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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN TEACHER-

ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS OF EDUCATIONAL

QUALITY AS MEASURED BY THE EDUCATIONAL

CHARACTERISTICS CRITERION, (Egg) AND

SELECTED COST FACTORS

 

by Van Dyck Mueller

Purpose of the Study
 

This study was an attempt to formulate a quality-measurement

procedure based on the perceptions held by those individuals, teachers

and administrators, most closely associated with the formal edu-

cational process. The purpose of the study was three-fold: (l) to

determine and analyze the perceptions held by teachers and adminis-

trators relating to specific characteristics of educational programs as

measured by the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), (Z) to

COmpare teacher-administrator quality perceptions with certain

selected educational cost factors, and (3) to determine the extent to

which the perceptions measured in a national study were similar to

those measured by Berglin his study of Michigan teachers and adminis-

trators.

Proc edure and Design

The measurements Of teacher and administrator perceptions

of educational quality were secured by means of responses to the

Eggfional Characteristics Criterion, (ECC). This instrument was
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based on the assumption that educational quality resides more in

the mind of the observer than in the inherent structure of the edu-

cational program. The use of this instrument was further predicated

on the assumption that educational quality is determined by a judg-

ment about certain educational characteristics, both school and com-

munity, which are perceived as effective in accomplishing the

purposes of American public school education. Data for the compari-

son of teacher-administrator quality perceptions came from responses

to fifty-six scored educational characteristics. Each of the individual

educational characteristics was assigned to one of the seven following

categories in order to provide a vehicle for understanding the effects

of and inter-relationships between the various school and community

variables: (1) Student‘s level of knowledge and attitudes, (2.) Community

attitudes, (3) Curriculum, (4) Use of Facilities, (5) SociO-cultural

composition of community, (6) Administration and supervision, and

(7) The teacher and teaching methods.

The analysis leading to the comparison Of teacher and adminis-

trator perceptions of educational quality associated with variations in

educational cost factors required data from different school systems

within each quartile Of financial support and from school systems in

different states. The criteria governing the selection of the sample

were as follows: (1) an adequate and proportionate number Of teacher

and administrator respondents within the first and fourth quartiles of

the distribution of financial support factors of size (membership),

ability (property valuation per pupil), effort (mills for operation), and

expenditure per pupil for current operation, and (2) several school

districts within each cost quartile representative of a sufficiently large

miniber of the states. Seven U, S. public school districts in the fourth
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or high financial support quartile and eighteen U. S. public school

districts in the first or low financial support quartile were selected

randomly to represent the extremes in cost factors stratified on the

basis of size, effort, ability, and expenditure per pupil. Useable

datawem acquired from 1223 teacher respondents and 92 administrator

respondents from the seven districts within the high financial quartile

and from 1081 teacher respondents and 82 administrator respondents

representing the eighteen districts in the low financial support

quartile.

The five major hypotheses, developed and tested were stated

as follows:

I. The Educational Characteristics Criterion will show ability

to discriminate between the first or low financial support

quartile and the fourth or high financial support quartile of

United States public school districts (K- 12) which are

classified on the educational cost factors of size, effort,

ability, and expenditure.

 

II. The Educational Characteristics Criterion will Show no

ability to discriminate between the responses of teachers

and administrators within the low financial support quartile,

within the individual large school districts, and within

individual small school districts.

III. The Educational Characteristics Criterion will Show high

reliability within the high financial support quartile and

within the low financial support quartile.

IV. The Educational Characteristics Criterion will show high

reliability within individual large and small school dis-

triets.

V. The individual educational characteristic scores in the

Educational Characteristics Criterion will have adequate

positive discrimination power with respect to the total

quality score and to their related category scores.



Van Dyck Mueller

The "t" test was used to determine the discrimination with

regard to the first two hypotheses. The Hoyt analysis of variance

technique was used to estimate reliability from the consistency of

individual performance to test the third and fourth sets of hypotheses.

The point biserial correlation coefficient was used to determine the

positive discrimination power of the individual educational character-

istics with respect to total score and their related category scores.

In addition to this test of the fifth hypothesis, product-moment co-

efficients of correlation were computed to provide exploratory data

involving relationships between category variables.

Major Findings and Conclusions

The following assessment of the findings was reached:

1. The Educational Characteristics Criterion can discriminate

positively between United States school districts having high financial

support and those United States school districts having low financial

support. The total quality scores, each of seven category scores,

and forty-one individual educational characteristics scores Of teacher

respondents indicate a positive relationship between level of financial

support and educational quality. Total quality scores, three category

scores, and eighteen individual characteristic scores Of administrator

respondents indicate that educational quality is present in a significantly

higher degree in school district with high financial support than in those

school districts with low financial support.

2. The Educational Characteristic Criterion discrimination

indicates Significant disagreement between teachers and asministrators

concerning educational quality within the high financial support quartile

and within the low financial support quartile. This unexpected finding
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is supported by significant differences between the total quality scores,

six Category scores, and eighteen individual educational characteristic

scores of teachers and administrators in high quartile districts.

Teachers and administrators in low quartile districts differ signifi-

cantly in total quality scores, six category scores, and twenty-four

individual educational characteristic scores. Total quality scores,

seven category scores, and thirteen individual educational character-

istic scores of teachers and administrators within both financial support

quartiles indicate the tendency for administrators to overvalue edu-

cational quality in relatiOn to teacher value level.

3. The reliability of Educational Characteristics Criterion total
 

scores ranges from .89 to .91 according to teacher or administrator

respondents within high and low financial support quartiles. The reli-

ability Of category scores according to administrator or teacher

respondents within high and low support districts exceeds . 56 except

for categories I and V. Reliability measurements within individual large

and small districts indicate wide variations. In a sampling sense, the

number of administrator respondents involved in the analysis of indi-

vidual large or small districts is too small to draw certain conclusions.

Although the relatively short category tests are not sufficiently homo-

geneous for individual interpretation, the total test scores, based on

56 items appears highly homogeneous.

4. Item analyses tests indicate that all but four of the individual

characteristic scores in the Educational Characteristics Criterion had

adequate positive discrimination (p < . 01) with respect to total score

and related category score.

In general, the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (EC—C),

shows promise as a research tool, not only in the type of study outlined
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here, but in other types of studies which view the perception of edu-

cational quality as a critical point, needing practicable description.

The evidence of this study is considered favorable enough to justify

the revision and development of a more complete instrument Of this

nature including other dimensions of classroom and community

Characteristics. The finding of significant areas of disagreement

between responses of teachers and administrators within each financial

support quartile should be of importance to those concerned with the

development of unified professional goals, expectations, and standards

fo r all educato r s .

 

1Arthur D. Berg, "The Determination of the Discrimination

and Reliability IndiceS of the Educational Characteristics Criterion

With Implications Concerning Educational Cost-Quality Relationships, "

Unpublished Ph. D. Thesis, Michigan State University, 1962.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem
 

Educational quality, since it concerns the most complex and

intricate social enterprise known, has never been reduced to a clear,

basic formula understandable to laymen and educators. A major dif-

ficulty associated with attempts to measure the quality of educational

programs is to reach agreement on quality factors and then to develop

instrumentation which measures these with some precision. The

American public has been inclined, at different periods, to judge edu-

cational quality by such varied criteria as literacy, subject-matter

skills, vocational skills, income in later life, economic level of a State,

health, juvenile delinquency rate, and national scientific progress.

Although there seems to be general agreement concerning the measure-

ment of educational quantity and about the need for quality education,

what is meant by "quality education" is subject to argument based on

diverse sets of values and purposes.

There is a need for the development and testing of quality—

related factors of educational programs based on the values and goals

of society so that some specific, precise definition may be obtained of

quality in education or that we might more readily approach this end.

Most of'the conflict over what schools are or are not doing and over

what constitutes quality education is imbedded in the value system of

both proponent and critic. Since it is important to know what people

believe "quality" to be and since the concept Of quality is a relative one

which probably exists more in the mind of the individual than it does in



a particular program, the perceptions held by those individuals most

closely associated with the formal educational process are important

factors in formulating a quality-measurement process.

Purpose of the Study
 

The purpose of this study is three-fold:

1. To determine and analyze the perceptions held by teachers

and administrators relating to specific characteristics of

educational programs as measured by the Educational
 

Characteristic S Criterion, (ECC) .
 

2. To compare the perceptions held by teachers and adminis-

trators with certain selected educational cost factors.

3. To determine the extent to which the perceptions measured

' in this national study are similar to those measured by

Bergl in his research with Michigan teachers and adminis-

trators. This study will replicate in all respects but

sample population the design, methodology and instrumen—

tation utilized in the Michigan study.

Importance of the Study
 

Many studies have examined the effect Of expenditures on edu-

cation, and have attempted to estimate the quality of school programs.

The available factual evidence and conclusions Of over forty years of

research overwhelmingly suggests that the better schools do spend

 

1Arthur D. Berg, "The Determination of the Discrimination and

Reliability Indices of the Educational Characteristics Criterion With

Implications Concerning Educational Cost-Quality Relationships, "

Unpublished Ph. D. Thesis, Michigan State University, 1962.

 



more money per pupil than do the poorer schools. The relationship

between expenditure and quality is a positive, although imperfect

relationship. It appears that many factors, both cost-related and

non-cost-related affect the quality of educational programs. However,

since the most powerful of all of the factors which influence the quality

of the schools is the level of financial support, further investigations

into the effects of non-cost related items such as the perceptions held

by selected individuals regarding quality, must be correlated with the

cost or expenditure factors.

The problem of the cost-quality relationship in education in-

volves the issue Of defining quality education. Most people want to

increase the, quality Of education in the United States, but disagree on

what quality education is and how it may be achieved. To achieve

quality in education we must not only want it, but we must know what

we mean by quality and identify the means by which it may be achieved.

It appears that the concept of quality is a relative one that re-

sides more in the mind Of the observer than it does in the actual struc-

ture of the school program. If quality is in part a function of the

perception Of the observer and of the values he holds, the key to defini-

tion and measurement of quality resides in the perceptions and value

orientations of those making judgments about quality in educational

programs. Two groups intimately concerned with the learning process,

and therefore in a position to influence quality education positively or

negatively through their perceptions of quality and their value orien-

tations, are school administrators and teachers.

The measurement and analysis of the perceptions of teachers

and administrators through a wide sampling of both non-cost and cost

related factors in the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (E_IC_C_S),

will make available a basic research tool to study further the vital

question of quality education. The development of an adequate measure



of quality as perceived by laymen and educators will take the problem

of excellence out Of the sphere Of mere opinion and place it positively

in the realm of sound, quality educational practice. As quality-related

factors are identified in education, better tools can be provided for

curriculum planning, program administration, staffing and community

relations programs.

The national application, testing, and analysis Of the Educational
 

Charaqteristics Criterion, (ECC), will meet the pressing need for a
 

comprehensive, but practical device to appraise the quality of an edu—

cational program in any given school district in the United States from

a new and different point of reference; the perceptions of those personnel

most closely associated with the classroom operation of the school pro—

gram and able to affect program improvement.

Assumptions Ihaon Which This Study Is Based
 

There are almost as many definitions of educational quality in

the literature as there are educational authorities. One definition of

quality education puts great emphasis upon high level education and pays

particular emphasis to difficult and advanced work. Another concept

Of quality education would put the major emphasis on doing whatever the

school needed to do, with emphasis on doing this very well. Quality

is perceived differently by each individual because of personal value

orientations, goals and past experiences. American schools tend to

reflect the values of the dominant groups in the communities which they

serve. For this reason values may vary from one school community

to another. In earlier decades the homogeneous social origin and

training of most teachers and administrators tended to reduce this

range of variation. In current years however, there has been an in-

crease ‘in the heterogeniety of social backgrounds of educators.



Havighurst reports on a number of recent studies which indicate that

"teachers are coming to represent more of a cross-section of the

American population, this has its effects upon school-community

relations. "2 The personal aspect of quality perceptions and the

heterogeniety of American society cause difficulty in establishing a

definition of educational quality acceptable to all educators and laymen.

A For purposes of this study the educational Characteristics of

school districts that are used as a definition of quality are those for

which there has been established a consensus among educational

specialists. It is assumed that teachers and administrators are able

to relate accurately their perceptions of the educational characteris-

tics of their school district. It is also assumed that the educational

characteristics and quality factors in the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (EEC), may be assigned to the following seven categories:

(1) use of facilities, (2) students' level Of knowledge and attitudes,

(3) socio-cultural composition of the community, (4) administration

and supervision, (5) curriculum, (6) the teacher and teaching methods,

and (7) community attitudes.

It is assumed that school district cost factors of size, effort,

ability, and expenditure per pupil are important factors correlated

highly with educational quality. _S__i_z_<_3_of a school district is defined as

the average daily public school membership (ADM), in grades kinder-

garten through twelve or from grades one through twelve in those

cases where kindergarten is not included in the educational program.

It is assumed that size is an important factor affecting educational

quality. A small school district tends to provide an educational

 

2Robert J. Havighurst and Bernice L. Neugarten, Society and

Education (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1957), p. 374.

 

 



program of lesser scope than a large district. The cost per pupil

in the smaller district also tends to be inflated considerably as a

result of small pupil—teacher ratios. m is a measure of local

taxation and is defined in this study as the Operational millage levied

on the final appraisal of real and personal property valuation of the

school district. Ability or wealth is defined as the total final real and

personal property valuation of the district expressed in dollars

divided by the average daily membership, ADM. Expenditure per
 

mil reflects the actual per pupil costs for current operation.

Current expenditure per pupil includes amounts expended for ele-

mentary and secondary day schools divided by average daily member-

ship. Current operating expenditures do not include payment for

capital outlay and school debt retirement service.

The basis for the assumptions regarding the relationship Of

educational quality to cost-related factors of size, effort, ability, and

per pupil expenditure are found in the cumulative results of previous

research.3

Hypotheses and definitions used and data/and conclusions com-

piled and analyzed in previous studies by Berg"I and Kraft5 as related

to the non-cost and cost-related factors in the Educational Character-
 

istics Criterion, (ECC), are assumed to be precise and accurate
 

within their stated limits.

 

3William S. Vincent, "Quality Control: A Rationale for Analysis

of a School System, " IAR Research Bulletin, Vol. I, NO. 2 (January,

1961), pp. 1-7.

4Arthur D. Berg, _1_o_c_. gl_t.

 

5Leonard E. Kraft, "The Perceptions Held by Professors of

Education; Professors in Areas Other than Education, and School Board

Members on Ninety Factors Which May or May Not Affect the Quality of

An Educational .Program, " Unpublished Ed. D. Thesis, Michigan State

University, 1962.



It is further assumed that the sampling techniques used by

the Test Division of Harcourt, Brace and World, Incorporated, to

standardize the 1964 revision of the Stanford Achievement Test derive
 

a representative randomly selected population of school districts in

the United States. The population used in the 1964 Stanford Achieve-
 

ment Test standardization program was drawn from two hundred sixty-

6

 

seven school districts, located in all fifty states.

The Scope and Delimitation of the Study
 

This study is delimited as follows:

1. The major variables of the study are derived from individual

perceptions Of the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), edu-
 

cational quality factors by teachers and administrators in American

public school systems, and from the following cost related factors fur-

nished by school district superintendents: property valuation per pupil

(ability), millage for current expenditures (effort), current expenditure

per pupil, and average daily membership (ADM), K-12 or 1-12 as

adjusted (size).

2. The statistical analyses of this study are concerned with test-

ing the reliability and validity of the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (ECC), and determining the significance of the correlations
 

and inter-relationships between individual quality item scores, cate-

gory scores, total quality scores, and selected factors Of educational

cost.

3. This study is limited to data from the high and low financial

support quartiles Of the national sample of public school districts.

 

6The samples used in this study were drawn from those school

districts which took part in the standardization program of the Stanford

Achievement Te st (1964 edition).
 



NO conclusions are drawn in regard to the second and third financial

support quartiles.

4. This study treats selected educational cost factors of size,

effort, ability, and expenditure per pupil as a single composite

financial factor and the selected educational quality factors as con—

tained in the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC). The cost
 

and quality factors treated are not intended to be inclusive.

5. The conclusions of this study regarding the relationships

between the cost-quality variables are not interpreted to indicate a

causal relationship, but merely to indicate a direct association.

Definition of Te rm 5
 

Public schools. The term public schools as used in this study
 

refers to the publically supported and controlled elementary and

secondary schools in selected American school districts which main—

tain grades K-12 or 1-12.

School district. A school district is a quasi-legal municipal
 

corporation created by the State for the purpose Of operating and main-

taining public schools having grades K-12 or 1-12, and whose boundar-

ies are not necessarily related to those of other local units of

government. 9

School district type. School district type is defined as the
 

representative characteristics common to groups of individual school

districts which are classified as either highest or lowest quartile

according to each of the four factors of educational cost; namely, Size,

ability, effort and expenditure per pupil.

State equalized valuation. The final appraisal of the worth of
 

real and personal property as established for tax purposes by the

separate states.



Mill. The value Of a tenth of a cent or a thousandth of a

dollar.

, Size. The average daily public school membership expressed
 

in the number of children of a school district from K-12 or 1-12 as

adjusted.

Financial ability. The state equalized valuation expressed in
 

dollars of a school district divided by the average daily resident

membership (size).

AveraLe daihr membership, ADM. The aggregate days member-
 

ship for the school district divided by the number of days school was in

session.

Financial effort. The tax rate expressed in mills levied in a
 

public school district for purposes of current operation of the school

district.

Current expenditures. The total of all expenditures for Opera-
 

tion made during a given period of time except for capital outlay and

debt service.

Current expenditure per pupil. The cost per pupil computed
 

by dividing the total current Operating expense by the average daily

membership.

Educational qualipy. Those educational characteristics of a
 

school district, both school and community, which are perceived by

educational authorities as being effective in accomplishing the purposes

of American public education. The characteristics are defined by the

Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), for purposes Of this
 

study.

Total quality score. The sum of the weighted item responses
 

to the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC).
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Category quality score. The sum of the weighted item responses
 

Of the educational characteristics included in each of the following cate-

gories of educational quality: (1) use of facilities, (2) students' level of

knowledge, (3) sociO-economic composition of community, (4) adminis-

tration and supervision, (5) curriculum, (6) the teacher and teaching

methods, and (7) community attitudes. .

Educational characteristic score or item quality score. The

weighted response to one educational characteristic or one item of the

Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC).
 

Teachers. Persons employed to instruct pupils or students in

grades K-12 or 1-12 as adjusted, in a situation where the pupils or

students are in the presence of each other. The term is not applied to

principals, supervisors or other administrative personnel in this study.

Administrators. The administrative personnel of a school
 

district or school to whom have been delegated the responsibilities for

the general regulation, direction, supervision, and coordination of the

affairs of the school district or school. Superintendents, principals,

and supervisors are represented by this term in the study.

Hypothe s e s
 

General Hypothesis I
 

The Educational Characteristics Criterion will show ability to

discriminate between the first or low financial support quartile and

fourth or high financial support quartile of United States public school

districts (K-12) which are Classified on the educational cost factors Of

size, effort, ability, and expenditure.

Operational Hla

There will be a significant difference between the high

financial support districts and low financial support districts in the

total mean scores according to teacher responses.
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Operational Hlb

There will be a significant difference between the high

financial support districts and low financial support districts in the

total mean scores according to administrator responses.

Operational H2a

There will be a Significant difference between the high

financial support districts and low financial support districts in each

category mean score based upon teacher responses.

Operational H2b

There will be a significant difference between the high

financial support districts and low financial support districts in each

category mean score based upon administrator responses.

Operational H3a

There will be a significant difference between the high

financial support districts and low financial support districts in each

educational characteristic mean score based upon teacher responses.

Operational H3b

There will be a significant difference between the high

financial support districts and low financial support districts in each

educational characteristic mean score based upon administrator

responses.

General Hypothesis II
 

The Educational Characteristics Criterion will show no ability
 

to discriminate between the responses of teachers and administrators

within the high financial support quartile, within the low financial support

quartile, within the individual large school districts, and within individual

small school districts.

Operational H4a

Within high financial support districts and within low financial

support districts there is no difference between total mean scores of

teachers and administrators.
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Operational H4b

Within high financial support districts and within low financial

support districts there is no difference between each category mean

score of teachers and administrators.

Operational H4c

Within high financial support districts and within low financial

support districts there is no difference between each educational character-

istic mean score of teachers and administrators.

Ope rational H5a

Within individual large and small school districts there is no

difference between total mean scores of teachers and administrators.

Operational H5b

Within individual large and small school districts there is no

difference between each category mean score Of teachers and adminis-

trators.

General Hypothesis III
 

The Educational Characteristics Criterion will Show high reli-
 

ability within the high financial support quartile and within the low

financial support quartile.

Operational H6a

There will be a high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and the total scores of teacher respondents in the

high financial support quartile of districts.

Operational H6b

There will be a high consistency in individual educational

Characteristic scores and the total scores of administrator respondents

in the high financial support quartile of districts.

Operational H6c

There will be a high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and the total scores Of teacher respondents

in the low financial support quartile Of districcs.



13

Operational H6d

There will be a high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and the total scores Of administrator respondents

in the low financial support quartile of districts.

Operational H7a

There will be a high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and the related category scores of teacher

respondents in the high financial support quartile of districts.

Operational H7b

There will be a high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and the related category scores of administrator

respondents in the high financial support quartile Of districts.

Operational H7C

There will be a high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and related category scores of teacher respondents

in the low financial support quartile of districts.

Operational H7d

Thererwill be a high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and related category scores of administrator

respondents in the low financial support quartile of districts.

Gene ral Hypothe sis IV
 

The Educational Characteristics Criterion will Show high reli-
 

ability within individual large and small school districts.

Operational H8a

There will be high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and the total scores of teacher respondents in

large districts.

Operational H8b

There will be high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and the total scores of administrator respondents

in large districts.
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Operational H8c

There will be high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and the total scores of teacher respondents in

small districts.

