their children.

"In this chapter, we have looked at the findings of a nationwide survey
of the importance of elementary school educational goals. The findings
were compared for differences in the priorities of principals, teachers,
and parents, and were also compared for differences that might charac-
terize certain demographically defined subsamples of the nationwide sam-
ple. Although it was fairly straight forward to present those instances
in which significant differences were observed, it was far more difficult
to ascribe causes or reasons for those observed differences in priority
ratings. The reasons provided in this chapter are speculative, as a critical
and definitive explanation could not be drawn from the data.

||!

]



Chapter 1V 63
IMPLICATIONS OF THE NATIONAL GOAL RATINGS

This chapter is concerned with the implications of the national
goal ratings. It begins with a brief overview of needs assessment and
makes a distinction between the ends orientation of needs assessment
and the means concern of program planning. In terms of widespread
adoption and implementation of the findings reported in the mono-
graph, precautions related to sampling, analysis, and inference are
raised. Some of the findings are suggested as guidelines in the determi-
nation of priorities, and the implications of the goal rating method-
ology and the value of differential priority setting are discussed.

Belore discussing some of the specific implications of both the method-
ology and findings described in this monograph, it is important to make
a clearer statement about what the content of the needs-assessment ap-
proach is and what it is not. The most important clarification concerns
the nucleus of the approach—the set of educational goals. The goals as
specified in the card-sort procedure are unique, as a set, by representing
only ends of the education process. None of the goals refer specifically
or necessarily to the means by which they will be achieved. This clear
distinction is necessitated by the CSE model of evaluation wherein needs-
assessment activities focus on ends and program-planning activities focus
on the means to those ends.

Another way of making this distinction is to consider three levels of
goals: Learner Goals, Instructional Goals, and Institutional Goals. From
the perspective of the learner, the ends are the learner goals (e.g., to
learn how to multiply is an end for the learner, although it may be only
a means, perhaps, for society which expects him to complete tax forms
correctly and spend money wisely), The means to attain the learner goals
are instructional goals (e.g., Expose students to many real-life problems
demanding multiplication), and institutional goals {e.g., Provide all students
with the opportunity to practice multiplication at the console). There
is no overwhelming reason why a needs assessment should be limited only
to ends as goals, but alternative inclusions do present problems. Univocally
ranking goals from sets in which some goals are ends and others are means
is a difficult, if not impossible, task. For varying reasons, either means
or ends may assume different degrees of importance, but it is difficult
to conceive of one underlying reason for both. Needs-assessment approaches
that combine both means and ends (see, for example, Phi Delta Kappa,
1972) can be expected to produce results based upon logical confusion
among the several dimensions underlying the prioritization. A needs assess-
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ment that prioritizes means rather than ends also results jn the creation
of problems. The major problem is that a consensus solution is developed
where an expert solution could more easily be obtained. Choosing means
(programs, materials, procedures) is probably better left to educators who
know something of the options and their expected results and who, unlike
the general public, have an interest in choosing them.

That expert solution to the problem of means selection is the subject
of the second stage of the CSE’s evaluation model, program planning,
It is at the program-planning phase of evaluation in which the “hows”
and “what withs” are selected in order to reach the goals as ends.

Cautions in the Interpretation of Findings

Several cautions must be raised before educators pick up the findings
reported in this monograph and apply them as solutions to their schools’
problems. We could categorize the cautions into those arising from sam-
pling, analysis, and inference.

Cautions necessarily arise from the sampling underlying the reported
findings because there was little control exercised over the sampling
methods. Principals at the schools were asked to select parent respondents
to the goal rating in a random or stratified-random manner. On the basis
of informal findings, however, there is reason to believe that most of the
parent sampling was a matter of ease or convenience. Parents who were
available and interested expressed their viewpoints while others, who might
be less available, uninterested, or even hostile, probably had little opportu-
nity to let their values be known. To the extent that such sampling of
parents actually occurred, the finding would reflect common attitudes
held by such a constituency, probably generally favorable attitudes toward
education (but this is not obviously reflected in the overall mean rating
of all parents, see Table 3.7). The possible distortion caused by the sus-
pected sampling procedure leads us not to suggest that the priorities
reported in this monograph reflect precisely the thinking of most contem-
porary Americans.

Compounding the effects of biased sampling of parents, the sampling
of schools can be expected to lack complete representativeness. The original
selection of schools was made to reflect only in a rough way the distribution
of certain population parameters. The filling of some population gaps
was accomplished by adding schools in the state of California, so that
those schools were mostly inner-city and lower socio-economic schools.
The relatively small involvement of many of the demographic variables
in the goal ratings suggests, however, that the non-representativeness of
the school sample might have only marginal effects on the overall goal
ratings.

The second caution raised in the wholesale adoption and implementation
of the findings arises from the methods of analysis employed. ldeally, alt
the possible conditions and effects should have been analyzed together
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in order to obtain the type of findings reported in this monograph. The
appropriate statistical design was not employed because of limitation on
available computer programs and because of potential difficulties in the
interpretation of all higher-order interaction findings. The authors assumed
that the more piecemeal approach to analysis, both more feasible and
understandable, would not fail to uncover the major findings of interest
to educators. While this belief is still held, sophisticated researchers may
question the comprehensiveness of the reported findings.

A final caution to be presented to educators about implementing the
goal-rating findings involves problems of inferring from the findings to
other cases. If the findings in this monograph were considered to reflect
adequately the attitudes of the population, the problem is one of inferring
from the population to individuals, subsamples, and samples within the
population.

The cautions must be sounded loudest for educators wishing to make
inferences to their particular school. Locating one’s school on each demo-
graphic dimension and then noting the significant characteristics on each
dimension and the characteristics common (if any) to all the describing
dimensions, is no guarantee that the school’s goal priorites have been
pin-pointed. Individual school variations within all the dimensions can
be sufficiently large to make any one school saliently different from the
sterotypic school with similar demographic characteristics.

If the unit to which inferences are made comprises a larger segment
of the national population of elementary schools, for example, a state
system, many of the inferences will be more general due to the wide
range of demographic descriptors appropriate for the system. Because of
this, we can expect such sample inferences to be spmewhat more accurate.
The extreme case of such inferences would be implications for decision
makers in federal programs. At this level, the validity of the inferences
are limited only by inadequacies in the methods of sampling and of analysis.

On the assumption that the sampling and analysis reported in this
monograph are as good or better than many others to date, it follows
that priorities reported could very well serve as the priorities for the
educational content of federal programs that arise from educational (not
necessarily political) needs. Should the curricular-content priorities of Title
I or Title Il programs be based on the sensed needs of educators and
parents, rather than on views of a small number of experts or lobbying
groups, then the goal priorities reported in Chapter I1I could serve well
as an initial guide to setting the priorities. Indeed, if one inspects the
recent content priorities of Title I and IIl programs, it can be seen that
in many instances they reflect the priorities as found in this report. The
effects of the findings on the Title VII program are somewhat more
complicated insofar as the priorities could be adopted within the program,
but the program itself is somewhat questionable in terms of overall national
priovities. The continuance or discontinuance of the Title VII program
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