Operational H8d

_ There will be high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and the total scores of administrator respondents

in small districts.

Operational H9a

There will be high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and related category scores Of teacher respondents

in large districts.

Operational H9b

There will be high consistency in individual educational

Characteristic scores and related category scores of administrator

respondents in large districts.

Ope rational H9 c

There will be a high consistency in individual educational

Characteristic scores and related category scores Of teacher respondents

in small districts.

Operational H9d

There will be a high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and related category scores of administrator

respondents in small districts.

General Hypothe sis V
 

The individual educational characteristic scores in the

Educational Characteristics Criterion will have adequate positive
 

discrimination power with respect to the total quality score and to

their related category scores.
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Ope rational H10

The correlation coefficient for the relation of individual

educational characteristic scores to total score differs significantly

from zero.

Operational H1 1

The correlation coefficient for the relation of each educational

characteristic score to its respective category score differs signifi-

cantly from zero.

Organization of the Thesis
 

This chapter has presented a statement of the problem, the

purpose of the study, the importance of the study, the assumptions

upon which the study is based, the general and operational hypotheses,

the scope and limitations of the study, and definitions of terms.

In Chapter II, a review of related literature is presented.

The review includes theoretical statements and constructs concerning

educational quality, instrumentation used in studies of educational

quality, and reports of significant empirical studies of educational

quality related to cost and non-cost factors.

In Chapter III, the procedure and methodology of the study are

presented. The detailed description includes the source of the data,

the quality criterion, financial or cost factors, sample selection,

research design, and proposed statistical treatment.

In Chapters IV, V and VI the analysis of the data is reported.

In Chapter VII, the summary, conclusions, implications and

recommendations for further research are presented.-



CHAPTER II

RELATED LITERATU RE

Considerable evidence has been accumulated over a period

of years concerning the fields Of school finance and school quality.

Some of this evidence has been developed through research studies;

some has been based on carefully evaluated experience. There are

many areas of school quality research where decisions must neces-

sarily be based on theoretical and philosophical concepts and values

growing out of one's philosophy. The great differences of opinion ‘

and most marked controversies are found in the areas where the

decisions must be based chiefly on personal value concepts and per-

ceptions growing out of varying points-of-view concerning social

organization and the role Of education in a democracy.

The succeeding sections of this chapter are devoted to a

summary and analysis of the available evidence concerning the defini-

tions of educational quality and their relation to educational cost

factors classified under three categories: (1) theoretical statements

and constructs about educational needs, values, and quality,

(2) instruments used to evaluate the quality of educational programs,

and (3) related empirical and theoretical studies. Consideration has

been given to the different views of laymen and educators. Since both

sentimental and realistic attitudes toward education are voiced in the

great clamor for quality education the diverse views present the breadth

and complexity of the current problem of: (1) defining and evaluating

educational quality and (2) determining its relationship to financial

suppo rt va riable s .

16
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Theoretical Statements and Constructs
 

The National Interest in Education
 

From the earliest days of the American Republic education

has been considered vital to the welfare of the people and the nation.

The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 stated this concept:

Religion, morality, and knowledge, being necessary to good

government and the heppiness of mankind, schools and the means

Of education shall forever be encouraged.1

Although controversy over education has been a continuing

feature of the American public scene, at no time has there been

serious challenge to the proposition that education must be provided.

The great debates have dealt with the kinds of education to be provided,

for whom, and by whom.

The importance of education to the national life may be seen

in this penetrating statement from the Educational Policies Commission:

Universal opportunity for public education is America's re-

sponse to a moral principle; that every person should have

opportunity to develop his full potential. The interests of the

nation--its political effectiveness, prosperity, and security--

today lend new urgency to that moral principle.2

The Nation's Strenjth
 

Throughout the middle years of the twentieth century the

American educational system, a distinctive feature of our democratic

life, has reeled under the impact of an unprecedented combination of

forces, being put to test by the simultaneous strains and pressures of

 

1Kenneth H. Hanson, Public Education in American Society

(Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1956), p. 38.

zEducational Policies Commission, "National Policy and the

Financing of the Public Schools" (Washington, D. C.: National Edu-

cation Association, 1959). P. 7.
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the postwar population boom, the explosive increase in knowledge,

and the urgent demands for a vast new supply Of highly trained man-

power. Lippman was deeply concerned with the critical problems

facing education when he stated:

We are entering upon an era which will test to the utmost the

capacity of our democracy to cope with the gravest problems of

modern times . . . . We are entering upon this difficult and

dangerous period with what I believe we must call a growing

deficit in the quantity and the quality Of American education . . . .

We have to make a breakthrough to a radically higher and broader

conception of what is needed and of what can be done. Our edu—

cational effort today . . . is still in approximately the same

position as was the military effort of this country before Pearl

Harbor.3

The report of the Conference on the Ideals Of American Freedom

and the International Dimensions Of Education sponsored by the United

States Office Of Education issued several statements having to do with

tests of strength of our nation. These included: (1) A nation's

strength lies in the strength of all its peOple; (2) It is tested in the

aspirations of its youth and the quality of its schooling; (3) Our democracy

is no stronger than the moral and intellectual fiber of our people;

(4) Our country can be no richer than our teachers' minds and our

children's opportunities; (5) Since the quiet strength and latent power

of education is less tangible than arms or missiles, it has been more

difficult to realize; and (6) American education has become the testing

g round for democ racy. 4

 

3Walter Lippman, Education for Leadership: Citizens and

Their Schools (New York: National Citizens' Commission for the

Public Schools, 1954), pp. 24-25.

 

 

4'U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Education

for Freedom and World Understandiri, Bulletin OE—10016 (Washington,

D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1962), pp. 50-51.
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During the past decade the American people have been shocked

into recognizing a connection between the quality Of educational

programs and the nation's security. The need for scientists, engineers,

and technicians, the inadequate knowledge of many men drafted into

military service, and the high draft rejections for illiteracy have been

documented in many studies.

However, the need for quality educational programs and better

schools is evident for reasons deeper than the important considerations

mentioned thus far. The Committee for Economic Development de-

veloped the singular issue in the following brief statement:

A democracy lives or dies by the ability of its people to

choose wisely. We need better schools to teach us how to under-

stand the alternatives before us, and how to choose wisely among

the real alternatives.S

Education FO r All
 

Access to educational opportunity in most societies of the past

has been a privilege rather than a right. It was inevitable that it

should become a right in America, dedicated to the principle that "all

men are created equal. " This phrase has little meaning unless inter-

preted to mean equal Opportunity for all. The President's Committee

for the White House Conference concluded:

An important . . . reason for the growing importance of edu-

cation is the plain fact that the schools have become the chief

instrument for keeping this nation the fabled land Of Opportunity

it started out to be .

The order given by the American people to the schools is

grand in its simplicity; in addition to intellectual achievement,

fostering morality, happiness, and useful ability, the talent

 

5Ralph Lazarus, We Can Have Better Schools (New York:

Committee for Economic Development, 1959), p. 4.
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of each child is to be sought out and developed to the fullest.

Schools of that kind have never been provided for more than a

small fraction of mankind. 6

Penalties of Educational Inequality
 

The National Committee for the Support of PUblic Schools

points up the shocking fact that the United States, with equal oppor-

tunity as one of its ideals, has failed to provide quality educational

opportunity for all children. The lack of schooling and poor school-

ing are associated with such social problems as: (1) low earning

capacity, (2) large pupil drop-out rates and subsequent unemployment,

(3) rejection from military service, and (4) dependence upon public

relief in its various forms.7

A project sponsored by President Eisenhower when he was

president of Columbia University pointed out that we were "squander-

ing our human resource capital. " This waste resulted from "the

failure of our society to invest adequately in the development of its

people, particularly its young people during their formative years. "8

This study and others in the series made since World War I have

pointed out some of the inconsistencies between democratic concepts

and practices related to the provision of educational opportunities.

Johns and MOrphet state some of the reasons for the differences

between concepts and practices as: (l) unresolved conflicts Of opinion

 

6Committee for the White House Conference on Education,

A Report to the President (Washington, D. C.: Superintendent of Docu-

ments, Government Printing Office, 1956), p. 4.

 

7John K. Norton, ed. , Changing Demands on Education and

Their Fiscal Implications (Washington, D. C.: National Committee for

Support of the Public Schools, 1963), pp. 45-51.

 

 

8EII Ginzberg, Human Resources: The Wealth of the Nation

(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1958). p. 53.
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regarding the place and role of public education, (2) reliance upon

outmoded forms Of taxation for school support, (3) inequities in local

ability, (4) Obsolete and antiquated school district structure,

(5) tendency to continue the status quo, regardless of desirability,

and (6) ineffective leadership.9

Quality and Variations in School Support
 

Conant has recently dramatized inequality in educational oppor-

tunity from another dimension. He has pointed out the shocking dif-

ferences in educational opportunity in different school districts within

great metropolitan areas. He concludes: "The contrasts in the money

spent per pupil in wealthy suburban schools and in slum schools Of

the large cities challenges the concept of equality of Opportunity in

American public education. "10

The conditions in our rural areas and in city slums are related.

A recent report Of the Educational Policies Commission points out

that large scale migration fails to improve the Situation of the dis-

advantaged. The report summarizes the situation thus:

Millions of disadvantaged Americans are congregated today

in congested sections of the large cities and in the rural areas.

It is valid to ask what America means to these millions of people.

Certainly it has not been for them a land of equal opportunity.

The schools present the best hope for overcoming their cultural

handicap. This has been demonstrated repeatedly wherever the

efforts of skillful educators and the support of an understanding

community have combined to make schools the mighty instruments

which only schools can be. If the public fully backs its schools--

 

9R. L. Johns and E. L. Morphet, Financingthe Public Schools

(Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1960), pp. 8-11.

10James B. Conant, Slums and Suburbs: A Commentary on

Schools in Metropolitan Areas (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co.,

1961), pp. 145-46.
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and only if it doeS--the time may come when no American is

culturally disadvantaged. u

A study conducted by Norton and Lawler almost two decades

ago revealed the full range of expenditures per pupil of school dis-

tricts in the United States. It showed that the highest supported

school districts were spending 60 times as much per pupil as those

with lowest per pupil expenditures. 12 Per pupil average expenditure

in 1962 for current expenses ranged from over $500 in three states

(New York, New Jersey, and Illinois) tO under $250 in three states

(South Carolina, Tennessee, and Mississippi). These figures are

state averages; they do not reveal the full extent of unequal financial

support of public schools within states. Approximately as many

children in each state get a better or less well-financed schooling than

these averages indicate. 13

The Financial Needs Of Quality Programs
 

A number of responsible lay and professional groups have

estimated the financial support necessary for the public schools to

meet the rising demands for higher quality programs.

In 1954, the Finance Committee Of the National Citizens Com-

mission for the Public Schools noted the need for “an unremitting effort

 

llEducational Policies Commission, Education and the Dis-

advantaged American (Washington, D. C.: National Education Associ-

ation, 1962), p. 38.

 

 

lZJohn K. Norton and Eugene S. Lawler, Unfinished Business

in American Education (Washington, D. C.: National Education

Association and American Council on Education, 1946), p. 4.

 

 

13National Education Association, Research Division, Ranking

of the States, 1962, Research Report 1962-R1 (Washington, D. C.:

The Association, 1962), p. 32.
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to meet the growing deficit in equipment, in school buildings, and in

teachers . " H

The Committee for the White House Conference reported in

1956 as follows:

We recommend that a new look be taken at the entire question

of how much money this society Should spend on education. In

view of the recommendations of this Committee concerning the

objectives Of education, teachers and buildings, it seems obvious

that within the next decade the dollars spent on education in this

Nation should be approximately doubled. Such an increase in

expenditure would be an accurate reflection of the importance Of

quality education in this society . . . . Good schools are

admittedly expensive, but not nearly so expensive in the long run

15
as poor ones.

The special committee dealing with the financing of education

at the White House Conference emphasized "the American people

want and need not only more schools, but better schools. To meet

these needs we must Spend more money. "16

A 1958 estimate of the future costs of quality education was

made under the auspices Of the Rockefeller Brothers Fund. They con-

cluded:

Even allowing for considerably greater efficiency in the use

Of educational funds, it is likely that ten years hence our schools

and colleges will require at least double their present level of

financial support to handle our growing student population .

All of the problems Of the schools lead us back sooner or later

to one basic problem-—financing. l7

 

14National Citizens Commission for the Public Schools, Public

Education Finance Committee. Financig Public Education in the

Decade Ahead (New York: the Commission, 1954), Foreword.
 

15Committee for the White House Conference, 3p. 9%. , pp. 6-7.

16113101., p. 51.

l7Rockefeller Brothers Fund, The Pursuit of Excellence:

Education and the Future of America. Panel Report V Of the Special

Studies Project (Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday and CO. , 1958), p. 34.
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Another study under the auspices of the Committee for

Economic Development comes to this conclusion:

The public schools have not, thus far, been engulfed by the

wave of school—age children. The resources going into public

education have, in fact, been increasing somewhat faster than

enrollments, although clearly less than is necessary to meet

widespread desire for excellence.18

The conclusions of the Committee for Economic Development

were not accepted by all members. William Benton, in dissent, stated

that the recommendations in the report did not match the national

emergency.19

Numerous other statements have given considered views con-

cerning future responsibilities and needs of quality education. One

such statement was made by Walter Lippman in 1954. He asked:

"Can it be denied that the educational effort is adequate? I do not

mean that we are doing a little too late. I mean that we are doing

much too little. "2°

The Rockefeller Report referred to earlier reached this

general conclusion concerning what it would take to achieve excellence

in education:

It will not be enough to meet the problem grudgingly or with

a little more money. The Nation's need for good education is

immediate, and good education is expensive. That is a fact

which the American people have never been quite prepared to

face . .

An educational system grudgingly and tardily patched to meet

the needs of the moment will be perpetually out Of date. We must

build for the future in education as daringly and aggressively as

 

18Committee for Economic Development, Research and Policy

Committee, Paying for Better Schools (New York: Committee for

Economic Development, 1959), p. 14.

19Ibid., p. 6.

 

3°Walter Lippman, 22. c_i_t., p. 24.
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we have built other aspects of our national life in the past.“

A recent conference of bipartisan community leaders con-

cluded:

Substantial increases in expenditures for public schools will

be required if economic and other returns from investments in

human capital are to be maximized. While money is not every-

thing in providing quality schooling, it is something. Quality

schools almost universally are high-expenditure schools. The

problem is one of making additional funds count most in buying

the quality of schooling demanded by the type of society and

economy to which we aspire.“

Criticism of Emphasis on Cost-Quality Relationship

Freeman, after extensive studies in school finance, concluded

that (1) methods should be adopted for a fuller and more effective

utilization of teachers and school facilities, (2) schools should stress

and concentrate on subject-matter teaching and eliminate frills,

(3) television, films, and other technological methods of saving man-

power should be adopted, and (4) the quality of school education will

be lifted but school funds need not rise much beyond the growth rate

Of national income.23

Regarding public support Of education, Freeman says:

The American people have loyally and faithfully supported

their schools. The record of steeply increasing school revenues

is nothing short Of spectacular and makes no persuasive case for

holding insufficient funds responsible for shortcoming in the

product of our public school system.“

 

21Rockefeller Brothers Fund, pp. Ei_t., p. 33.

z‘ZJohn K. Norton, ed. , Changing Demands on Education,

2B 6.19. p. 33-

23Roger L. Freeman, School Needs in the Decades Ahead,

Vol. 1: Financing the Public Schools (Washington, D.C.: The Institute

for Social Science Research, 1958), pp. 1-27.

 

“Ibid. , Foreword.
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Freeman further proposes that the choice in setting future

policies does not necessarily lie between high-priced good schools

and low-priced bad schools. The alternative suggested is between

well-organized schools which stress academic achievement and can

be operated at a moderate cost, and "life-adjustment" type schools

which cost more and give less.‘25

Clark subscribes to the basic relationship between cost and

quality and indicates that to some extent higher quality education can

be bought and is a good investment.“ Regarding quality education

he summarizes as follows:

Any American community can get a great increase in the

quality of its schools with the resources it now uses by introduc-

ing methods and techniques that have been successful in other

communities. Furthermore, any community can get a further

rise in quality if it uses more of its resources for education . . .

For greater additional increases in quality are possible with more

drastic changes in organization and technology. Cost is a factor

in quality, but other things are more important.27

How Should Schools Be Judged?
 

All public institutions in a democracy benefit from continuing

reassessment. The schools are no exception. Educational policy in

the United States is public policy. It is probable that most of the argu-

ments about what schools are doing or not doing, or what constitutes

quality education, is firmly embedded in the value system of the various

proponents and critics. Vincent and MacGregor analyzed these dif-

ferences in terms of the ”yardsticks" used by the various evaluators:

 

zslbid” pp. 26-27.

26Harold F. Clark, Cost and Quality in Public Education, Vol. 5:

The Economics and Politics of Public Education (Syracuse, N. Y.:

Syracuse University Press, 1963), pp. 50-51.

 

 

27Ibid., p. 52.
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(1) People like Bestor use a yardstick based on the criterion of

stability. This is logical since Be stor is a historian concerned with

traditions and culture handed down from the past. (2) 2011, on the

other hand, promotes a criterion of economy. Whatever type of edu-

cational job is done should be accomplished with the barest minimum

of funds. (3) Rickover seems to be totally concerned with a criterion

of liberty versus license. He is in favor Of taking educational de-
 

cision making out of the hands of local boards and individual students.

(4) Conant is more concerned with the criterion of equality of Oppor-
 

tunity. The promotion of minimum foundation type programs to provide

every individual with his chance is common in this philosophy.

Finally (5) professional students of education tend to be most sensitive

to the criterion of adaptability or betterment. Their judgments of
 

schools are usually in terms Of up-tO—dateness of procedure, respon-

siveness to the demands of changing society, betterment of program

over the year s . 28

Value S and Evaluation
 

Melby makes a plea for giving education a higher place on our

scale of values. He concludes:

The first thing we need to do is to give education a new place

in our society. Education suffers today because it does not have

enough money but if suffers even more because of its place in

society, because instead of being a central concern in our way of

life it is an ancillary endeavor . . . . As a people we shall never

secure the educational power we need unless we can give education

so high a place in our society that it becomes a matter of central

concern rather than of secondary attention.29

 

“William Vincent and Archie Mac Gregor, 1959 Review of

Fiscal Policy for Public Education In New York State - Public Tests

of School Quality (New York: New York State Educational Conference

Board, 1960), pp. 1-2.

 

  

 

29Ernest O. Melby, Education for Renewed Faith in Freedom

(Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University Press, 1959), pp. 68-69.
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The National School Boards Association and the American

Association Of School Administrators firmly believe that there are

identifiable criteria of excellence which should undergird any evalu-

ation of the school program. These criteria are set forth as

follows: (1) evaluation Should be based on stated Objectives,

(2) evaluation should be based on intimate and comprehensive knowl-

edge of the community, (3) evaluation Should be a continuous activity,

(4) evaluation should be comprehensive, (5) evaluation should be a

cooperative process involving many people, (6) evaluation should

identify strengths as well as deficiencies, (7) evaluation Should involve

many measuring instruments, (8) evaluation should be based on knowl-

edge of Children and youth, (9) evaluation requires a school board to

look at itself, (10) evaluation should appraise existing practices

affecting the staff, (11) evaluation is based on the belief that what

people think makes a difference, and (12) evaluation should culminate

in self-improvement.30

From the cooperative efforts of these organizations a survey

of evaluative procedures in twenty-eight selected school districts was

made. A panorama of approaches to evaluation is presented in the

l

fourteen publications entitled Quest for Quality.3 The author concluded:
 

The goals that are established and the qualitative standards

that are chosen for judging progress toward goals both are

related to the values held in the school and the community .

Goals may be defined in a variety of ways . . . . Evaluation is

determining how well you are doing whatever you claim to be doing.32

 

30American Association of School Administrators and National

School Boards Association, Judging Schools with Wisdom (Washington,

D. C.: The Association, 1959), pp. 1-11,

 

31American Association Of School Administrators and National

School Boards Association, Quest for Quality (Washington, D. C.:

National Education Association, 1960).

 

”£031.. "Keys to Quality, .. Booklet 14, pp, 3-6,
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Emphasis on Quality Education
 

Henry H. Hill in discussing quality education, present and

future, emphasized these perceptions of educational quality:

(1) Education in the past was for a few peOple, (2) Education at the

present is designed for most of the people, (3) Quality education for

the present should mean excellence in every field Of endeavor for all

pupils who attend schools, (4) All pupils will not be taking the same

subjects; neither will they be achieving at the same rate; but the goal

of excellence should be the common factor, (5) Those who advocate

only classical education as quality education believe in a restrictive,

scholarly kind of effort, attainable never in the history of man by

more than two or thess per cent Of the people, (6) What happens to

the remaining ninety—seven per cent is a matter Of concern to all

thinking citizens.33

Chase in analyzing the future of public education summarizes

his comments on excellence in education or quality education as

follows:

I am convinced that although weariness and disillusionment

may set in when we discover that we cannot bring excellence into

being by decree, the forces that demand quality in education are

so strong that unless we are going to give way to defeat, the

emphasis on quality has to continue. 4

Callahan also considers the relationship of educational quality

to organizational patterns and to financial support in saying:

It is true some kinds of teaching and learning can be carried

out in large lecture classes or through television, but other vital

 

”Henry H. Hill, "Quality Education - Present and Future, "

Bulletin of the Bureau of School Service (Lexington, Ky.: College

of Education, University of Kentucky, March, 1959). PP. 5-14.

 

34'Francis S. Chase, "The Next 50 Years in Public Education, "

Problems and Opportunities in Financing Education (Washington,

D. C.: Committee on Tax Education and School Finance, National

Education Association, 1959), p. 12.
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aspects of the education of free men cannot. Until every child

has part of his work in small classes or seminars with fine

teachers who have a reasonable teaching load, we will not really

have given the American high school, or democracy for that '

matter, a fair trial. To do this, America will need to break with

its traditional practice, strengthened so much in the age of

efficiency, of asking how our schools can be operated most

economically and begin asking instead what steps need to be

taken to provide an excellent education for all our children.

We must face the fact that there is no cheap, easy way to educate

a human being and that a free society cannot endure without edu-

cated men.35

John Dewey's concern with the societal need for quality edu-

cation could as easily have been voiced in 1960 as it was in 1900.

Dewey's philosophical view held that:

What the best and wisest parent wants for his own child, that

must the community want for all its children. Any other ideal

for our schools is narrow and unlovely; acted upon it destroys

our democracy. 36

Summa ry

1. The controversy over the role Of education in our society

has assumed major importance in recent years because of events

which have led to its consideration as an instrument of national

strength and survival in a world of growing complexity.

2. It is clear that if we are about to make wise decisions on

educational policy, we must find some way to combine the knowledge

Of the professional with the wishes of the citizen and the needs of the

society. The shocking fact is apparent that while the United States

 

35Raymond E. Callahan, Education and the Cult of Efficiency

(Chicago, 111.: The University of Chicago Press, 1962), p. 264.

 

3"John Dewey, The School and Sociepy (Chicago, 111.:

University of Chicago Press, 1900), p. 19.
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stands for equality of Opportunity, it permits gross inequalities in

educational opportunity,

3. A number of professional and lay committees have esti-

mated what it would cost to finance quality educational programs in

all communities in the United States. They agree that there must

be a substantial inc reasevin school expenditures to achieve this end.

Their estimates are that approximately a doubling of present expendi-

tures for public schools will be needed during the 1960's. There is

agreement and concern for the current wide variations in the quality

of schools that are in considerable degree a result of enormous and

indefensible differences in the financial support of schools in differ-

ent regions and localities. Attention is being focused on states and

communities with low levels of financial ability which are the sources

of millions of disadvantaged citizens.

4. There appears to be agreement that adequate support of

quality public school programs will require decisive action on the

part of many Citizens. Leadership—-lay and professional—-is essential

in developing the nation's sense of values, the outcomes the people

look for in education, and the willingness of the people to support

quality school programs.

5. Considerable attention has been given to the identification

of criteria that may be used in evaluating and judging schools. There

appears to be great differences of Opinion regarding what the schools

shall be and do. Concern with the classification of specific judg-

ments of school quality is being identified in terms of what members

Of the public think.

6. There appear to be few differences of Opinion regarding

cost-quality relationships. There is great concern that the fiscal

obstacles that now block the road to adequate financial support for

public education be removed. Considerable agreement is found in the
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premise that the rewards of decisive and intelligent action in provid-

ing excellent schools everywhere in the United States would be sub-

stantial and the penalties Of failure in this regard would be severe.

Instrumentation
 

The preceding section has shown that in no period of our history

have educators, lay citizens, government Officials, and almost all

other groups, been as concerned as they are at the present time with

the quality of education in public schools. The concern for quality

has become, some speakers have declared, an issue of national policy.

One educator has warned: "We run the grave risk . . . that the term

'quality, ' as applied to teaching and learning, will become merely

another educational catch-word. ”37

1

%oduction
 

Improving the quality of educational programs has been a con-

til'luing need which has Challenged the public school almost since its

founding. The evaluative instruments reviewed in this section are

C ho sen to indicate varied approaches to the problem of devising instru-

tr; entation to accurately measure the multiple facets of school quality

a‘171<1 the forces operating upon them.

The methods and procedures used in quality evaluation deter-

Ih ine the type of measurement and assessment instruments to be used.

p1‘eavious systematic studies of school quality have been based on evalu-

3“tion of either process or product. Evaluation of process is approached

i . . .
11 Various ways. The Items used range from short lists of external

fa‘91:.ors such as length of school term and holding power to appraisal

\_

1‘1037Arthur W. Foshay, ”The Search for Quality in Education, "

\ace Mann— Lincoln Institute InterimpReport (New York: Teachers'

Qt)llege, Columbia University, 1959), .
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of the over-all design and operation of the program with lists of items

descriptive Of what is taught and how it is taught. From such measures

the quality of the product is estimated from the quality of the process.

From tests of school achievement, grades, attitude, and adjustment

inventories the quality of the product is estimated directly from the

excellence of its measurable facets. In a summary of important edu-

cational quality research covering over forty years, Mort found that

sixty-four per cent of the studies used process-type quality measure-

ments, twenty per cent used tests of achievement or product type

quality determinates, and the remaining sixteen per cent used social

and economic characteristics of the adult population in longitudinal

Studies.38

The quality measurement instruments reviewed for this study

are contained within three general classifications: (1) instruments

used in evaluations organized about local or regionally defined goals,

Values, and Objectives, (2) appraisements designed for use in evaluat—

1ng varied school programs and organizational patterns, and (3) measures

us ed in empirical studies concerning the effects of public school edu-

Q ation on aspects of adult life such as level of economic development

and output and extent of public expectancy.

Evaluation of Quality Based

Upon Locally Defined Values, Goals, and Objectives

An extensively utilized type of evaluation involves the basic

1:) rinciple that a school program should be evaluated in terms of its

3 Stablished goals and the extent to which it meets the needs of children

in the process. A significant example of this type of evaluative

\

38PaulR. Mort, WalterC. Reusser, JohnW. Polley, Pu_b___lic

\hool Finance (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1960), p.80.
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instrument is the Evaluative Criteria of the National Study of
 

Secondary School Evaluation.39 The contents Of this instrument are:

(1) a guide for the statement of philosophy and Objectives to be

accomplished prior to the evaluation; (2) compilation of school and

community factual data; (3) extensive series of checklists (twenty-

seven) giving criteria for analyzing and appraising (a) general principles

underlying the program of the school, (b) curriculum development

procedures, (C) program of studies, including extent and nature of

offerings, (d) general outcomes Of the program Of studies, (e) special

characteristics of the program Of studies, and (f) general evaluation

of the program of studies with five—point rating scales of the check-

lists that are used; (4) charts for statistical and graphical summary of

evaluations. The rating of the total school program is based upon the

average of ratings for each category. A self— evaluation is recom—

mended to be completed first by professional educators and lay citizens

fOIIOwed by a visiting evaluating committee of professional educators.

Another example of an evaluative instrument dependent upon

locally defined Objectives is Evaluating the Elementag School:
 

A Guide for Coqperative Study which includes five parts: (1) Formu-

lation of values and goals, (2) Listing of functions, (3) School program,

(4) Resources, and (5) Plans for improvement."’0 Sections A and B of

the guide provide a means of examining the existing values of the total

educational program and related practices. Sections C and D serve

a. 3
guides for studying and planning the means of improvement of the

s . . .

Q 11001 ro ram and use of resources. There Is no uantItative or
8 q

\

39 .

C National Study of Secondary School Evaluation, Evaluative

ITiteria (Washington, D. C.: The Study, 1960), pp. 3-4.

 

 

1'2 4”Southern Association of Secondary Schools, Evaluating the

wentary School: A Guide for Cooperative Study (Atlanta: Com-

1 S sion on Research and Service, the Association, 1951).
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qualitative rating of existing practices as included in the Evaluative
 

Criteria. Section E concerns the planning of cooperative and coordi-

nated programs of action toward school improvement.

. Similar types of evaluative instruments based on locally defined

goals are widely used by state and regional accrediting agencies.

Typical of this type of guide or bench mark are the Criteria for
 

Accreditation,‘l University of Michigan and the Policies, Rgulations,
  

and Criteria for the Approval of Secondary Schools,” formulated
 

by the North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools.

The criteria are instruments for continual self-evaluation by local

professional and lay citizens as well as guides for visitation teams.

Both instruments include the following general categories: (1) philosophy

and objectives, (2) the educational program, (3) organization, support

and control, (4) the school staff, (5) the library and instructional

materials and equipment, (6) administrative and supervisory services,

(7) school plant, (8) the school year, day, and week, (9) requirements

for graduation, pupil-load and credit, and (10) evaluation, guidance

and testing. Schools accredited by these agencies are encouraged to

develop objectives and purposes to meet the specialized needs of their

pupils and communities with broad educational programs and students'

ac 1:ivities appropriate to local goals and Objectives. Observations and

evaluations are completed in written summary form; no numerical

ratings are used.

The National Education Association booklet, "How Good Are

Your Schools?" provides a guide for evaluation by parent-teacher

\\

“The University of Michigan, Criteria for Accreditation

(
1% 111:1 Arbor: Bureau of School Services, the University Of Michigan,

6 l )9 pp. 1'25.

 

P “North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools,

(slicies, Regplations, and Criteria for Approval of Secondary Schools

icago: The Association, 1961),
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groups, citizens' committees or other lay groups. The booklet is

designed to stimulate concern and study of the following major ele-

ments of an effective school system: (1) the school program as a

whole, (2) the elementary school program, (3) the junior high school,

(4) the senior high school, (5) education for older youth and adults,

(6) competency and qualification of teachers, (7) materials of instruc-

tion, (8) buildings and equipment, (9) administrative and supervisory

staff, (10) adequacy of finance, (11) board of education, (12) citizen

interest."’3 Specific questions referring to all educational levels are

asked in each section to stimulate interest and study.

The National School Boards Association pamphlet, Erg-

sticks for Public Schools,44 is designed as a citizens' introduction to
 

the study of educational quality. Accompanying the booklet is a

"Self-Quiz on School Quality, " a series of 80 statements given in seven

general areas, designed to provide an overall view of the public school

and its quality. The rater is asked to make preliminary judgments on

how well the schools are prepared to carry out its functions in the

following areas: (1) the goals of the school, (2.) the school program,

(3) teachers and teaching, (4) school buildings and equipment,

(5) finances, (6) organization and administration, and (7) citizen action.

The identification of additional areas in which more detailed and careful

study may be needed is emphasized. This guide to quality evaluation

1 8 designed to permit citizens to measure the tangible factors that

c“'Qilrtnstribute to better schools and is illustrative of increased citizen

lnt erest and involvement in the development of goals and policies for

public education.

\

(W 4'3National Education Association, How Good Are Your Schools?

ashington, D. C.: The Association, 1958), pp, 1-31.

S “National School Boards Association, Yardsticks for Public

W(Evanston, Illinois: The Association, 1959).
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Evaluation of Quality Based

Upon Normative - Type Measurement

Achievement Tests as

Quality Indices

The quality of a school system is measured by its impact upon

pupils; whether the potential is high, average, or low. For example,

competency in the basic skills, appreciation of and interests in knowl—

edge, knowledge of and interest in our cultural heritage, vocational

and educational awareness and planning, human relations, and citizen-

ship values reflect the competency of the school.

Achievement tests such as the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills‘5 for

 

use in elementary and junior high school levels, and the Iowa Tests
 

iEducational Development"6 at the high school level provide a partial

estimate of quality of any system. The first instrument includes

eleven subtests. A composite score is provided as a general index of

pupil performance. There are also separate scores for five major

tests in the battery: vocabulary, reading comprehension, language

Skills, work- study skills, and arithmetic skills. In all, fifteen dif-

fe rent achievement scores are provided by this test. The second

instrument provides a composite score for general performance and

s eIE>arate scores on the following nine subtests: (1) understanding of

ba- Sic social concepts, (2) background in natural science, (3) correct-

he 8 s and appropriateness of expression, (4) ability to do quantitative

1:"llilaking, (5) ability to interpret reading materials in social studies,

(6 ) ability to interpret reading materials in the natural sciences,

\

(2 ”Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (Boston: Houghton Mifflin

Qmpany, 1956).

“Iowa Tests of Educational Development (Chicago: Science

Re Search Associates, 1958).
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(7) ability to interpret library materials, (8) general vocabulary,

and (9) uses of sources of information. These two measures of quality

in school systems were used by the New York State Education Depart-

ment to study the relation of scores of tests to level of school expendi-

ture. The findings of the 1954 Cooperative Study of Educational

Programs in New York State Public Elementary Schools" and the

Quality Measurement Project48 are summarized later in this chapter.

Bloom and Statler“9 of the University of Chicago in 1957

reported an extensive study concerned with factors associated with

educational achievement as measured by standard Tests of General

Educational Development. Many sub—test scores are provided in

(1) English composition, (2) the social studies, (3) the natural sciences,

(4) literature, and (5) mathematics. According to Bloom and Statler,

"These tests were designed to measure as directly as possible the

attainment of some of the ultimate objectives of the entire program of

general education. "50 An analysis of the findings of this study and

Other research utilizing pupil achievement scores as measures of

quality are dealt with subsequently in this chapter.

Quality Measured by Administrative

Eid- Structural Setting Criteria

 

Some research studies have defined school quality in such terms

a. 3 type and number of teachers employed, adequacy of materials and

\

S "New York State Educational Conference Board, What Good

Q\110013 Do for Children (Albany: the Board, 1954).

 

E “William D. Firman e_t a_l. , Procedures in School Dually

wuation: A Second Report of the Quality Measurement Project

A lbany: New York State Education Department, 1961).

 

8 ”Benjamin S. Bloom and Charles R. Statler, "Changes in the

1. ta~1:es on the Tests of General Educational Development from 1943 to

55, " School Review 65: 204-21 (Summer, 1957).

5°Ibid., p. 205.
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and length of school term or amount of schooling provided.

Leonard Ayres is generally credited with making the initial scientific

inquiry into educational quality. In his Index which follows, Ayres

used ten items, five of which had to do with the financial setting and

five of which had to do with tangible characteristics of the school

program:

0
O

O

Q
Q
Q
@
W
U
§
W
N
H

.

10.

Per cent of school population attending school daily.

Average days attended by each child of school age.

Average number of days schools were kept open.

Per cent that high school attendance was of total attendance.

Per cent that boys were of girls in high schools.

Average annual expenditure per child attending.

Average annual expenditure per child of school age.

Average annual expenditure per teacher employed.

Expenditure per pupil for purposes other than teachers'

salaries.

Expenditure per teacher for salaries.

The intercorrelation between the two sets of factors was found

to be . 78.51

Another study utilizing measures of educational efficiency as

quality criteria was reported in 1936. D. T. Ferrell found a strong

relationship between quality and expenditure when quality was defined

by his Six Item Index:
 

W

1. Per cent average daily attendance is of the census.

2.

3o

\

Holding power as measured by the average of the sum of

(a) per cent eighth grade enrollment is of first grade

enrollment, and

(b) per cent high school enrollment is of the total public

school enrollment.

Per cent of teachers employed who have a given amount of

preparation.

( 51Leonard P. Ayres, An Index Number for State School Systems

: Iew York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1920),



4O

4. Per cent of teachers employed who have had at least three

years or more of teaching experience.

5. Per cent the number of teachers is of the number of pupils.

6. Per cent the number of days in the elementary school term

is of 200 days.“

Mort reported two studies concerned largely with the relation-

ship of school costs to teaching personnel and other school facilities.

In 1933 a study in New Jersey53 and another in 1934 in Maine, 5‘ the

main areas of concern in an evaluative scale included: (1) administra-

tive services, (2) supervisory services, (3) services to typical

children, (4) school buildings, (5) instructional staff, (6) classroom

procedures, (7) course offerings, and (8) home-school contacts.

Hirch used as a measure of educational quality an index com-

prised of six basic factors:

1. The number of teachers per 100 pupils in average daily

attendance.

2. The number of college hours of education of the average

teacher.

3. The average teacher's salary

4. The per cent of teachers with more than 10 years of

experience.

5. The number of high school credit units offered.

6. The per cent of high school seniors entering college.55

52Doctor Thomas Ferrell, Relation Between Current Expendi-

t‘~1\res and Certain Measures of Educational Efficiency in Kentucky

bnty and Graded School Systems, George Peabody College for

eachers, Contributions to Education No. 216 (Richmond, Kentucky:

a. stern State Teachers College, 1937).

 

 
 

53Paul R. Mort, director, Reconstruction of the Systems of

Eugblic Support in the State of New Jersey, Report of the Governor's

1 Q1"1ool Survey Commission, Vol. II. (Trenton: The Commission,

9 3 3).

 

Q 5"Paul R. Mort, director, The Financirg of the Public Schools

W(Augusta: Maine School Finance Commission, 1934),

 

E ”Werner Z- Hirsch, Analysis of Rising Costs of Public

dVlacation (Washington: Joint Economic Committee, 1959),
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In a publication several years ago, the Educational Polic1es

Commission proposed a formula by which any community might

estimate current needs for quality schools:

In a school district of adequate size the minimum annual per

pupil current expenditure needed today to provide a good edu-

cational program is about twelve per cent of the salary necessary

to employ a qualified beginning teacher in that district};6

Quality As Emphasis on Fundamental

Objectives; and Sound Procedures

A third type of instrumentation designed to assess educational

quality seeks to go beyond quantitative data on personnel fac111t1es

or test scores as measures of quality. This type of study assumes

that to test the inner essence of educational quality it is necessary

to go into a school system and carefully observe what is gomg on

the re, The concepts of quality measurement contained in the prev1ously

di 8 cussed instruments are frequently included in 121113 level of measure-

Many of the instruments developed in this area are the resultment.

Theyof the work of Mort and his associates at Columbia Univer51ty

a. re basically an attempt to measure the quality of the product from

the quality of the process.

Mort and Cornell developed their Guide for the Self-Appraisal

This evaluative device, popularly known\ihool Systems57 in 1937.

a

s the "Lag Book" rendered a score for what was defined as the

 

t: a

d~aptability" of the school system. This theory proposes that the

Sp

1% ed with which a district or even an individual teacher takes on new

\

5"Educational Policies Commission, An Essay on Quality in
Du

NREducation (Washington: National Education Assomation 1959)

 

 

 

‘ 24-25.

A ’ 57Paul R. Mort and Frances G. Cornell, Guide for Self-

waisal of School Systems (New York: Bureau of Publication,

Q3~Qhers' College, Columbia University, 1937).
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acceptable educational ideas is the be st indication of educational

quality. This instrument provides a checklist of 183 items purported

to represent improvements in educational practice that had occurred

during this century. Fifty-eight of the 183 items dealt with class-

room instruction, another 86 dealt with educational leadership, and

the remainder with physical faCilities and business management.

The instrument sought to determine which communities had more

speedily taken on improved practices. The degree to which they had

done this was taken as an indication of their adaptability.

Another observational instrument of greater range but of less

Objective character was developed in 1942. A Guide for the Analysis

ind Description of Public School Services, 58 referred to as the "Blue

Book, " contained 1091 items reflecting practices felt to be quality

dete rminants. The original Mort-Burke-Fisk instrument provided for

Cla S sification of the data into 15 divisions related to purpose. Vincent

repo rted that 73 per cent of the items in the guide correlated with

expenditure.”

The testing and analysis of these instruments laid the basis

fo r the deveIOpment of The Growing Eggs“? as a measure of adapt-

ability. Each item in the instrument is a description of a specific

8:: ho ()1 practice. The high school form consists of 85 items; the

\

58Paul R. Mort, Arvid J. Burke, and Robert S. Fisk, A Guide

1'0

NeAnalysis and Description of Public School Services (New York:

8 titute of Educational Research, Teachers' College, Columbia
U -
nlversity,

1942.).

OI). 59New York State Educational Conference Board, What Education

money Buys (Albany, New.York: The Board, 1943).

6°Pau1 R. Mort, William S. Vincent, and Clarence A. Newell,Th

Wrowing Edge: An Instrument for Measuring the Adaptability of

WISystems (New York: Metropolitan School Study Council,
TQ

QIhers College, Columbia University, 1946).
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elementary form contains 64 items. The specific practices included

in this instrument are organized around four major facets of edu-

cational purpose: (1) the teaching of skills in a real or realistic

fashion and the teaching of a wide range of skills, (2.) the teaching of

areas of knowledge realistically, (3) the discovery and development

of special aptitudes of individuals through test and tryout, and (4) the

development of gross behavior patterns, like citizenship, character,

The instrument may be applied as a self-evaluation

Tests of reliability made by the split-

and thinking .

guide or by outside observers.

halves technique yielded a coefficient of reliability of . 88 for the high

school form and .89 for the elementary form. An indication of the

val idity of the instrument is revealed by an inter-correlation of . 68

between the two forms.

Mort and his associates have studied hundreds of factors in

the effort to determine just what it is that makes for quality schools.

The relationship of these factors to quality and their relation to each

Othe 1' have been subjected to a great variety of checks and counter-

Chec Its in hundreds of studies carried on over the years. The com-

131 ete review of these studies is contained in the three volume text,

Wnistration for Adaptability, 61

Cornell, Lindvall, and Saupe developed and tested an instrument

c

all ed the Student Perception Inventory.“ The measuring instrument

is -
. .

d1 :rected at descriptive measurement of the school institution, not

1211

e 1 earner or the product of the educative process. It attempts to

\

(N 61Donald Ross, Editor, Administration for Adaptability

CQEW York: Institute of Administrative Research, Teachers College,

I1fl.':nbia University, 1958), 750 pp.

“Frances G. Cornell, Carl M. Lindvall, and Joe L. Saupe,A
1:1

1%EbiploratoryMeasurement of Individualities of School and Class-

rlls (Urbana, Illinois: Bureau of Educational Research, College
Of

Education, University of Illinois, 1953).
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measure differences in classrooms as a means of characterizing dif-

ferences of school systems. The Inventory is administered to the

students of a classroom. The content of the test is comprised of 40

items which are scored and ten items which purports to divert the

teacher and student from the real purpose of the test. The content

of the items is divided into four parts: (1) Differentiation, (2) Social

Organization, (3) Pupil Initiative, and (4) content. The validity of

the two test forms produces a product-moment correlation of . 85.

An estimate of equivalence reliability of the classroom mean scores

is shown as . 94 according to the Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula.

Measurement of Quality Based on

Economic Output, Public Expectancy, and Adult Life

In the late 1930's Thorndike carried on a study seeking to

trace the relative causal effects of education and other factors of socio-

economic concern. Thorndike's G Index63 or goodness index, was

made up of five health items, seven educational items, two recreational

items, eight economic and social items, five "creative comfort"

items and nine other miscellaneous items. In his analysis Thorndike

compared the social and educational scene measured by his index with

the social and educational conditions of 1900. As measures of edu-

cational characteristics of 1900, five items chosen from the Ayres

Index 6‘ were used. The average correlation of the five educational

items from 1900 with the 1930 G score was .41.

The measurement of public understanding and expectancy of

 

6"’Edward L. Thorndike, Education as Cause and as Symptom

(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1939).

 

“Ayres. 9£~ E-
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education were the purposes for the development of What Should Our
 

Schools Do? 65 by Mort and others. The instrument was composed of
 

one hundred statements designed to measure the sentiment and feel-

ings of parents toward newer ideas and practices in education.

The Time Scale was developed as a measure to be used in
 

assessing community expectancy of schools in terms of their capacity

to adapt to new social needs and forces. Twenty-two adaptations were

selected to constitute a good sample of the educational inventions and

practices which were in the process of diffusion throughout the

American educational system. The twenty-two items are identified

in terms of their presence and date of introduction and are scordd by

means of an index. The reliability coefficient (split-half) for a re-

vised thirty-three item Time Scale is .84.“
 

Measures of public understanding have been obtained largely

through the use of structured polls. Under the auspices of the

Metropolitan School Study Council two polls were developed by

W. Donald Walling to reflect professional concern for adaptability.67

Walling's Poll Number One contrasts educational procedures typical
 

of the year 1900 with education more descriptive of schools of 1950,

The poll contains ten items in each category and gives the respondent

an opportunity to pick and choose at will among the 20 characteristics.

 

65Paul R. Mort, Frances G. Cornell, and Norman Hinton,

What Should Our Schools D07: A Poll of Public Opinion on the School

Program (New York: Bureau of Publication, Teachers College,

Columbia University, 1938).

 

“Paul R. Mort and Truman Pierce, A Time Scale for Measur-

ing the AdaptabilitLof School Systems (New York: Metropolitan School

Study Council, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1947).

6"W. Donald Walling, A StudLof Public Opinion About Schools

(New York: Metropolitan School Study Council, Teachers College,

Columbia University, 1952.).
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Walling's Poll Number Two is likewise a measure whose criterion

is adaptability. It contains 16 statements about what schools can do.

These range from reducing the auto accident rate to achieving world

peace. The respondent indicates whether he thinks the schools can

do much, little, or nothing in connection with each objective.

Mort‘s Sequential Simplex of Factors

A highly organized and integrated empirical model of the

behavior of local schools, called the sequential simplex, has been

developed over the years by Mort and his associates.68 The model

focuses on explaining the quality of the educational product in local

school systems defined by the number of, and speed of adoption of,

certain educational practices. The factors that influence adaptations

are grouped into five categories of varying directness in impact on the

auality of education: (1) legal structure and administration, (2) status

measures of school and community, (3) educational climate, (4) school

system policy, and (5) the individual school. This model does provide

some insights into the interrelationship of changing educational goals,

and the spending necessary to achieve them. The factors explaining

school spending and even the amount spent are used in the sequential

simplex as independent variables that help explain the quality of

education. In this study school cost factors including expenditure is

the dependent variable to be explained by the perceptions of other factors.

Mort's framework, therefore, is not appropriate in this study.

 

68Paul R. Mort and Orlando F. Furno, Theory and Synthesis

offa Sequential Simplex (New York: Institute of Administrative

Research, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1960).
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Summary

1. Some measures of school quality have been designed to

measure factors of educational quality in such terms as type and

number of teachers employed, adequacy of materials and facilities,

and amount of schooling provided. These instruments are based on

the premise that better educational results are obtained when enough

resources are diverted into salaries, equipment and facilities. This

type of evaluative instrumentation apparently has some value. Its

weakness is the assumption that enough staff, more facilities, and

more time in school result in better educational returns. This may

be true, but is not proved by the kind of evidence measured, for the

actual educational results are not determined.

2. Achievement test scores are used to measure educational

quality by another group of investigators. The assumption here is

that the ability to score high on tests is quality in education. Recent

research has emphasized that test results may not reflect ability to

apply knowledge and skills later in life and that tests measure but a

small part of what a pupil should learn in school. In addition test

results may reflect many factors other than education--intelligence,

health, cultural experiences, socio-economic background of parents,

and emotional stability.

3. The complex factors involved in designing evaluative instru-

ments to assess quality are in part caused by the fact that the school

is only one environmental factor shaping educational performance.

The influences of other cultural factors cannot be denied. The defi-

nition and measurement of educational quality are in the beginning

stages of development. Further research is needed in all aspects of

instrument design to determine validity and reliability.
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4. The outcomes of quality educational programs cannot be

finally assessed at any one time by measurement, observation, or

judgment. The valuation placed on any given outcome of education

is in the end justified only by history.

Related Empirical and Theoretical Studies

The empirical and theoretical studies of educational quality

have been investigated and considered in conformity with three cate-

gories: (1) relationships between educational quality and expenditure

level; (2) relationships between educational quality and other-cost

factors; and (3) relationships between quality educational programs

and non-cost factors.

In the mid-twenties Columbia University began its leadership

role in educational quality research. Under the direction and sponsor-

ship of Paul R. Mort there have been many attempts to measure the

quality of education and to relate it to cost. These studies contribute

significantly to the research which is available and several of the

more pertinent types of studies are reviewed in this section.

Level of Expenditure and Educational Quality

Expenditure Level and Achievement Test Results
 

Several studies have sought to relate expenditure level with

results on standard tests of achievement. One of these studies was

reported by Powell” in 1933. He gave tests of school achievement

to matched groups of children in both low and high expenditure one—

teacher schools in New York State. Powell found that the pupils in

 

69Orrin E. Powell, Educational Returns at Varying Expendi-

tire'Levels (New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College,

Columbia University, 1933),
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high expenditure schools were superior by 1.44 years in every

measure of school achievement over those in low expenditure schools

at the end of the fifty year of school experience.

In 1938, Grimm70 used achievement tests results to study

educational opportunities in relation to cost in a statistical sample of

the elementary schools of Illinois. The districts were selected so

that high, middle and low expenditure schools were equally repre-

sented. He found that the pupils in the middle groups of schools were

generally superior to the pupils in the low group, but that the level of

discrimination between high-expenditure and middle-expenditure was

slight. Children in the low expenditure schools were found to lag as

much as four and five years behind pupils in the high group in reading,

arithmetic, language and geography.

Bloom and Statler71 reported a comprehensive study in 1957

Concerned with the factors associated with educational achievement

as measured by standard Tests of General Educational Development.

Tests were administered to 35, 330 high school seniors in 184 high

SChools in 48 states in 1943 and to 38, 773 seniors in 834 high schools

in 48 states in 1955. The study compared the results of the 1943 and

1 955 research and presented the following observations:

1. The national level of educational competence as measured

by tests of GED'has risen significantly from 1943 to 1955.

Z. The states vary considerably in the performance of their

high school seniors on the different tests. The differences

are as great in 1955 as they were in 1943.

"Lester R. Grimm, Our Children's Opportunities in Relation

tQ\S(:hool Costs (Springfield: Illinois Education Association, Depart-

1ment of Research and Statistics, 1938).

 

"Benjamin 5. Bloom and Charles R. Statler, 1_05_:. _c_i_t.
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3. The differences among the various states in the pupil

performance on the tests is related to differences in

financial support. There is a correlation of . 75 between

expenditure level and school quality as measured by these

tests. Average teacher salary correlated at a . 75 level

with pupil performance on the tests and a correlation of

. 73 exists between pupil performance on these tests and

school expenditure ten years previously.72

This research emphasized that there was also a high correlation be-

tween the level of formal education of the adult population in a state

and the scores made by its high school seniors in both years.

In 1954 the New York State Educational Conference Board, 73

reported on an extensive study of the relation of educational achieve-

ment in public elementary schools to level of expenditure. Over 100

school systems participated in the research and their pupils were

tested in their mastery of basic skills. One of the major findings of

this study was that "the schools which achieve the highest mastery of

essential skills and do the most to promote all objectives cost the

most. "7‘

The Quality Measurement Project75 of the New York State

Education Department was created to develop improved methods for

assessing the quality of school systems. Over one hundred school

systems of all types were used in the exploratory study; and 70, 000

children participated in testing programs of intelligence and achieve-

ment over a four year period. The Iowa Test of Basic Skills and the
 

Iowa Tests of Educational Development were the two measures of
 

educational quality used in this project. ‘Among the findings were these:

 

"11:339., p. 220.

73'The New York State Educational Conference Board, 135. £i_t.

74-1229” p. 2.

”William D. Firman, e_t 31., 93. £i_t. pp. 3-19.
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1. There was a strong positive correlation between the level

of per pupil expenditure for instruction in the school sys-

tems and the scores on the Iowa tests, at the fourth,

seventh and tenth grade levels.

2. There was a difference of approximately two grade equi-

valents between low and high expenditure systems in

grade 4; in grade 7 there was a difference of slightly more

than two grade equivalents; and in grade 10 there was a

difference of four grade equivalents.

3. After statistical treatment to eliminate the variance due

to parental and community influences on the educability of

pupils, there was still a significant positive relationship

between level of expenditure and test scores.76

Expenditure Level and Administrative

and‘Structural Setting

 

 

Leonard Ayres is generally credited with making the initial

scientific inquiry into the measurement of educational quality. Ranking

states according to their expenditures for education between 1896 and

1920, he found high correlations between such rank and factors such

as pupils staying in school, pupil attendance, and lengths of the school

day and school year."

Another study in the 1920’s also reported on the ability of the

forty-eight states to support education. » Norton found that in the

financially able states more money was spent per pupil, school plant

was superior, pupils attended school for longer terms each year,

teacher preparation levels were higher, and illiteracy rates were lower.

He concluded that the general level of educational attainment of the

people was significantly higher in the states which were spending more

 

7‘Ibid., p. 64.

"Leonard P. Ayres, 123. cit.
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for education than in states with low school expenditures.78

- A study of 249 Kentucky county and city school systems was

conducted by Ferrell in 1935. Using a Six-Item Index quality was
 

measured in terms of teaching personnel, facilities, and adminis-

trative features. Ferrell found a strong relationship (r = . 92)

between quality as defined by his wand expenditures and concluded

that schools which spent more did a better job of holding pupils in

school, had smaller classes, longer terms, and employed better

prepared teachers. 79

Studies by Mort in New Jersey (1933)80 and Maine (1934)81

found expenditure indexes highly and positively related to quality as

measured by adequacy of staff, preparation, school plant, and pro-

visions for atypical children.

In a more recent study Werner Z. Hirsch suggests six cate-

gories of administrative and structural factors as quality or pro-

ductivity determinants and compares them with expenditure level for

the period-1900-1958. Hirsch's findings indicated a correlation co-

efficient of over .97 between expenditure level and the variables of

teachers' salaries and preparation level, proportion of high school

students, average daily attendance, and pupil-teacher ratio.”

Expenditure Level and Adequate Setting and

Procedures for Individual Growth

A landmark study of 36 Pennsylvania school systems by Mort

 

"John K. Norton, The Ability of States to Support Education

(Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1926).

 

"Doctor Thomas Ferrell, loc. c_i_t.

80Paul R. Mort, Reconstruction of the Systems of Public Sup-

port in the State of New Jersey, pp. c_:_i_t_. , pp. 26-29.

 

81Paul R. Mort, The Financing of the Public Schools of Maine,

go Sit-o. pp. 64-970

“Werner Z. Hirsch, loc. cit.
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and Cornell in 1938 gave the first comprehensive test of the adapta-

bility theory of educational quality. The Guide for the Self-Agipraisal
 

of School Systems was devised to assess the work of the school.
 

Mort and Cornell calculated not only the correlation between current

expenditure per weighted membership unit (r = . 587) but correlation

between quality and a variety of other factors such as per cent of

business and professional workers (r = . 59) and general educational

level of the adult population (r = . 56). Mort and Cornell found that

although level of expenditure was by no means the only factor in edu-

cational quality it accounted for more than half of the variation in the

83
adaptability or quality scores.

In the famous Regents' Inquiry in New York State in 1938, Grace
 

and Moe ranked forty-three school systems on a five-point scale

after visitation. They found that high educational efficiency is not

achieved without high expenditure. Although some districts had high

cost and inferior returns, no districts that had low costs got distinctly

superior educational returns. After correction for sparsity a corre-

lation of . 50 was found between expenditures and quality as measured

by the five-point rating scale.“

Strayer's survey of 138 West Virginia elementary schools

representative of three expenditure levels utilized the Mort-Burke-

Fisk Guide to measure school quality. This study showed that the most

significant effect of high expenditure level was greater emphasis upon

the characteristics of the school program that are concerned with the

 

83Paul R. Mort and Frances G. Cornell, American Schools in

Transition: How Our Schools Adapt Their Practices to Changing Needs

(New York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1941).

“A. 0. Grace and G. A, Moe, State Aid and School Costs:

Report of the Regents' Inquiry (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,

1938). pp. 324-329.
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individual pupil and his needs.85

In a study of a state on the bottom of the educational support

scale, McLure86 found that variations in educational expenditure

were related positively to plant adquacy, library services, availa-

bility of instructional aids, achievement test results, staff prepara-

tion and experience, and attitudes of pupils toward their schools and

education in general. Quality was measured by using 153 items drawn

from the instrument, What Education Our Money Bujs. In emphasiz-
 

ing that low expenditures resulted in serious losses in educational

returns, McLure concluded that:

Schools that spend little money on pupils usually have un-

attractive buildings, few books, little teaching equipment and

supplies, poor teaching . . . . Perhaps most important of all

next to expenditure level, there must be in the minds of the lay-

man and the educator the picture of what constitutes a good

education. 87

In 1954, James Griffis studied school facilities and procedures

at three cost levels in 44 Texas school systems and based on findings

derived from direct observation of 100 modern educational practices

reported the scope of educational program and services consistently

increased with increase in level of expenditure. 88

 

”George D. Strayer, director, A Report of a Survey of

Public Education in the State of West Virginia (Charleston: Legis-

lative Interim Committee, State of West Virginia, 1945), pp. 562-

597.

 

 

“William P. McLure, Let Us Pay for the Kind of Education

We Need: Report of a Study of State and Local Support of Mississippi's

Schools (University of Mississippi: Bureau of Educational Research,

University of Mississippi, 1948), pp. 3-29.

 

"Ibid., pp. 3, 52.

8’James T. Griffis, Educational Production at Three Cost

Levels (Houston, Texas: Gulf School Research Development Associ-

ation, 1955).
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Expenditure Level for Small Expense Items

and ProgramfiQuality

 

 

A new area of study of cost-quality relationships was estab—

lished by Brickell in his analysis of items, other than salaries of

teachers and the maintenance of plant in the school budgets of 31

school systems. Brickell found that "small expenditures" had in

aggregate a consider able relationship to quality. Brickell suggested

that good schools do not spend more money on everything.89

Bothwell's research is the most recent in a series of studies

similar to Bricknell's. It is concerned with gains in quality edu-

cation derived from selectively increasing some small-expense items

in school budgets, Bothwell found in studying 71 school systems

throughout the United States that careful balance and discrimination

among all items of expenditure advance high quality education, and

that overemphasis in any one area of expenditure can be detrimental

to achievement of quality.90

Expenditure Level and School-Staff Characteristics

An important study of desirable staff characteristics was made

by Hilton C. Buley. Adaptability or quality scores measured by the

Growing Edggwere positively correlated with the faculty's average
 

years of preparation (. 58 for elementary teachers and . 39 for secondary

teachers). Buley found a significant, positive relationship between a

district's expenditure level and average years of professional training

of the staff. Other significant quality factors concerning staff were

identified as frequency and amount of travel, number and types of books

 
fl

89Henry M. Brickell, An Analysis of Certain Non—Instructional-

Staff Expenditures (New York: Teachers College, Columbia University,

1953).

9oBruce K. Bothwell, Creative Expenditures for Quality Edu-

cation (New York: Associated Public School Systems, 1958).
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and journals read, and the number of years of service in the same

district",1

Hall” and Grogan93 in similar studies of school-staff character-

istics and level of expenditure found that significant relationships

exist between a district's expenditure policy and certain factos

of educational quality related to staff behavior, attitude, and status.

 

High Level Egaenditure and

Educatiorgl Quality
 

In 1949 Woollatt reported a study of some 50 high-expenditure

school systems in the metropolitan area of New York City. The

criterion of quality used by trained observers was the Growing Edge.
 

This study reported that these high expenditure schools were not only

doing a superior job in teaching skills, but were doing outstanding

work in developing in pupils the ability to think, and building good

character habits. Woollatt found no point of diminishing returns among

the high, positive relationships between indexes of cost and quality."4

 

91Hilton C. Buley, "Personal Characteristics and Staff Patterns

Associated With the Quality of Education" (New York: Unpublished

Ed. D..project, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1947), pp.

22-300

9"'Harold D. Hall, "Relationships of Selected Characteristics

of Organization to Practice in School Systems: An Exploratory

Measure of the Extent and Diffusion of Administrative Procedures

and Staffing Practices and Their Relationships to Selected Character-

istics of School Systems" (Urbana: Unpublished Ed. D. project,

University of Illinois, 1956).

93Robert S. Grogan, "Determination of Staff Characteristics

That Should Be Assessed in Future Studies (New York: Unpublished

Ed. D. project, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1961).

“Lorne H. Woollatt, The Cost-Quality Relationship on the

Growing Edg_e_ (New York: Teachers College, Columbia University,

1949).
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In 1956 with the same type of schools, Furno adjusted accumu-

lative expenditure policies for inflation and regional differences and

found a coefficient of correlation of . 60 between indexes of expenditure

and program quality. Furno found that drastic increases or decreases

in level of expenditure in particular years are less influential in

advancing quality than a long-range program of school support which

is discriminating as to items and adequate in amount.95

Other Cost Factors and Educational Quality

Wealth or Ability
 

Wealth, expressed in terms of taxable property valuation in sup-

port of each child in average daily attendance was found by Pierce to

relate positively with quality as measured by the Time Scale and the
 

 

Growing Edgg. The relation of wealth or ability to support education

to the quality of education in a sample of wealthy communities estab—

lished the following coefficients of correlation: (1) combined elemen—

tary and high school group, . 30; (2) high school, . 32; and (3) elemen-

tary school, .61.96

Mort and Cornell in their study of 344 communities in Pennsyl-

vania considered as average for the nation, found the correlation of

ability and adaptability was .30.97

 

95Orlando F. Furno, "The Projection of School Quality from

Expenditure Level" (New York: Unpublished Ed. D. project, Teachers

College, Columbia University, 1956).

96Truman M. Pierce, Controllable Community Characteristics

Related to the Quality of Education (New York: Bureau of Publications,

Teachers College, Columbia University, 1947), p. 68.

 

97Paul R. Mort and Frances G. Cornell, American Schools

in Transition, pp. c_i_t., pp. 139-148.
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This relationship between ability and various measures of

quality has been verified by other investigations. A complete and

comprehensive analysis of the significance of this financial or cost

factor is reported'by Vincent.”

Effort

 

The relationships between aspects of school quality and tax

rate taken as a direct measure of local effort have been established

through numerous research ventures by Mort and his colleagues at

Columbia University. Vincent reports that established correlations

between quality and effort is as follows: (1) Metropolitan School Study

Council districts, 1940-1945, r = . 35; same districts in 1950-1955,

r = .48.99

Need
 

The size of a school district or the need for educational

services as measured by the number of pupils it serves has been

determined to be a significant factor in relation to school quality.

In Mort's Pennsylvania study size, as measured by school population

was found to correlate .43 with adaptability.loo In Pierce's study of

school districts near New York City the correlations are: time scale,

.33; high school, .32; and elementary school, .08.101 The results

indicate that size as measured by school population is not as closely

 

98William S. Vincent, ”Quality Control: A Rationale for

Analysis of a School System, " IAR Research Bulletin, Vol. I, No. 2

(January, 1961), pp. 1-7.

 

99William S. Vincent, pp. c_i£., p. 7.

loopaul R. Mort and Frances G. Cornell, American Schools in

Transition, ygp. c_:_i_t., pp. 129-131.

 

 

101Truman M. Pierce, 3p. c3” p. 59.
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related to adaptability in the elementary school as in the high school.

Studies by Smithloz and Ostranderloz’ support previous conclusions

that the relationship between size of school system and quality is more

positive at the secondary level than at the elementary level.

A study by Burton Krietlow is directly related to the basic

question of school size. In 1949, Kreitlow paired ten Wisconsin com-

munities on the basis of non- reorganized and recently reorganized

schools. The relationship between school quality as measured by

learning opportunities and achievement and the relationship between

achievement and cost were studied. In the twelfth year of this study

Kreitlow concluded that boys and girls of the same range of intelli-

gence in larger school situations showed academic achievement superior

to the pupils in the non- reorganized and smaller school districts. In

addition he found that the greater achievement in the larger district

costs only $12 more per elementary pupil per year. 10‘

Relationslgps of Wealth, Effort and Size
 

An intensive study of sixty Wisconsin school districts by the

Midwest Administration Center at the University of Chicago analyzed

the relationship between support factors and quality of educational

 

lozStanley V. Smith, "Quality of Education Related to Certain

Social and Administrative Characteristics of Well-Financed Rural

School Districts" (New York: Unpublished Ph.D. project, Teachers

College, Columbia University, 1954).

1°3Chester B. Ostrander, "A Study of Characteristics of New

York State Central Schools Classified on the Basis of Enrollment

Size (New York: Unpublished Ed. D. project, Teachers College,

Columbia University, 1961).

1("Burton W. Kreitlow, School District Reorganization . . .

Does It Make a Difference in Your Child's Education? (Madison:

Agricultural Experiment Station, University of Wisconsin, 1961).
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programs as measured by trained observers. The'report included

these findings: School districts receiving the largest number of

"excellent" ratings were those mo st likely to be (1) those of the

greatest size, (2) those with the greatest wealth in terms of equalized

valuation per resident pupil in average daily attendance, and (3) those

with the highest district levy in dollars. 105

In 1957, Turck studied the relationship between need, effort,

and ability in Michigan high school districts and found: (1) size of

membership and taxable wealth (ability) correlated at a . 27 level;

(2) school districts as they increase in size of membership (need)

expend more effort (tax rate); the correlation coefficients increased

from small districts, at -.08, medium, .13; and large, .19; (3) no

consistent relationship (-. 03) was apparent between ability and effort. 106

Another study of Michigan school districts by Rhee showed that the

most contributive variable to the differences in selected financial

and educational factors was either financial need or financial ability.

Financial effort did not have any significant relationship with the dif-

ferences of the other factors. 107

 

lo""‘John Guy Fowlkes and George E. Watson, School Finance

andfiLocal Planning (Chicago: The Midwest Administration Center,

1957). pp. 74—85.

106Merton J. Turck, Jr. , "A Study of the Relationships Among

and Factors of Financial Need, Effort and Ability in 581 High School

Districts in Michigan" (East Lansing: Unpublished Ed. D. project,

Michigan State University, 1960).

 

 

1("Jeung Rhee, "An Analysis of Selected Aspects of the Public

School Finance System in Michigan" (East Lansing: Unpublished Ph.

D. project, Michigan State University, 1961).
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Non-Cost Factors and Educational Quality

Relationshijgs of Quality and Attitudes,

Expectations and Values

 

 

The Walling Polls were applied by McGovern to both teachers
 

and members of the public in 105 central New York State school

districts. McGovern found a relationship of . 32 between public

understanding and quality (as measured by the Growing Edge) on P011

Number One. This study confirmed earlier Institute of Administrative
 

Research studies that found that the better informed the public is, the

higher the quality of its schools. McGovern also applied Walling's

Poll Number Twp to more than 10, 000 citizens. A correlation of . 34
 

was obtained between public understanding and quality as measured

by the Growing Edge. Teachers in general scored higher than laymen

on both polls. The lowest score faculty scored higher than the highest

scoring lay group on P011 Number One and only two communities scored
 

higher than the two lowest staffs on P011 Number Two. Community back-

0

 

ground seemed to have a strong influence upon public expectancy in

McGovern's study. The differences between rural and suburban

responses on Walling's polls seemed to show that the experiences of

people and the degree of internal communication in a community relate

positively whether they expect much or little from their schools. 108

In his study of districts in the Metropolitan School Study Council,

Pierce found that good will factors and expressions of understanding of

what schools do correlated .69 with adaptability. 109 Ayer subjected the

Pierce data to statistical factor analysis and identified wealth and

 

maEarl McGovern, A Study of Opinion About Schools (New York:

Institute of Administrative Research, Teachers College, Columbia

University, 1956).

l”Truman M. Pierce, 3p. git” pp. 11-12.
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cultural level as the population characteristics most strongly related

to adaptability. 1 ‘0

Community Size and Quality
 

“2 show a positive correlationStudies by Mortlll and Swanson

between educational quality and bigness. The relationship slows in

cities over 28, 000 because, the researchers analyzed, the problem of

two-way communication became increasingly difficult. The "we-feeling"

among staff members as far as program and policies were concerned

decreased measurably as community size increased beyond this figure.

Socio-Economic Factors and Quality
 

Shapiro conducted a series of cross-section analyses of state

by state expenditures for education for 1920-1950 in terms of eleven

socio—economic independent variables. Shapiro concluded that regional

differences have dropped sharply since 1920 in a trend toward greater

regional homogenization. In the over-all regressions state per capita

personal income contributes most to the explanation of both public

and societal per pupil expenditures for education.113 Miner analyzed

 

110Frederick L. Ayer, "An Analysis of Controllable Community

Factors Related to Quality of Education" (New York: Unpublished

Ph. D. Thesis, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1950).

“lPaul R. Mort and Frances G. Cornell, American Schools in

Transition, ‘ZE' c_:_i_t., pp. 360-362.

 

 

llzAustin D. Swanson, "An Analysis of Factors Related to

School System Quality in the Associated Public School Systems" (New

York: Unpublished Ed. D. project, Teachers College, Columbia

University, 1960), Chapter 5.

n3$herman Shapiro, "Some Socioeconomic Determinants of

Expenditures for Education, " Comparative Education Review (October,

1962), pp. 160-166.
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educational expenditures during 1959-1960 in over 1100 local school

systems in 23 states. Expenditures were studied in relation to data

about the schools themselves, the communities and states in which

they are located, the interrelationship between state and local financ-

ing and other relevant socio-economic factors. The levels of state

per capita income are found to correlate . 66 with state property

valuation per capita. The effect of fiscal dependence or independence

of school systems is found to influence spending with fiscally dependent

schools spending less. I” This observation is also confirmed in a

recent study by James. “5 He concludes that wealth factors, per

capita income, per household income, and property valuations tend

to influence expenditures more in fiscally independent districts than

in the dependent ones.

From the cumulative research findings Kumpf describes the

quality school in terms of socio-economic factors. He concludes that:

An adaptable school tends to be located in a community

which: (1) has many people represented in white-collar or pro-

fessional occupations, (2) has a high cultural level, (3) has a high

percentage of home ownership, (4) has a high per capita wealth,

(5) has a low percentage of foreign born, and (6) has a fairly high

median educational level for residents who are 25 years of age

or older. “6

 

114Jerry Miner, "Social and Economic Factors in Spending for

Public Education, " The Economics and Politics of Public Education,

Vol. II (Syracuse University Press, 1963), pp. 93-138.

115H. Thomas James, School Revenue Systems in Five States

(Stanford: School of Education, Stanford University, 1961), pp.

29'710

“6Carl H. Kumpf, The Adaptable School (New York: The

Macmillan Co. , 1952).
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Quality as Perceptions of Educators and Laymen

Kraft studied the perceptions held by professors of education,

professors in areas other than education, and school board members

from four regions of the United States in terms of ninety factors judged

to affect the quality of an educational program. The following conclu-

sions were arrived at: (1) there appears to be a relationship between

the group the individual was a member of and his perception of the

factors, (2) there is agreement in each group as to the importance

and relevance of the factors concerned with teaching and teaching

methods, (3) there is agreement between groups in attributing less

value to the outside-the-classroom category of characteristics, and

(4) there is no relationship between the geographic region of residence

and his perception of characteristics in five of the seven categories.117

Quality as Perceptions Held bj

Teachers and Administrators

 

 

The elemental or items analysis approach to the identification

of quality- related factors is present in the research of Berg with the

Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC). Berg's sample was
 

comprised of 871 teacher respondents and 82 administrator respondents

from two Michigan school districts in the high quartile of each cost

factor of size, ability, effort and expenditure per pupil. The sample

also included 1091 teacher respondents and 106 administrator

respondents from thirty-nine Michigan districts in the first quartile

of each cost factor. Berg's findings were as follows: (1) the

 

“7Leonard E. Kraft, "The Perceptions Held by Professors

of Education; Professors in Areas Other Than Education, and School

Board Members on Ninety Factors Which May or May Not Affect the

Quality of An Educational Program" (East Lansing: Unpublished

Ed. D. thesis, Michigan State University, 1962).
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Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), discriminated positively
 

between high and low financial support districts according to total

score, each of the seven category scores, and forty-one of fifty-six

individual item scores, (2) agreement was present between per-

ceptions of teachers and administrators in total score, six of seven

category scores, and twenty-four of fifty-six individual item scores,

(3) the reliability of the Educational Characteristics Criterion total
 

scores ranges from . 89 to . 95 according to teacher and administrators

within high or low support quartiles, (4) the reliability of category

scores was .61 and above except for category five, and (5) each of

the fifty-six individual educational characteristics except two had sig—

nificant positive discrimination ability with respect to total score and

its related category score. Berg concluded that the Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion (ECC) is an excellent measure of quality in
 

public school districts in Michigan.118

Summary

1, The findings in early inquiries that higher expenditures

secure a higher quality of teaching, facilities, and materials have

been repeatedly confirmed by later research.

2. The studies reviewed show that pupils on the average make

higher scores on tests of achievement in elementary schools and in

the academic subjects in high schools in high-expenditure districts

as compared with low-expenditure systems.

3. The effect of long-range financial support in a school system

is cumulative and the ultimate or point of diminishing returns, in

 

naArthur D. Berg, "The Determination of the Discrimination

and Reliability Indices of the Educational Characteristics Criterion

With Implications Concerning Educational Cost-Quality Relationships"

(East Lansing: Unpublished Ph. D. thesis, Michigan State University,

1962).
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educational quality has apparently not been reached in even highest

expenditure schools.

4. States and regions which make excellent efforts and have

superior ability in terms of wealth per pupil rank substantially higher

than low-expenditure and ability states in educational achievement

and in earning power.

5. The financial determinants of size (need), wealth (ability),

effort (tax rate), and per pupil expenditure have significant individual

and cumulative effects on the quality of educational programs.

6. The opinions, perceptions, attitudes and values of laymen

and educators have a significant relationship to educational quality.

Public expectancy has been observed to be a factor closely associated

with personal traits, values and experiences and in turn related

positively to educational quality. These factors rank close to expendi-

ture level in relation to quality of schools.

7. On the basis of the studies reviewed it is apparent that

school quality is an exceedingly complex concept and that a number

of factors both cost and non-cost affect the major relationship between

expenditure and quality. Quality education is achieved by bringing to

bear all influential factors, including expenditure.

Chapter Summa ry
 

1. Current wide variations in the quality of schools in the

United States are in a considerable degree a result of indefensible

differences in the financial support in different regions and localities.

2. Research in the identification of quality-related factors has

outdistanced the ability of school districts to put into practical appli-

cation this research which is available. The initial success of edu—

cators in building a data bank for the definition of educational quality

is not accomplishing its purposes in a broad effective manner.
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3. Adequate support for quality educational programs for all

children and adults will require intelligent and decisive action on the

part of laymen and educators. The beliefs, attitudes, perceptions,

and goals of a variety of publics must be assimilated into a program

to clarify the issues of quality in education and achieve agreement on

basic needs.

4. Central coordination would assist efforts to improve edu-

cational quality through action research and infusion of already

validated practices. It is clear that the United States has the financial

resources and technical knowledge to provide what pupils need today

and what the present state of society requires an educational program

to be.

5. The next third of this century will doubtless be one of

economic and social adjustment, but also one of great ferment in

adjusting what the schools do in light of clearer insights into the nature

of learning and the needs of our times. The continued study of edu-

cational quality can proceed from a background of significant previous

research.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

The present study is based on a design that makes possible

the determination and analysis of the perceptions of teachers and

administrators which are related to specific factors of educational

quality as measured by the Educational Characteristics Criterion,
 

(ECC). The research design also permits the analysis of the

relationship between teacher-administrator perceptions and certain

selected educational cost factors.

Plan for SecuringCost-Quality Factors

and Necessary Data

 

 

 

Educational Quality Factors

The factors of educational quality were obtained from individual

perceptions of teachers and administrators in the specified population

of the sixty-two educational quality items in the Educational Character-
 

istic s C rite rion, (ECC) .
 

Educational Co st Facto r s
 

The factors of size (average daily membership), effort (total

mills levied for current operation), ability (final appraised valuation

of all property divided by ADM), and expenditure per pupil (total ex-

penditures including debt service and capital outlay divided by ADM)

were obtained from data submitted by the Superintendents of Schools

of the two hundred and fifty (250) public school systems participating

in the 1964 Stanford Achievement Test standardization program.
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This standardization sample represents school districts in all. fifty

states and was used in this study for the following reasons:

1. It provided entry in a carefully selected and drawn

sample.

2. Uniform and precise financial data was available from

the public school systems in the sample.

3. Data for additional related research will be available

to allow study of the relationships between achievement

- level as measured by the Stanford Achievement Test,
 

selected cost factors, and the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (ECC).

On August 28, 1963 a letter1 was sent to all of the Superin-

tendents of the public school districts in the Stanford Achievement
 

Test standardization sample inviting their cooperation and participation

in the research study. Included with the letter was a Preliminary Data
 

Sheetz requesting information concerning the number of teachers and

administrators within the district and detailed cost data for the 1962-63

school year. Affirmative replies and preliminary data was received

from one hundred thirty (130) superintendents of the districts in the

sample, representing school districts in forty-four (44) states.

Development of the Instrument and

Plan for Its Administration

 

 

The Instrument
 

The Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), was
 

 

1Appendix A .

zAppendix B .
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developed by Herbert C. Rudman of Michigan State University.3

It is based upon the assumption that quality of an educational program

resides more in the mind of the observer than in the inherent structure

of the educational program itself. Educational quality is determined

by a judgment about certain educational characteristics of a school

district, both school and community, which are perceived as effective

in accomplishing the purposes of American public school education.

Several hundred quality and quality-related factors were identified by

the Michigan State University faculty. A significantly high level of

agreement was prevalent on ninety educational characteristics. On the

basis of these ninety characteristics a study was conducted by Kraft‘

during 1961. Professors of education, professors in curricular areas

other than education, and school board members were asked to make

judgments concerning the relatedness of these ninety characteristics

to a concept of quality. On the basis of the highest levels of agree-

ment by these selected samples in perception of the ninety educational

characteristics, a revised version of the instrument consisting of

sixty-two educational characteristics was tested by Berg.5

 

3Herbert C. Rudman, "The Relationship Between the Financial

Support of Education and Quality of Educational Program as Expressed

by Certain Related Variables, " (unpublished report, Michigan State

University, East Lansing, 1961).

‘Leonard E. Kraft, "The Perceptions Held by Professors of

Education; Professors in Areas Other than Education, and School

Board Members on Ninety Factors Which may or May Not Affect

Quality of an Educational Program" (East Lansing: unpublished Ed. D.

Thesis, Michigan State University, 1962).

5Arthur D. Berg, "The Determination of the Discrimination

and Reliability Indices of the 'Educational Characteristic s' Criterion

With Implications Concerning Educational Cost-Quality Relationships"

(East Lansing: unpublished Ph. D. Thesis, Michigan State University,

1962).
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Reliability and discrimination indices were determined through study

of the perceptions of teachers and administrators in selected Michigan

school districts. ‘ Fifty-six educational characteristics were utilized

in providing scores for respondents. A slightly revised version of

the instrument consisting of the sixty-two previously identified edu-

cational characteristics was used in this study. The format and

design of the instrument was revised to provide for the Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion (ECC)6 of fifty-five items, a separate sheet
 

of Instructions for Responding to the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, 7 and a Supplemental Information Form8 of seven items to
 

be completed by the Superintendent of each school district in the

sample.

The instrument is a pencil-and-paper type suitable for indi-

vidual response. The approximate respondent time is thirty minutes,

but there is no time limit. Responses are made by marking an "x"

over the number which represents the degree to which each educational

characteristic is perceived to be present in a given situation, e. g. ,

"Most Characteristic"--4; "Somewhat Characteristic"--3; "Slightly

Characteristic"--2; "Least Characteristic"--1. Teachers and build-

ing principals are directed to relate the statements to their building

experience. Central administrators and supervisors are directed to

relate the educational characteristic statements to the school system

in total.

The educational characteristic scores are obtained by the sum

of the weighted response to each characteristic. Weightings are

 fi

6Appendix C .

. 7Appendix D .

8Appendix E .
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determined by the degree (4, 3, 2, 1) to which each characteristic is

perceived to be present in a given situation. The category scores

are obtained by the sum of the individual educational characteristic

scores included in each of the seven categories. The total score is

derived from the sum of the fifty-five educational characteristic

scores and one item score from the Supplemental Information Sheet.
 

Plan for Administration of the Instrument
 

The required number of instruments (1229) and individual

respondent instruction sheets, each set enclosed in a separate envelope

for each respondent, was sent to the Superintendents of the sample

schooldistricts. Envelopes and instruments for administrator

respondents were stamped Administrator for identification. General
 

Instructions for Distribution, Administration, and Mailig were in-
 

cluded in each package.9 Additional copies of the general instructions

and the supplementary information form to be completed by the super-

intendent and a cover letter10 of explanation were mailed separately.

The Superintendent was requested to complete the factual data required

on the Supplementary Information Form, comprising the six non-
 

categorized and unscored items (1-6) and the single categorized and

scored item (7) in order to obtain uniform and accurate identifying

data.

Instruments were then distributed to teachers and adminis-

trators by the Superintendent. The necessity for securing individual
 

rather than group perceptions of teacher and administrator respondents

was stressed and implemented by requesting that all instruments be

 

9Appendix F.

10Appendix G.
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completed and returned to the collection point within forty-eight

hours after distribution. Respondents were assured that all infor-

mation would be treated confidentially and anonymously in order to

protect individual teachers and administrators and guarantee unin-

hibited responses.

Determination of Categories

Within the Instrument

 

 

Each of the fifty-six scored educational characteristics had

been assigned to one of seven categories in the previous studies in

order to provide a means of understanding the effects of and inter-

relationships between the various school and community factors

associated with educational quality. The seven separate categories

utilized in this study follow the logical categorization developed by

Rudman and utilized in the previous studies by Berg and Kraft. The

list of categories and their respective item statements follows:

Categpry I. Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes
 

8. Students show a positive attitude toward scholastic work.

9. Students evidence accurate knowledge of self.

16. Students are knowledgeable about the educational and social

opportunities available to them.

51.. Pupils consider an academic grade of at least "B" to be the

norm for academic achievement.

52. The professional staff of the schools in the community consider

an academic grade of at least "B" to be the norm for academic

achievement.

54- Parents and patrons in the community consider an academic

grade of at least "B" to be the norm for academic achievement.
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Category II. Community Attigpdes
  

21.

28.

29.

30.

36.

37.

39.

40.

45.

53.

55.

Parents and patrons (those residents of a school district without

school-age children) are highly knowledgeable about education.

The perceptions of parents and patrons concerning the purposes

of education are consistent and clear.

The local newspaper has shown a high interest in local school

affairs.

There is no lag between the values taught in the school and what

is practices in the community.

A high percentage of the electorate in the community vote in

school elections.

There are outstanding community leaders in this community who

exhibit great interest in school affairs.

The community exhibits a great concern for the development of

aesthetic and artistic interests.

A two—way communication channel readily exists between the

home and the schOol.

The parents in this community expect their children to perform

their share of family chores.

A high value is placed on education by the parents and patrons

(those residents of a school district without school-age children)

of the community.

Parents condone or encourage early dating for their children.

Category III. Curriculum
 

4.

5.

 

Teachers perceive a coherent and coordinated structure to the

educational program.

Concensus exists among the staff concerning the goals of the

educational program.
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6. A structure has been developed that permits continual curriculum

improvement.

15. A great variety of instructional techniques are presently used in

the classroom.

17. A complete comprehensive testing program including intelligence

and achievement testing is available in the schools.

Categpry IV. Use of Facilities
 

32. The physical facilities of the school system (buildings and equip-

ment) are completely adequate.

Category V. Socio-Cultural Composition of the Communi_t_y
 

25. The social status of teachers is very high in this community.

34. Cultural experiences are readily available in the community.

38. This is a highly stable community which does not have too many

people leaving.

41. A high percentage of high school students own personal cars.

42. A high percentage of homes own television sets.

44. A high degree of ethnic, racial, and religious homogeneity exists

among the local population.

46. This community is composed of people who are predominantly

Protestant.

47. This community is composed of people who are predominantly

Catholic.

48. This community is composed of people who are predominantly

Jewish.

49. The population of this community is equally divided between

Protestants and Catholics.

50. One or two ethnic groups comprise the largest number of residents

in the community.



76

Categpry VI. Administration and Supervision
 

56.

10.

22.

23.

26.

27.

35.

 

School program is accredited by state and/or regional accredit-

ing agencies.

Professional staff of the school system are involved in in-service

education.

Lay members of the community are highly involved in the planning

of educational goals with the school staff.

Regulations governing student conduct are highly explicit and

detailed.

Regulations governing personnel policies are highly explicit and

detailed.

Citizens are highly organized to discuss school problems.

Teachers' judgments are almost always used in the determination

of educational policies.

Category VII. The Teacher and Teaching Methods
 

1.

11.

12,

l3.

14,

Teachers have an intimate knowledge of children.

Teaching practices reflect concern for individual differences.

Teaching practices reflect a knowledge of individual differences.

Evidence exists of instructional and/or curricular experimentation.

Teachers thoroughly understand the information gathered on

students and use this information to make sound educational

decisions.

All teachers are certified to teach at the grade level or subject

they are now teaching.

Teachers have complete freedom to teach what they consider to

be important.

A great variety of instructional techniques are presently used in

the classrooms.
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19.

20.

24.

31.

33.

43,

77

Teachers often avail themselves of professional help.

Complete freedom is granted to students to investigate any

local, state, national, or international issue.

Availability to students of materials that reflect all shades of

political and sociological points of view.

High degree of teacher participation in social and political

activities of the community.

There exists a high level of cooperation among teachers of the

staff.

The community and its residents are used for instructional

purposes.

A great deal of homework is assigned to students.

Non-Categorized and Unscored Items (completed only by Superintendent)

Item 1. School district.

Item 2 . State

Item 3. Type of organization pattern followed in school district:

a. 6-3-3,.b. 8-4, c. 6-6, (1. 5-3-4, e. 6-2-4, f. Other.

Item 4. Approximate average pupil-teacher ratio - elementary:

a. 50-1, b. 45-1, c. 40-1, (1. 35-1, e. 30-1, f. 25-1,

g. 20-1, h. Less than 20-1.

Item 5. Approximate average pupil-teacher ratio - secondary:

a. through h. , similar to Item 4.

Item 6, Type of population center: a. Rural. b- City "

1. less than 2500, 2. 2500-4999, 3. 5000-9999,

4. 10,000-24,999, 5. 25,000-99,000, 6, 100,000

and over.
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Selection of PoEilation

The population for this study consisted of the school systems

participating in the 1964 Stanford Achievement Test standardization

program. This representative standardization population consisted

of 267 school districts drawn from all fifty states. Seventeen of the

school districts were determined to be non-public schools and were

eliminated from consideration. The remaining school districts,

representing forty—nine states, were invited to participate in initial

phases of this study. One hundred and thirty school districts re-

sponded affirmatively, and made available data on all of the financial

cost factors. Participating districts represent all but six of the fifty

states.

Classification of School Districts on

the Basis of Cost Factors

The conclusions of previous research correlating the inter-

relationships of educational cost factors have shown the advisability

0f considering them as a group to emphasize their combined effects

on total financial support of educational programs. In order to main-

tain similar strength in the research plan for this study, the one

hlrndred and thirty cooperating school districts from the Stanford

standardization population having kindergarten through twelfth grade

or first through twelfth grade programs as adjusted in 1962-63 were

classified by quartile on each cost factor of size, ability, effort, and

eJilbenditure per pupil. Tables 1-4 display the distribution and classi-

f1"tation according to the four cost factors.
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TABLE 1. --C1assification of 130 school districts according to ability

(property valuation per pupil).

 

 

 

======:

Quartile Property Valuation Per Pupil (Dollars)

Quartile 4 17720 - 68744

Quartile 3 84971-717300

Quartile 2 5174 — 8457

Quartile 1 730 - 5054

Median - $8477

TABLE 2. -—C1assification of 130 school districts according to size

(average daily membership).

 

 

y Quartile Size (Average Daily Membership)

Quartile 4 3957 - 62250

Quartile 3 2464 - 3898

Quartile 2 1498 - 2443

Quartile 1 172 - 1469

Median — 245 3

TABLE 3. --C1assification of 130 school districts according to effort

(mills levied for operation).

 

_ Quartile Millage

Quartile 4 33.46 - 92.70

Quartile 3 21.24 -- 33.30

Quartile 2 14.00 - 21.00

Quartile 1 7.00 - 14.00

Median 21,12

 

 

TA BLE 4. --Classification of 130 school districts according to expendi-

ture per pupil for current operation.

 

 

\ Quartile Expenditure Per Pupil (Dollars)

Quartile 4 452 - 963

Quartile 3 383 - 448

Quartile 2 320 - 379

Quartile 1 144 - 319
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Classification of Districts on the Four Cost Factors

The cost factor data showed that ten of the thirty-one school

districts in the first quartile of expenditure distribution were also

in the first quartile of the effort, ability, and size distribution.

This represents 32 per cent of the districts in the first quartile based

on the expenditure factor and 8 per cent of the total number of

districts. In the fourth quartile of expenditure distribution there were

eight school districts which were also in the fourth quartile of the size,

ability and effort distributions, representing 25% of the districts in

the quartile or 6% of the total number of districts. In order to provide

an adequate size sample of districts and respondents within districts

a classification was made of districts which were in the first quartile

in expenditure and in the first or second quartiles of ability, size,

and effort. Twenty-one districts in the first quartile of the expenditure

factor were assigned to this classification.

Selection of the Sample

The method of selecting the sample depended primarily upon

the necessity of providing an adequate and proportionate number of

respondents, both teacher and administrator, in school districts within

the first and fourth quartiles of the distribution of financial factors,

and secondarily upon the desirability of providing several school dis-

1:I‘icts within each quartile. Since previous national research with

the educational characteristics in the instrument did not show signifi—

Cant differences in perceptions of respondents between regions of the

United States, no pre-determiined geographical method of distribution

of districts was used.
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First or Low Financial Support Quartile of Districts

Ten of the 32 school districts in the first quartile on all cost

factors were selected. Eight districts in the first quartile of the

expenditure factor and in the first or second quartile of size, effort,

and ability were selected in order to provide a sufficient number of

teacher and administrator respondents to match the number in the

high financial support quartile. The planned number of respondents

for the first quartile districts designated as "low financial support

quartile of districts" was 1364 teachers and 84 administrators, based

on a 100 per cent sampling of the nineteen districts. Usable data was

obtained from the completed instruments of 1081 teachers respondents

and 82 administrator respondents representing all of the nineteen

districts in the quartile.

Fourth Quartile or High Financial Support Quartile

of Districts

Seven of the eight school districts in the fourth quartile of

expenditure distribution which were also in the fourth quartile of

size, effort, and ability were selected randomly in order to provide

an adequate number of districts and a sufficient number of respondents

to correspond to the low financial support quartile. The planned number

of respondents for the fourth quartile districts designated as "high

financial support quartile of districts" based upon 100 per cent sampling

Was 1618 teachers and 113 administrators. Usable data was acquired

from the completed instruments of 1223 teacher respondents and 92

administrator respondents from the seven school districts within the

fc3111-th or high financial quartile of districts.
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Analysis of Financial Factors in High and Low

Support Districts

Table 5 presents an analysis of the cost factors of size,

ability, effort, and expenditure for the seven school districts com-

prising the fourth or high financial support quartile of districts and

for the 18 districts representing the first or low financial support

quartile of districts. Additional comparative data is presented con-

cerning numbers of teachers and administrators, pupil-teacher ratios,

pupil-administrator rations, and administrator-teacher ratios. The

arithmetic mean for each of the cost factors is also noted.

Mailing Proc edure 5

On August 28, 1963 a letter was sent to the Superintendents

of the 250 school districts in the study population inviting their co-

operation and participation in the research study. Included with the

letter was a preliminary data sheet requesting information concerning

the four cost factors and concerning the number of teachers and

administrators employed within the district for the 1963-64 school

year. After receiving affirmative replies and cost data from 130

School districts, the districts were ordered in quartiles based on the

financial factors and a sample drawn from the highest and lowest

financial quartiles.

On October 10, 1963 the packages of instruments and cover

1‘Eltters to each superintendent were mailed to the seven districts in

the high financial quartile and to the eighteen districts in the low

fitlancial quartile. An individual instruction sheet was enclosed with

ea.<:h instrument which was to be sealed and returned to a collection

1301111; upon completion. Superintendents in each school district were

in rnished detailed instructions for collection and return of completed
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TABLE 5. --Comparative financial factors for seven combined high

support districts and eighteen combined low support

districts.

 

 

Number of Teachers Admini strato r s Pupil s

 

 

 

 

 

 

Districts FrequencyMean Frequency Mean Frequency Mean

High

Quartile 7 1618 231.14 113 16.14 31968 4566.85

Low

Quartile 18 1364 75.7 84 4.67 36641 2035.60

Mean Valuation

(continued) Per Pupil Mean Millage Mean Expenditure

(Ability) (Effort) Per Pupil

High

Quartile $26337 36. 83 $636. 37

Low

Quartile 7098 18. 00 267. 85

(continued) Pupil-Teacher Pupil-Administrator Administrator-

_ Ratio Ratio Teacher Ratio

High

Quartile 19.7-1 282.9-1 14.3-1

Low

Quartile 26.8—1 436.2-1 16.2—1
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instruments. Completed responses were received from all of the

twenty-five districts which had agreed to participate.

Treatment of the Data

Each of the returned instruments was coded with an assigned

district number upon its removal from the envelope to insure its

identification for IBM punching and verifying. All of the returned

instruments were checked for completeness. Incomplete instruments

were not considered usable and were discarded. The data on the

supplementary information form completed and returned by each

school district Superintendentwere coded with instructions to gang

punch items 1-7 on all teacher and administrator respondent IBM cards

for the respective school district. Item 7 on the Superintendent's

supplementary information was weighted and scored according to the

following system: 4 points for accreditation by state and/or regional

agency - a "yes" answer; 1 point for a "no" answer indicating no

accreditation or approval by either state or regional agency.

The data were coded, punched and verified for IBM and com-

Puter tabulation. The IBM card layout utilized 78 columns, providing

for individual characteristic scores (56 columns); category scores

(1 5 columns); total scores (3 columns); district number (2 columns);

and all other supplementary data from the instruments. Printed IBM

135- Sting from card data was completed to facilitate computations for

f‘11‘1‘.her statistical tests and to recheck the completeness and accuracy

of each respondent instrument.

Statistical Methodology and Research Design

-RQearch Design

1, The "t" test for the significance of the difference between

the mean scores of the respondent types was used to determine the

cr'5(. a‘ ,,.,5f71\~14
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discrimination of the instrument.

2, The Hoyt analysis of variance method was used to measure

the reliability of the instrument. This reliability was computed from

the consistency of individual performance upon test items based upon

individual item to total score and item to category score within the

high and low financial support quartiles of districts.

3. The reliability of the instrument based upon individual item

to total score consistency and item to category score consistency

within individual districts was also computed by the Hoyt analysis of

variance method.

4. The point biserial correlation coefficient was obtained to

determine positive discrimination power of the individual educational

characteristic scores with respect to total score and their related

category scores.

Statistical Methodology

Statistical treatments of the data in this study were conducted

through the use of the facilities of the Computer Laboratory, Michigan

State University. Data was processed through the use of the Control

Data Corporation (CDC) 3600 computer. The 3600 is a large scale

electronic computer suited for scientific analysis. AES program

descriptions (Core Routines) were used to calculate standard deviations,

Il'leans, squares and sums of squares for computing the "t" test.

Core and AOV library routines were also utilized and adapted to calcu-

la.te the analysis of variance and point biserial correlation coefficients

on the CDC 3600. Computer calculations were checked at random by

Performing the statistical treatment on a mechanical calculator to

verify the results obtained.
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Summary

The factors of educational quality utilized in this study were

secured by means of the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC).
 

Educational cost factors of size, ability, effort and expenditure were

obtained from data submitted by the Superintendents of 130 public

school districts in forty-four states. The districts were then classi-

fied by quartiles according to the educational cost factors. A sample

of seven districts in the fourth or high financial support quartile and

eighteen districts in the first or low financial support quartile was

selected. Usable data was received from 1223 teacher respondents

and 92 administrator respondents in the fourth quartile districts and

from 1081 teacher and 82 administrator respondents in the first quar-

tile districts.

The data were scored and coded for IBM tabulation and statisti-

cal treatments required for tests of reliability and for item analyses

were processed through the use of the CDC 3600 computer. The ”t"

test was used to determine discrimination. The Hoyt Analysis of

Variance method was used to measure reliability from the consistency

of individual performance on test items within high and low financial

quartiles. The point biserial correlation coefficient was obtained to

determine positive discrimination power of individual characteristics

to category and total scores.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF HYPOTHESIS I DATA-~DISCRIMINATION

BETWEEN FINANCIAL QUARTILES

The analysis of data is reported in the following three chapters.

Each chapter is composed of a statement of the major hypothesis

tested, a summary of the findings, a description and interpretation

of the statistical treatment, the results of the statistical treatment

of the data, an evaluation of the hypothesis by means of a criterion of

significance, and the decision to accept or reject the null hypothesis.

The hypotheses being tested are stated in the null form and

are designated by the symbol HO. The . 05 level of significance is used

to define the probability level that is considered too low to warrant

support of the hypothesis being tested. If the probability of the occur-

rence of the observed data is smaller than the level of significance,

then the data are considered to be contradictory to the hypothesis and

a decision is made to reject the null hypothesis. Rejection of the null

hypothesis is regarded as a decision to accept the research hypothesis.

The non- rejection or acceptance of the null hypothesis signifies the

rejection of the corresponding research hypothesis. The decision

rules outlined here are used as guides in summarizing the results of

all subsequent statistical tests.

This chapter contains the analysis of the ability of the Educational
 

Sharacteristics Criterion, (ECC), to discriminate between high and
 

low financial support quartiles of United States public school districts

(IQ—12).

87
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The first general null hypothesis and six operational null

hypotheses are as follows:

The Educational Characteristics Criterion will show no

ability to discriminate between the first or low financial sup-

port quartile and the fourth or high financial quartile of

United States public school districts (K-12) which are classified

on the educational cost factors of size, effort, ability, and

expenditure .

 

Hla: There is no difference between the high financial

support districts and low financial support districts in the

total mean scores according to teacher responses.

Hlb: There is no difference between the high financial

support districts and low financial support districts in the

total mean scores according to administrator responses.

H2a: There is no difference between the high financial

support districts and low financial support districts in each

category mean score based upon teacher responses.

H2b: There is no difference between high financial

support districts and low financial support districts in each

category mean score based upon administrator responses.

H3a: There is no difference between the high financial

support districts and low financial support districts in each

educational characteristic mean score based upon teacher

responses.

H3b: The re is no difference between the high financial

support districts and low financial support districts in each

educational characteristic mean score based upon adminis-

trator responses.

Summary of Hypothesis I Results

1. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) discrimi-
 

nation findings show that according to the total scores of teachers and

the total scores of administrators, educational quality is present to a
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significantly higher extent in school districts having high educational

financial support than in school districts having low educational

financial support (Table 7).

2. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (Egg) discrimination

results indicate that according to each of the seven category scores of

teachers, educational quality is present to a significantly higher extent

in school districts having high educational financial support than in

school districts having low educational financial support (Table 8).

The findings indicate that administrator quality scores significantly

discriminate between high and low financial support districts in the

following three categories: IV, use of facilities; V, socio-cultural

composition of community; IV, administration and supervision (Table 8).

3. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ESE) discrimination

measures indicate that according to each of eighteen individual edu-

cational characteristic scores of both teachers and administrators,

educational quality exists in a significantly greater extent in school

districts having high educational financial support than in school dis-

tricts having low educational financial support (Table 9).

4. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) discrimination

indicates a significant negative relationship concerning educational

quality and educational financial support according to each of the three

educational characteristic scores of either teachers or administrators

presented in Table 10.

5. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) discrimination
 

findings indicate that according to scores of each of the twenty-three

educational characteristics listed in Table 11, educational quality is

present in significantly greater degree in school districts having high

financial support than in school districts with low financial support.

The twenty—three characteristics vary in their relationship to edu-

cational financial support according to respondent type since
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administrator scores of these same characteristics indicate there is

no significant difference in educational quality between high and low

financial support school districts.

6. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) discrimination
 

findings indicate that variations in relationships of quality to financial

support according to respondent type include two individual educational

characteristics which according to mean scores of administrators do

not significantly discriminate between high and low financial support

districts and which according to teacher scores exist in a significantly

higher measure in low educational financial support school districts

than in school districts having high educational financial support

(Table 12).

7. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) discrimination
 

indicates that for one educational characteristic (Table 13),,t1eacher

scores do not significantly discriminate between high and low financial

support districts and which according to administrator scores is

present in a significantly higher degree in school districts having low

financial support than in school districts having high educational

financial support.

8. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) non-discrimi-
 

nation is present in nine individual educational characteristics scores

according to scores of either teachers or administrators. These

indicate no significant difference exists in educational quality between

high and low financial support districts (Table 14).

9. An analysis of the findings of this study indicates strong

relationships between teacher samples according to total score,

category scores, and individual educational characteristics scores.

Differences are apparent in the relationship between teacher and

administrator perceptions of educational quality and financial support

in the comparable discrimination results (Table 6).
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10. The overall findings related to the ability of the Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) to discriminate positively between
 

educational quality in high and low educational financial support dis-

tricts indicate a strong positive relationship between perceptions of

educational quality and level of financial support (Table 6). The findings

in terms of contrasts between administrator and teacher quality per-

ceptions and level of financial support will be analyzed in detail follow-

ing results of Hypothesis II.

Statistical Tests and Treatments
 

The "t" distribution was used to test the significance of the

observed differences between the mean scores of high financial support

districts and low financial support districts according to teacher and

administrator responses. The limits within which the hypotheses will

be tenable and outside of which they will be rejected are based on a .05

level of significance. The "t" values which cut off 2. 5 percent of the

area in each tail of the "t" distribution provide the measure of relative

difference between the mean scores. The "t" statistic will be

numerically large when (l) the null hypothesis is not true or (2) the

null hypothesis is true but the difference between the mean experimental

errors is larger than what is expected on the basis of the assumptions

underlying the use of this experimental design.

The null hypotheses will be accepted if the "t‘I value exceeds

the significance level of .05 (p > .05). The region of rejection for

the null hypotheses is defined by the two tails of the confidence limits,

(.025 , .975). Where very strong rejections of null hypotheses occur,

higher probability levels for rejecting the null hypotheses are given,

for example: p < .001 or p < .01.
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Summaries of the results of the statistical treatments are pre-

sented in tabular form in the following sections. Additional data is

included in the appendices and referred to as needed in the analysis

of the test results.

The determination of whether an observed difference in total,

category, and individual characteristic mean scores between respondents

from high and low financial support districts is of such magnitude that

it cannot be attributed to chance factors or sampling variation is the

major interest. Additional examination and analysis is concerned,

however, with whether individual educational characteristics are posi-

tively or negatively related to a particular level of financial support.

Results and Evaluation of Statistical Treatment

Total Quality Sc 0 re s
 

In order to determine if the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion could provide information which would allow discrimination

between high and low financial support quartiles, the total mean scores

appearing in Table 7 were compared by means of the "t" test. On the

basis of the significant differences in total mean scores shown in

Table 7 we reject the null hypotheses:

Hla: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in the total mean

scores according to teacher responses.

Hlb: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in the total mean

scores according to administrator responses.

and accept the research hypotheses that the Educational Characteristics
 

Criteriog, (ECC) will discriminate positively between the first or low
 

financial support quartile and the fourth or high financial support

quartile and the fourth or high financial support quartile according to
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responses of both teachers and administrators. This discrimination

represents a significant relationship between educational quality and

educational financial support as defined in this study.

Table 7. Differences in total mean scores of respondents from high

financial support districts and low financial support districts.z

 P

 
 

 

Score Teachers Administrators

Total High Low High Low

‘ 153.095 144.408 159.000 152.232

S (p<.001) S(p<.02)

 

S indicates a level of significance between mean scores at a minimum of

P< .05.

P<‘ .001 and p < . 02 represent higher levels of significance than mini-

mum required.

Categpry Scores
 

Table 8 presents the results of the comparison of each category

mean score between high and low financial support quartiles of school

districts. . On the basis of the significant differences in category mean

scores we reject the null hypothesis:

H2a: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each category mean

score based upon teacher responses.

and accept the research hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (ESE) will discriminate between the district types according

to teacher responses. A significant positive relationship between edu-

cational quality as measured by category mean scores and financial

support is indicated since significant differences in category mean

scores appear for teacher respondents from different district types.

 

zSee Appendix H for additional statistical data.
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Additional analysis of the data in Table 8 leads to the rejection

of the null hypothesis:

H2b: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each category mean

score based upon administrator responses.

for category IV: ("Use of Facilities"), category V: (”Socio-cultural

Composition of Community"), and category VI: ("Administration and

Supervision") and the acceptance of the research hypothesis that the

Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) will discriminate positively
 

between district types according to administrator responses to these

categories. On the basis of no significant differences in category

mean scores we accept the null hypothesis H2b for category I:

("Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes"), category II: ("Community

Attitudes"), category 111: ("Curriculum"), and category VII: ("The

Teacher and Teaching Methods"). The lack of positive discrimination

between administrator responses according to district type for these

four categories indicates the lack of a significant positive relationship

between educational quality and financial support factors. The impli-

cations of the failure of administrator responses to substantiate the

hypothesis of a difference between each category mean score by dis-

trict type is discussed in Chapter VII.

Individual Educational Characteristic Scores
 

Appearing in Table 9 are eighteen individual educational

characteristics which are present in a significantly higher degree in

high financial support districts than in low financial support districts

according to both teacher and administrator responses. On the basis

of the significant difference in individual educational characteristic

mean scores we reject the null hypotheses:
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Table 8. Differences in category mean scores of respondents from

high financial support districts and low financial support
3 .

 

  

 

districts.

========—“

__=

S r Teachers Administrators

°° ° g High Low High Low

Category. I:

Student's Level of Knowl- 16. 32 15. 56 17. 47 16. 87

edge and Attitudes S (p < . 001) NS (p > .05)

Category 11:

Community Attitudes 28. 54 26. 92 29. 76 28. 27

S(p<.001) NS(p>.05)

Category III:

Curriculum 16.07 15.06 16.57 16.22

S(p<.001) NS(p>.05)

Category IV: 2.90 2.39 3.18 2.63

Use of Facilities S (p < .001) S (p < .001)

Category V:

Socio—Cultural Compo- 27.58 26.15 27.99 26.67

sition of community S (p < . 001) S (p < . 02)

Category VI:

Administration and 16.55 15.52 17.46 16.43

Supervision S (p < .001) S (p < .05)

Category VII:

The Teacher and Teaching 45. 09 42. 81 46. 58 45.15

Methods S (p < .001) NS (p > , 05)

 

S indicates statistically significant difference between category scores

at a minimum of p < . 05.

NS indicates a non- significant statistical difference between category

mean scores.

 

3See Appendix H for additional statistical data.
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H3a: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each educational

characteristic mean score based upon teacher responses.

H3b: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each educational

characteristic mean score according to administrator responses.

for the eighteen individual items listed in Table 9 and accept the

research hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics Criterion,
 

(@5193) will discriminate between high and low financial support dis-

tricts according to both teacher and administrator responses. The

results substantiate the hypothesis for these eighteen items that dif-

ferences in individual characteristic scores may be revealed by

respondents from different district types.

Table 9. Individual educational characteristics which are present in

a significantly higher degree in high financial support dis-

tricts than in low financial support districts according to

both teacher and administrator responses.4

 

 

Item No. Educational Characteristic

Categgry I: Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes

8 Students show a positive attitude toward scholastic

work.

16 Students are knowledgeable about the educational

and social opportunities available to them.

 

Category 11: Community Attitudes

21 Parents and patrons (those residents of a school

district without school-age children) are highly

knowledgeable about education.

39 The community exhibits a great concern for the

development of aesthetic and artistic interests.

 

Continued

 

4See Appendix I for additional statistical data.
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Table 9 - Continued

 
W

Item No. Educational Characteristic

Category 11: Community Attitudes - continued

40 A two-way communication channel readily exists

between the home and the school.

53 A high value is placed on education by parents and

patrons (those residents of a school district with-

out school-age children) of the community.

 

Category III: Curriculum

15 A great variety of instructional techniques are

presently used in the classroom.

 

wCategory IV: Use of Facilities

32 The physical facilities of the school system (build-

ings and equipment) are completely adequate.

 

Cawtegpry V: Socio-cultural Composition of the Community

34 Cultural experiences are readily available in the

community.

41 A high percentage of high school students own

personal cars.

42 A high percentage of homes own television sets.

48 This community is composed of people who are pre-

dominantly Jewish.

 
v—r

Category VI: Administration and Supervision

27 Citizens are highly organized to discuss school

problems.

 
7_.

Categoryle: The Teacher and Teaching Methods

7 Evidence exists of instructional and/or curricular

experimentation.

12 All teachers are certified to teach at the grade

level or subject they are now teaching.

 

Continued



99

Table 9 - Continued

 

 

 

Item No. Educational Characteristic
 f—w cw

Catggory VII: The Teacher and Teaching Methods - continued
 

14 A great variety of instructional techniques are

presently used in the classrooms.

18 Teachers often avail themselves of professional

help.

20 Availability to students of materials that reflect

all shades of political and sociological points of

view.

 

The Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), provides a
 

discrimination between district types according to both teacher and

administrator responses for each of the three educational character—

istics listed in Table 10. The discrimination however, indicates a

significant negative relationship since the mean scores for respondents

in low financial support districts significantly exceed the mean scores

for respondents in the high financial support'quartile. On the basis of

the significant differences in individual characteristic mean scores we

reject the null hypotheses:

H3a: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each educational

characteristic mean score based on teacher responses.

H3b: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each educational

characteristic mean score based on administrator responses.

for each of the three educational characteristics listed in Table lO'and

accept the research hypotheses that these individual items will dis-

criminate negatively between district types in terms of educational

quality and educational support. The three characteristics appear to

be typical of rural-oriented smaller communities and are not closely

associated with factors tending to influence financial support of school

districts.
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Table 10. Individual educational characteristics which are present in

a significantly higher degree in low financial support dis-

tricts than in high financial support districts according to

both teachers and administrators.5

 

 

Item No. Educational Characteristic
_vr

Categpry II: CommunityAttitudes

45 The parents of this community expect their children

to perform their share of family chores.

 

Category V: Socio-cultural Composition of Community

46 This community is composed of people who are

predominantly Protestant.

 
c_r

Categgry VII: The Teacher and Teaching Methods

24 High degree of teacher participation in social and

political activities of the community.

 

The remaining analysis is devoted to individual educational

characteristics which vary in their relationship to educational financial

support according to respondent type.

On the basis of significant differences in item mean scores for

each of the items listed in Table 11, we reject the null hypothesis:

H3a: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each educational

characteristics mean score based on teacher responses.

and on the strength of non-significant difference in item mean scores

we accept the null hypothesis:

H3b: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each educational

characteristic mean score based on administrator responses.

 

ssee Appendix I for additional statistical data.
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for each of the individual educational characteristics appearing in

Table 11. Administrator responses will not discriminate between

district types while teacher responses discriminate at a significantly

positive level.

Table 11. Individual educational characteristics which according to

teacher responses are present in a significantly higher de-

gree in high financial support districts than in low financial

support districts and according to administrator responses

are not significantly different in relation to district type.6

Item No.

Categgry I:

51

54

Educational Characteristic

Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes

Pupils consider an academic grade of at least a "B"

to be the norm for academic achievement.

Parents and patrons in the community consider an

academic grade at least "B" to be the norm for

academic achievement.

Categgry II: Community Attitudes

28

36

55

The perceptions of parents and patrons concerning

the purposes of education are consistent and clear.

A high percentage of the electorate in the community

vote in school elections.

Parents condone or encourage early dating for their

children.

 

Category III: Curriculum

4

17

Teachers perceive a coherent and coordinated

structure to the educational program.

A structure has been developed that permits con-

tinual curriculum development.

A complete comprehensive testing program includ-

ing intelligence testing and achievement testing is

available in the schools.

 

Continued

6See Appendix I for additional statistical data.
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Table 11 - Continued

 

Item No. Educational Characteristic

Category V: Socio-cultural Composition of Community

47

49

50

This community is composed of people who are pre-

dominantly Catholic.

The population of this community is equally divided

between Protestants and Catholics.

One or two ethnic groups comprise the largest

number of residents in the community.

 
fiV—v—j w

Category VI: Administration and Supervision

10

22

26

35

Professional staff of the school system are involved

in in-service education.

Lay members of the community are highly involved

in the planning of educational goals with the school

staff.

Regulations governing personnel policies are highly

explicit and detailed.

Teachers' judgments are almost always used in the

determination of educational policies.

 

Categgry VII: The Teacher and Teaching Methods

1

2

11

19

Teachers have an intimate knowledge of children.

Teaching practices reflect concern for individual

differences.

Teaching practices reflect a knowledge of individual

differences.

Teachers thoroughly understand the information

gathered on students and use this information to

make sound educational decisions.

Complete freedom is granted to students to investi-

gate any local, state, national, or international issue.

 

Continued
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Table 11 - Continued

 ‘7

Item No. Educational Characteristic
 

Catsgory VII: The Teacher and Teaching Methods - continued

31 There exists a high level of cooperation among

teachers on the staff.

33 The community and its residents are used for

instructional purposes.

43 A great deal of homework is assigned to students.

 

Through the examination of differences between responses of

teachers and administrators within high financial support districts and

within low financial support districts significant differences are found.

In terms of the findings, these differences between teacher and adminis-

trator responses to individual educational characteristics which occur

regardless of district type, will be subjected to a complete analysis of

possible determinants following the discussion and evaluation of

Hypotheses II, Chapter V.

On the basis of the significant differences in individual edu-

cational characteristic mean scores we reject the null hypothesis:

H3a: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each educational

characteristic mean score based on teacher responses.

for the two individual items reported in Table 12, and based on the

non-significant difference in individual educational characteristic mean

scores we accept the null hypothesis:

H3b: There is no significant difference between the high

financial support districts and low financial support districts in

each educational characteristic mean score based on adminis-

trator responses.
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for the educational characreristics listed in Table 12. The results

substantiate the research hypothesis that the Educational Character-
 

istics Criterion, (ECC) will discriminate between district types
 

according to teacher responses. The discrimination according to

teacher responses indicates the relationship between educational

quality and financial support is negative. The administrator responses

show no positive or negative discrimination between district types.

Table 12. Individual educational characteristics which according to

teacher responses are present in a significantly higher

degree in low financial support districts than in high

financial support districts and according to administrator

responses are not significantly different in high financial

support districts than in low financial support districts.7

 

Item No. Educational Characteristic

Eateggry V: Socio-cultural Composition of Communily
T

25 The social status of teachers is very high in this

community.

 

gategory VI:V Administration and Supervision

13 Teachers have complete freedom to teach what

they consider to be important.

 

The results of discrimination level and direction on the two

items in Table 12 which according to teacher respondents are present

to a greater degree in low financial support districts than in high

financial support districts are probably related in a positive manner

more to the size of the school district and community than to the other

cost factors. The rationale for this assumption is based upon the

 

7See Appendix I for additional statistical data.
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greater freedom and flexibility reflected in the procedures in many

small school districts and communities.

On the basis of the non-significant difference in individual item

mean. scores we accept the null hypothesis:

H3a: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each educational

characteristic mean score based on teacher responses.

for the one educational characteristic presented in Table 13, and on

the basis of significant difference in the item mean score we reject

the null hypothesis:

H3b: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each educational

characteristic mean score based on administrator responses.

for the one educational characteristic presented in Table 13. The re-

search hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics Criterion,
 

(EEQ) will discriminate between district types is rejected according to

teacher responses and accepted according to administrator responses.

However, the discrimination according to administrator responses

indicates a negative relationship between quality and financial support

since the individual educational characteristic is present in a signifi-

cantly higher degree in low financial support districts.

Table 13. Individual educational characteristic which, according to

administrator responses is present in a significantly higher

degree in low financial support districts than in high

financial support districts and according to teacher responses

is not significantly different according to district type.8

 

W"— 

 

Item No. Educational Characteristic
 

yCafitegory V: Socio—cultural Composition of Community
 

38 This is a highly stable community which does not

have too many people leaving.

 

8See Appendix I for additional statistical data.
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According to teacher responses there is no significant difference

in the community stability. Administrator respondents feel that the

highly stable community is more likely to contain the low educational

financial support district than the high financial support school

district.

On the basis of the non-significant differences in individual edu-

cational characteristic mean scores we accept the null hypotheses:

H3a: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each educational

characteristic mean score based on teacher responses.

H3b: There is no difference between the high financial support

districts and low financial support districts in each educational

characteristic mean score based on administrator responses.

for each of the nine educational characteristics presented in Table 14

and reject the research hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (ECC) will discriminate between high and low financial sup-

port school districts according to both teacher and administrator

responses. The data shows no significant relationship between edu-

cational quality as measured by these items and financial support.

Table 14. Individual educational characteristics which are not signifi-

cantly different in high financial support districts and low

financial support districts according to both teachers and

administrators.9

 

Item No. Educational Characteristic
*7 

Category I: Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes
 

9 Students evidence accurate knowledge of self.

52 The professional staff of the schools in the com-

munity consider an academic grade of at least "B"

to be the norm for academic achievement.

 

Continued

9See Appendix I for additional statistical data.
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Table 14 - Continued

 

 

r—Y

Item No. Educational Characteristic
 

Category 11: Community Attitudes
 

29 The local newspaper has shown a high interest in

local school affairs.

30 There is no lag between the values taught in the

school and what is practiced in the community.

37 There are outstanding community leaders in this

community who exhibit great interest in school

affairs.

 

Categgry III: Curriculum
 

5 Consensus exists among the staff concerning the

goals of the educational program.

 

gCatggory V: Socio-cultural Composition of the Community
 

44 A high degree of ethnic, racial, and religious

homogeniety exists among the local population.

 

Category VI: Administration and Supervision
 

23 Regulations governing student conduct are highly

explicit and detailed.

56 School program is accredited by the state and/by

regional accrediting agencies.

 

Individual Educational Characteristic

Score Relationships and Summarj

 

 

l. A strong positive relationship between educational quality,

as measured by teacher and administrator perceptions, and educational

financial support is indivated by teacher responses to forty-one of the

fifty-six individual educational characteristics (Table 11). Adminis-

trator responses to eighteen of these characteristics indicate the
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same relationship between high quality and high support and between

low quality and low support (Table 9).

2. High educational quality is significantly associated with low

financial support and low educational quality with high financial support

according to both teacher and administrator responses to three indi-

vidual educational characteristics (Table 10). Teacher responses to

two additional characteristics indicating a significant negative relation-

ship between educational quality and financial support are found in

Table 12. According to administrator responses one additional edu-

cational characteristic is present in a significantly higher degree in

low financial support districts than in high financial support districts

(Table 13).

3. The summaries in Table l and Table 15 indicate consider-

able difference between teacher and administrator perceptions of

educational quality and educational financial support. Strong positive

relationships are found in a greater degree in teacher responses than

in administrator responses.

4. A summary of the relationships between individual educational

characteristics and educational financial support presented in this

study is compared with corresponding findings from the 1962 Michigan

study (Table l and 15). Agreement is present in forty individual edu-

cational characteristics which according to teacher responses are

present in a higher degree in high financial support districts than in

low financial support districts. Administrator responses to sixteen

individual characteristics show a positive relationship between edu-

cational quality and financial support according to both studies.

Identical negative relationships between quality and financial

support are found in teacher responses to three individual educational

characteristics and administrator responses to two educational

cha racte ristic s .
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Table 15. Relationships between financial support level and differences in

educational quality as measured by individual educational

characteristic mean scores, category mean scores, and total

scores for respondents in Michigan and United States samples of

teachers and administrators. 1°

 

 

 

 

Category and Teachers Administrators

Item No. y y United States Michigag United States Michigan

Category I:

Student's Level of Knowledge + + NS +

and Attitudes

8 + + + +

9 NS + NS +

16 + + + +

51 + + Ns +

52 NS + NS NS

54 + + NS NS

 

Category II:

 

Community Attitudes: + + NS 1-

21 + + + +

28 + + NS +

29 NS + NS +

30 NS + NS 1-

36 + + NS NS

37 NS + NS +

39 + + + +

40‘ + + + +

45 - - - -

53 - + + + +

55 + + NS NS

W

Category III:

 

Curriculum + + NS +

4 + + NS +

5 NS + NS +

6 + + NS +

15 + + + +

17 + + NS +

 

Continued
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Table 15 - Continued

 

 
 

 

 

 

m .e , {cc—W 7

Category and Teachers Administrators

Itemjo. W United States Michigan United States Michigan

Category IV:

Use of Facilities (32) + + + +

Category V: Socio—cultural

Composition of Community + + + +

25 - + NS +

34 + + + +

38 NS NS - NS

41 + + + +

42 + + + +

44 NS - NS -

46 — - - -

47 + + NS +

43 + + + NS

49 + + NS +

50 + NS NS NS

 

Category VI:

 

Administration and Supe rvision + + + +

10 + + NS +

22 + + NS +

23 NS NS NS NS

26 + + NS +

Z7 + + + +

35 + + NS +

56 NS + NS +

 

Category VII:

The Teacher and Teaching

 

Methods + + NS +

1 + + NS +

2 + + NS +

3 + + NS +

7 + + + +

11 + + NS +

12 + + + +

13 - - NS NS

14 + + + +

 

Continued
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Table 15 - Continued

 

Category and Teachers Administrators

Item No. United States Michigan United States Michigan

  

Category VII: (continued)

The Teacher and Teaching

 

 

Methods + + NS +

18 + + + +

19 + + NS NS

20 + + + NS

24 - + - +

31 + + NS NS

33 + + NS +

43 + + NS +

Total Score + + + +

 

Key: + indicates association of high quality with high financial support,

low quality with low financial support.

- indicates association of high quality with low financial support

and low quality with high financial support.

NS indicates non- significant association of quality with degree of

financial support.



CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS OF HYPOTHESIS II DATA--DISCRIMINATION BETWEEN

TEACHER-ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS OF QUALITY

WITHIN FINANCIAL QUARTILES

This chapter is the analysis of the ability of the Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), to discriminate between the per-
 

ceptions of teachers and of administrators within the high financial

support quartile of school districts, within the low financial support

quartile of school districts, and within selected individual large and

small school districts. The statements comprising the analysis follow

the outline presented in the preceding chapter.

The second general null hypothesis and five operational null

hypotheses are stated as follows:

The Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) will show

no ability to discriminate between the responses of teachers and

administrators within the high financial support quartile, within

the low financial support quartile, within individual large school

districts, and within individual small school districts.

 

H4a: Within high financial support districts and within low

financial support districts there is no difference between total

mean scores of teachers and administrators.

H4b: Within high financial support districts and within low

financial support districts there is no difference between each

category mean score of teachers and administrators.

H4c: Within high financial support districts and within low

financial support districts there is no difference between each

educational characteristic mean score of teachers and adminis-

trators.

112
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H5a: Within individual large and small school districts there

is no difference between total mean scores of teachers and

administrators.

H5b: Within individual large and small school districts there

is no difference between each category mean score of teachers

and administrators.

Summary of Hypothesis II Results Concerning High and

Low Financial Support School Districts

1. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) discrimination
 

between total mean scores of teachers and administrators within high

financial support districts and within low financial support districts

indicates that there are significant differences between teachers and

administrators within each district type concerning the level of edu-

cational quality of the district (Table 19).

2. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) discrimination
 

between category mean scores of teachers and administrators within

each district type indicates that there is disagreement between teacher

and administrator perceptions of educational quality regardless of

district type for each category except category V: ("Socio-cultural

Composition of Community"). Table 20 graphically presents this data.

3. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) discrimination
 

between category mean scores of teachers and administrators within

high financial support districts and within low financial support dis-

tricts indicates that administrators are overvaluing all seven categories

of educational characteristics within each district type (Table 16).

4. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) non-discrimi-
 

nation findings indicate that according to the individual educational

characteristic mean scores of teachers and administrators within each

district type there is agreement in regard to educational quality repre-

sented in each of the twenty~eight educational characteristics in Table 21.
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5. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) discrimination
 

measures indicate that according to each of four individual educational

characteristics appearing in Table 22, administrators in high financial

support districts are overvaluing educational quality. Non-discrimi-

nation between individual educational characteristic mean scores with-

in low quartile districts indicates consensus between teachers and

administrators as to the educational quality measured by these four

characteristics.

6. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) discrimination
 

between individual educational characteristic mean scores of teachers

and administrators within low financial support districts indicate that

administrators are undervaluing educational quality as represented by

one educational characteristic (Table 23, Part I) and overvaluing edu-

cational quality as represented by nine educational characteristics

(Table 23, Part II). Consensus exists between teacher and adminis-

trator perceptions of quality as measured by these ten characteristics

within the high financial support districts.

7. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) provides a
 

significant measure of discrimination between individual educational

characteristic mean scores of teachers and administrators within

either high financial support districts or low financial support districts

for each of the fourteen quality characteristics listed in Table 24. The

discrimination findings indicate that administrators, regardless of

district type, are undervaluing the educational characteristic in Part I,

Table 24 and overvaluing the thirteen educational quality characteristics

in Part II of Table 24.

8. Summaries of the findings concerning relationships between

teacher and administrator perceptions of educational quality according

to district type are compared with the findings of the 1962 Michigan

study in Tables 16 and 17. Findings in both studies show a tendency for
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administrators to overvalue educational quality according to total

mean scores and all category mean scores. Agreement in the results

of each study is present in regard to the non-discrimination present

in mean scores of category V: ("Socio-cultural Composition of Com-

munity") and the significant discrimination present in Category VII:

("The Teacher and Teaching Methods"). Similar results are found

in administrator-teacher perceptions of quality as measured by thirty-

four individual educational characteristics within high financial support

districts and thirty-five individual educational characteristics within

low financial support districts. However the overall results in the

Michigan study indicate a general level of consensus between adminis-

trator and teacher perceptions of educational quality while the overall

findings in this study indicate significantly different perceptions of

educational quality are held by teachers and administrators.

Table 16. Relationships of teacher and administrator perceptions of

quality within high and low financial support districts in

Michigan and United States samples.

 fir

Category and High Financial Low Financial

Item No. Support Districts Support Districts

United States Michigan United States Michigan

  

 m

Category I:

 

Student's Level of Knowl- + NS + NS

edge and Attitudes

8 + + + +

9 + + + +

16 + + + +

51 NS NS + NS

52 NS NS NS NS

54 NS NS + +

 

Continued
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Table 16 - Continued

 

Category and High Financial Low Financial

Item No. Support Districts Support Districts
 

United States Michigan United States Michigan
 

Category II:

 

Community Attitudes + NS + NS

21 + NS NS NS

28 NS NS NS NS

29 + - NS +

30 NS NS NS NS

36 NS - NS NS

37 + NS + NS

39 NS - NS NS

40 + N5 + +

45 NS - NS NS

53 NS NS NS +

55 - NS - -

 ——_——

Category III:

 

Curriculum + NS + NS

4 NS NS NS NS

5 NS NS + - NS

6 NS NS + N5

15 + + + NS

17 NS NS + +

 

Category IV:

 

 

Use of Facilities (32) + + + N8

Category V:

Socio-cultural Composition

of Community NS NS NS NS

25 + NS NS NS

34 NS NS NS NS

38 NS NS NS NS

41 NS NS NS NS

42 NS NS NS NS

44 NS - NS NS

46 NS - NS NS

47 NS NS NS -

48 NS - - -

49 NS NS NS -

50 NS - NS NS

 

Continued
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Table 16 - Continued

 

m 

Category and High Financial Low Financial

Item No. Support Districts Support Districts

Bnited States Michigan United States Michigan

 
 

 

Category VI:

Administration and

 

Supervision + - + N5

10 NS NS NS NS

22 NS NS NS NS

23 NS NS N5 +

26 NS NS + N5

27 NS + NS -

35 + + + +

56 NS a NS a

 

Category VII:

The Teacher and Teaching

 

Methods + + + +

1 NS + NS +

2 NS NS NS NS

3 NS NS NS NS

7 + NS + +

11 NS NS NS NS

12 + a + a

13 NS NS NS NS

14 + NS + NS

18 + + NS NS

19 ’ + NS + +

20 + + + -|-

24 NS NS NS -

31 NS N8 + NS

33 NS NS + NS

43 NS + + NS

 

Total Score + NS + NS

 

aData not available from Michigan study.

Key: + indicates significant difference between administrator and teacher

perception with administrator overvaluing or teacher undervaluing

quality scores.

- indicates significant difference between administrator and teacher

quality perception with teacher overvaluing or administrator under-

valuing quality scores.

NS indicates no significant difference between teacher and adminis-

trator quality pe rc eption.
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Summary of Tests of Hypothesis II Concerning Individual

Large and Small School Districts

1. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) non-discrimi-
 

nation between teacher and administrator total quality scores within one

large school district and within one small school district indicates

that significant agreement exists between teachers and administrators

within each district concerning the level of educational quality in the

respective district schools. ECC discrimination between total mean
 

scores of teachers and administrators in the other small district indi-

cates significant difference or disagreement between teacher and

administrator perceptions of educational quality (Table 25).

2. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) non-discrimi-
 

nation between category mean scores of teachers and administrators

within one large district of the high financial support quartile indicates

agreement between teacher and administrator perceptions of educational

quality as measured by categories I: ("Student's Level of Knowledge and

Attitudes"), 11: ("Community Attitudes“), VI: ("Administration and

Supervision"), and VII: ("The Teacher and Teaching Methods").

Discrimination between teacher and administrator category scores

within this district is indicated by the significant differences in their

perceptions of education quality in categories 111: (“Curriculum"), IV:

("Use of Facilities”), and V: (”Socio-cultural Composition of Commun-

ity"). ‘ Table 26 reports the summary of these relationships.

3. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) non-discrimi-
 

nation between category mean scores of teachers and administrators

within two small school districts representing the low financial support

quartile of districts shows agreement between teacher and adminis-

trator perceptions of educational quality for all seven categories in

District No'. 23 and administrator-teacher agreement for categories I:

("Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes"), III: (“Curriculum”),

IV: ("Use of Facilities"), and VI: ("Administration and Supervision")
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for District No. 15. Significant disagreement or discrimination between

teacher and administrator quality perceptions of categories II:

("Community Attitudes"), V: ("Socio-cultural Composition of Com-

munity"), and VII: ("The Teacher and Teaching Methods") is noted

for District No. 15.

4. The findings indicate a lack of systematic agreement between

the individual large school district scores and the high financial support

quartile results and between the two small school district findings and

the low financial support quartile results. The relationships between

teacher and administrator perceptions of educational quality within

individual large and small school districts appear to differ from their

respective financial quartiles according to the unique and special values

and expectations within individual school districts and communities

(Tables 20 and 26).

5. The systematically positive agreement between teacher and

administrator perceptions of educational quality within individual large

and small school districts in the 1962 Michigan study are not verified

fully by the findings of this study. Table 18 summarizes the compara-

tive relationships of teacher and administrator category mean scores

of individual large and small school districts. Comparable results are

found in categories I: ("Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes"),

III: ("Curriculum"), IV: (”Use of Facilities"), and VI: ("Administration

and Supervision“) for small school districts within the low financial

support quartile and categories I: ("Student's Level of Knowledge and

Attitudes") and 11: (”Community Attitudes”) for the large school district

within the high financial support quartile. With the exception of one

small district, the results for total quality scores of teachers and

administrators substantiate the difference in over-all findings of this

study as compared to the 1962 study of Michigan teachers and adminis-

trators. The differences in over-all results and findings were initially

indicated in the analysis of Tables 16 and 17.
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Statistical Tests and Treatments

The "t" test statistic was used to determine the significance

of the observed differences between the mean scores of teachers and

administrators. The statistical objectives dictated the .05 level of

significance for rejection or acceptance of the null hypotheses. The

null hypotheses will be accepted if the "t" value exceed the chosen

significance level (13> . 05), indicating agreement of perception between

teachers and administrators. The null hypotheses will be accepted if

the "t" statistic is not greater than the significance level indicating

non-agreement or difference in the perceptions of teachers and

admini st rato r s .

The full statistical tests and techniques described and used in

analyzing Hypothesis 1, Chapter IV, are used to fulfill the objectives

of the analysis of Hypothesis II. A comparison is made of the levels

of agreement and disagreement between teacher and administrator per-

ceptions of educational quality according to the levels of financial

support. The objectives of these tests and treatments require specify-

ing the extent of agreement between teacher and administrator responses

in both low and high financial support districts and the additional effects

of financial support levels on the relationships between teacher and

administrator perceptions of educational quality.

Results and Evaluation of Statistical Treatment

Total Scores Within High and Low

Financial Support Districts

 

 

In order to determine if the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (ECC) could provide information concerning the unanimity

of teacher and administrator perceptions of quality within low and high
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financial support quartiles, the total mean scores appearing in

Table 19 were compared by means of the "t" test. On the basis of

statistically significant differences in total mean scores we reject

the null hypothesis:

H4a: Within high financial support districts and within low

financial support districts there is no difference between total

mean scores of teachers and administrators.

and reject the research hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (ECC) will not discriminate positively between the responses

of teachers and administrators.

Table 19. Differences between the total mean scores of teachers and

administrators according to high and low educational

financial support school districts.1

 

 

High Financial Low Financial

Score Support Districts Support Districts

Teachers Administrators Teachers Administrators

  

 

Total 153.095 159.000 144.408 152.231

S(P< .005) S(P< .001)

 

S indicates a level of significance between mean scores at a minimum

of P < . 05.

P < .005 and P < . 001 represent higher levels of significance than the

minimum required.

The positive discrimination between teacher and administrator

responses concerning educational quality indicates that there is signifi-

cant disagreement between teachers and administrators concerning

total educational quality within both high and low educational financial

support districts.

1See Appendix J for additional statistical data.
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Category Scores Within High and Low

Financial Support Districts

Table 20 presents the results of the comparison of each cate-

gory mean score of teacher and administrator responses according

to district type. On the basis of the significant differences in category

mean scores we reject the null hypothesis:

H4b: Within high financial support districts and within low

financial support districts there is no difference between each

category mean score of teachers and administrators.

for each category except category V: ("Socio-cultural Composition of

Community") and reject the research hypothesis that the Educational

Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) will not discriminate between teacher

and administrator responses within high or low financial support

districts. On the basis of non—discrimination between teachers and

administrators for category V: ("Socio-cultural composition of com-

munity") we accept the null hypothesis H4b and the research hypothesis

which indicates an expected agreement between teacher and adminis-

trator responses according to district type.

The significant level of discrimination between the responses

of teachers and administrators in six of the seven categories indicates

that there is a difference in their perceptions of the effects of the

various influences upon educational quality within both high and low

financial support school districts. The level of category mean scores

described in Table 20 also indicate that administrators in both district

types are overvaluing the educational quality in relation to the views

of teachers within the same district types. It is also possible to

interpret this effect as an undervaluing of educational quality by

teachers as opposed to the responses of administrators to the identical

measures of quality. Theiuniformly higher category mean scores of

administrators is present regardless of district type indicating

independence from the financial support factors.
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Table 20. Differences between category mean scores of teachers and

administrators according to high and low educational

financial support districts.z

High Financial Low Financial

Score Support Districts Support Districts
 

Teache r Administrator 5

 

Teache r Administrators

 

Category I:

Student's Level

of Knowledge 16. 32 17.47

and Attitudes S(P < . 001)

Category 11:

Community 28. 54 29. 76

Attitudes S(P< . 05)

Category III:

Curriculum 16. O7 16. 57

S(;P< . 05)

Category IV:

Use of 2. 90 3. 18

Facilities S(P< . 01)

Category V:

Socio—cultural

Composition of 25. 58 27. 99

Community NS(P> . 05)

Category VI:

Administration 16. 55 17.46

and Supervision S(P < . 02)

Category VII:

The Teacher

and Teaching 45. 09 46. 58

Methods S(P < , 02)

15.56 16.87

S(P< .001)

26.92 28.27

S(P< .05)

15.06 16.22

S(P< .05)

2.39 2.63

S(P< .02)

26.15 26.67

NS(P> .05)

15.16 16.43

S(P< .005)

42.81 45.15

S(P < .001)

 

S indicates statistically significant difference between category mean

scores at a minimum of P < . 05 with higher levels indicated.

NS indicates a non-significant statistical difference between category

mean scores.

zSee Appendix J for additional statistical data.
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. The non-discrimination present in category V: ("Socio-

cultural Composition of Community") signifies consensus between

teacher and administrator perceptions of educational quality related

to the characteristics concerning community and environmental

factors. It could be assumed that teacher and administrator expecta-

tions regarding the relationships between educational quality and socio-

cultural factors are similar in school districts of both high and low

financial support quartiles.

Individual Educational Characteristic

Scores Within ngi1 and Low Financial

Support Districts

 

 

 

Based on an item by item analysis of individual educational

characteristic mean scores to determine non-significant differences

between teacher and administrator responses we accept the null

hypothesis:

H4c: Within high financial support districts and within low

financial support districts there is no difference between each

educational characteristic mean score of teachers and adminis-

trators.

for the twenty—eight individual educational characteristics appearing

in Table 21 and accept the research hypothesis that the Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) will not discriminate between
 

teacher and administrator perceptions of educational quality within

high and low financial support districts.

The results of the non-discrimination of these individual items

substantiate the findings that category V: ("Socio-cultural Composition

of Community") provides the highest degree of consensus between

administrator and teacher perception of educational quality.

On the basis of the significant differences in individual educational

Characteristic mean scores we reject the null hypothesis:



127

Table 21. Individual educational characteristics on which consensus

exists between teachers and administrators within high

financial support districts and within low financial support

districts.3

 

 

Item No. Educational Characteristic

Category I: Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes

52 The professional staff of the schools in the community

consider an academic grade of at least "B" to be the

norm for academic achievement.

 
Mr

Category II: Community Attitudes

28 The perceptions of parents and patrons concerning the

purposes of education are consistent and clear.

30 There is no lag between the values taught in the school

and what is practiced in the community.

36 A high percentage of the electorate in the community

vote in school elections.

39 The community exhibits a great concern for the

development of aesthetic and artistic interests.

45 The parents in this community expect their children to

perform their share of family chores.

53 A high value is placed on education by the parents and

patrons (those residents of a school district without

school-age children) of the community.

 

CategorLIII: Curriculum

4 Teachers perceive a coherent and coordinated struc-

ture to the educational program.

 

Catfigory V: Socio-cultural Composition of Community

34 Cultural experiences are readily available in the

community.

38 This is a highly stable community which does not have

too many people leaving.

 

Continued

3See Appendix K for additional statistical data.
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Table 21 - Continued

 

 

Item No. Educational Characteristic
 

‘r

Category V: Socio-cultural Composition of Community (cont'd)
 

41

42

44

46

47

49

50

A high percentage of high school students own

personal cars.

A high percentage of homes own television sets.

A high degree of ethnic, racial, and religious homo-

geniety exists among the local population.

This community is composed of people who are pre-

dominantly Protestant.

This community is composed of people who are pre-

dominantly Catholic.

The population of this community is equally divided

between Protestants and Catholics.

One or two ethnic groups comprise the largest

number of residents in the community.

 

Category VI: Administration and Supervision
 

10

22

23

27

56

Professional staff of the school system are involved

in in-service education.

Lay members of the community are highly involved

in the planning of educational goals with the school

staff.

Regulations governing student conduct are highly

explicit and detailed.

Citizens are highly organized to discuss school

problems.

School program is accredited by the state and/or

regional accrediting agencies.a

Continued

3 . . . . .

Teacher scores were obta1ned from adm1nistrator information

sheet.
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Table 21 - Continued

 m

Item No. i Educational Characteristic

Category VII: The Teacher and Teaching Methods

1 Teachers have intimate knowledge of children.

2 Teaching practices reflect concern for individual

differences.

3 Teaching practices reflect a knowledge of individual

differences.

11 Teachers thoroughly understand the information

gathered on students and use this information to

make sound educational decisions.

13 Teachers have complete freedom to teach what

they consider to be important.

24 High degree of teacher participation in social and

political of the community.

 

H4c: Within high financial support districts and within low

financial support districts there is no difference between each

educational characteristic mean score of teachers and adminis-

trators.

for the high financial support quartile districts and accept the null

hypothesis for the low financial support districts for the four individual

characteristics reported in Table 22. The research hypothesis that

the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) will not discriminate
 

between administrator and teacher responses is rejected for the high

financial support quartile and accepted for the low financial support

quartile districts. The significant discrimination or differences in

perceptions in the high financial support districts indicate that adminis-

trators are overvaluing the four characteristics listed in Table 22, in.

relation" to item mean scores of teacher respondents for the same

characteristic s .
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Table 22. Individual educational characteristics which are overvalued

by administrators in high financial support districts and on

which consensus exists between teachers and administrators

in low financial support districts.4

 

Item No. Educational Characteristic
 

Categpry 11: Community Attitudes
 

21 Parents and patrons (those residents of a school dis-

trict without school-age children) are highly knowledge-

able about education.

29 The local newspaper has shown a high interest in local

school affairs.

 

Cgtegory V: Socio-cultural Composition of Community
 

25 The social status of teachers is very high in this

community.

 

Catpgory VII: The Teacher and TeachingMethods
 

18 Teachers often avail themselves of professional help.

 _r_*

The findings indicate that administrators of high financial sup-

port districts view the social status of teachers and the extent to which

teachers seek professional help somewhat differently than the teachers.

It is also apparent that teacher values and standards relating to the

extent of knowledge about education shown by lay members of the com—

munity are somewhat higher than administrator values and standards.

The overvaluing by administrators of the characteristic representing

interest in school affairs by the newspaper could logically be attributed

in part by the kind and type of news coverage and interest shown.

 

‘See Appendix K for additional statistical data.
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Based on the significant difference in individual educational

characteristic mean scores we reject the null hypothesis:

H4c: Within high financial support districts and within low

financial support districts there is no difference between each

educational characteristic mean score of teachers and adminis-

trators.

for the low financial support districts and accept the null hypothesis

for the high financial support districts for the ten individual items

appearing in Table 23. The research hypothesis stating that the

Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) will not discriminate
 

significantly between teachers and administrators is rejected for the

low quartile districts and accepted for the high financial support

districts. Administrators in the low financial quartile undervalue the

single characteristic in the first part of Table 23 and overvalue the

nine educational characteristics reported in the second part of Table 23.

Table 23. Individual educational characteristics which are undervalued

(Part I) or overvalued (Part 2) by administrators in low

financial support districts and on which consensus exists

between teachers and administrators in high financial support

districts.5

 

 *7

Item No. Educational Characteristic

 

Part 1 - Undervalues by Administrators in Low Financial

Support Districts

Category V: Community Attitudes

48 This community is composed of people who are pre-

dominantly Jewish.

 

Part 2 - Overvalued by Administrators in Low Financial

Support Districts

Categpry I: Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes

51 Pupils consider an academic grade of at least "B" to

be the norm for academic achievement.

 

Continued

5see Appendix K for additional statistical data.
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Table 23 - Continued

 

 

Item No. Educational Characteristic

Categoryl: Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes (cont'd)

54 Parents and patrons in the community consider an

academic grade of at least "B" to be the norm for

academic achievement.

 
f

Catpgory III: Curriculum

5 Consensus exists among the staff concerning the

goals of the educational program.

6 A structure has been developed that permits con—

tinual curriculum experimentation.

17 A complete comprehensive testing program includ—

ing intelligence and achievement testing is available

in the schools. '

Category_ Vl: Administration and Supervision

26 Regulations governing personnel policies are highly

explicit and detailed.

 

Category VII: The Teacher and TeachirfiMethods

31 There exists a high level of cooperation among

teachers of the staff.

33 The community and its residents are used for

instructional purposes.

43 A great deal of homework is assigned to students.

 

An analysis of the results reported in Table 23 indicates that

administrators of low financial quartile districts understate the pro-

portion of Jewish population in their communities. The findings also

Show that administrators in low quartile districts overvalued the nine

individual educational characteristics in Part 2 of Table 23. The

absence of administrator overvaluing in Category 11: ("Community
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Attitudes") and Category V: ("Socio-cultural Composition of Community")

is evident. It appears that teachers and administrators perceive the

characteristics concerning socio-economic-cultural aspects of their

communities in similar ways. The nine characteristics which are

overvalued by low quartile administrators deal with values and expecta-

tions which largely can be classified as part of the internal structure of

the school program. These significant differences in perceptions of

educational quality by teachers and administrators in the low financial

support districts could be attributed to (1) basic differences in edu-

cational values, standards and expectations, and (2) lack of ineffective-

ness of communications between teaching and administrative personnel.

The Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) provides a
 

measure of discrimination between teachers and administrators within

either high financial support or low financial support districts for each

of the fourteen individual educational characteristics listed in Table 24.

The discrimination indicates an undervaluing of the single educational

characteristic in Part 1 since the teacher item mean score significantly

exceeds the administrator mean score for the same item. The remain-

ing thirteen individual characteristics are overvalued by administrators

in both high and low quartile districts according to their relationship to

teacher mean scores. On the basis of the significant differences in

individual characteristic mean scores we reject the null hypothesis:

H4c: Within high financial support districts and within low

financial support districts there is no difference between each

educational characteristic mean score of teachers and adminis-

trators.

and reject the research hypothesis of non-discrimination between

teacher and administrator responses with school districts of high and

low financial support for the individual items reported in Table 24.



134

Table 24. Individual educational characteristics which are undervalued

(Part 1) or overvalued (Part 2) by administrators in low

financial support districts and in high financial support

districts.6

*

*7

Item No. Educatiopal Characteristic

Part 1: Undervalued by Administrators

Categpy II: Community Attitudes

55 Parents condone or encourage early dating for their

children.

 

Part 2: Overvalued by Administrators

Category I: Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes

8 Students show a positive attitude toward scholastic

work.

9 Students evidence accurate knowledge of self.

16 Students are knowledgeable about the educational and

social opportunities available to them.

 

Category 11: Community Attitudes

37 There are outstanding community leaders in this com-

munity who exhibit great interest in school affairs.

40 A two-way communication channel readily exists

between the home and the school.

 

Catggory III: Curriculum

15 A great variety of instructional techniques are

presently used in the classroom.

 

Category IV: Use of Facilities

32 The physical facilities of the school system (buildings

and equipment) are completely adequate.

 

Category VI: Administration and Supervision

35 Teachers' judgments are almost always used in the

determination of educational policies.

 

Continued

6See Appendix K for additional statistical data.
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Table 24 - Continued

 m a

Item No. Educational Characteristic

Category VII: The Teacher and Teaching Methods

7 Evidence exists of instructional and/or curricular

experimentation.

12 All teachers are certified to teach at the grade level

or subject they are now teaching.

14 A great variety of instructional techniques are

presently used in the classrooms.

19 Complete freedom is granted to students to investi-

gate any local, state, national or international issue.

20 Availability to students of materials that reflect all

shades of political and sociological points of view.

 

The overvaluing or undervaluing of the individual educational

quality characteristics listed in Table 24 can be assumed to occur

independently of district type. Administrators, according to their per-

ceptions, tend to overvalue quality in relation to perceptions of teachers

since thirteen of the individual items listed are overvalued while only a

single item is undervalues.

The findings with regard to administrator overvaluing of quality

determinants reveal the presence of overvaluing to be associated with

educational characteristics which normally occur in the classroom

situation. An imperfect but discernable pattern emerges from the

characteristics appearing in Table 24. Administrators, regardless of

district type, tend to overvalue the quality characteristics generally

measured by intimate knowledge of students and of activities conducted

by the teacher within classrooms. This tendency is particularly evident

in the contract between administrator-teacher responses to the three

items in Category I: (“Student's Knowledge and Attitudes"); the
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Category III item relating to instructional techniques in use; and the

five characteristics in Category VII: . ("The Teacher and Teaching

Methods"). These educational characteristics are all closely related

to the level of classroom instruction. The significant differences in

quality perception of these items may be assumed to reflect either a

difference in values and expectations between teachers and adminis-

trators or an indication of inadequacy of administrator information

concerning those quality characteristics which are associated most

closely with individual students and individual classroom activities.

Administrators regardless of district financial support level

also overvalue the adequacy of school facilities and the extent of the

use of teacher judgments in educational policy making. Assuming ade-

quate information concerning these characteristics, the reasons for

administrator overvaluing could be influenced by the presence of dif-

ferent expectations, standards, or values than those held by teachers.

Teacher norms and expectations concerning these quality determinants

are apparently higher than the administrator norms for the same

educational characte ri stic s .

Results of Total Score Tests Within

Large and Small Districts

 

 

In order to determine if the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (1229) could provide information concerning the differences

between teacher and administrator perceptions of quality within a large

school district exemplifying the characteristics of the high financial

support quartile and within two small school districts conforming to

the characteristics of the low financial support quartile, total quality

mean scores and category mean scores were compared statistically.

Data for testing Hypothesis II in the method described was pro—

vided by the random selection of one high financial quartile district and

two low financial quartile districts. District No. 2 was selected as
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characteristic of a large school district (207 teacher respondents,

23 administrator respondents). District No. 15 (71 teacher respond-

ents, 5 administrator respondents) and District No. 23 (61 teacher

respondents and 4 administrator respondents) were chosen as

characteristic of small school districts within the low financial support

quartile.

Based on statistically non-significant difference in total mean

scores reported in Table 25, we accept the null hypothesis:

H5a: Within individual large and small school districts

there is no difference between total mean scores of teachers

and administrators.

for District No. 2 and District No. 23 and reject the null hypothesis for

District No. 15. The research hypothesis that the Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) will not discriminate between per-
 

ceptions of teachers and administrators is accepted for Districts No.

2 and 23 and rejected for District No. 15.

Table 25. Differences between the total mean scores of teachers and

administrators within Districts No. 2, No. 15, and No. 23.7

 

 

District No. Statistical Signifi-

and Size Teachers Administrators cance of Difference

No. 2 (Large 165.951 171.565 NS (P > .05)

No. 15 (Small 137. 323 155.600 S (P < . 001)

No. 23 (Small) 139.032 159. 500 NS (P > .05)

 

The non-significant difference or agreement between the per-

ceptions of teachers and administrators as measured by total quality

 

7See Appendix L for additional statistical data.
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mean scores within District No. 2 representative of the high financial

support quartile and District No. 23 representing the low financial

support quartile are in disagreement with the results derived from the

entire low and high financial quartiles. The finding for each of the

full financial support quartiles indicated a significant difference between

teacher and administrator perceptions of quality based on total mean

scores. The test of Hypothesis II for District No. 15 indicates signifi-

cant difference or disagreement between teacher and administrator per-

ceptions of quality based on total mean score. This finding is in agree-

ment with the results of the tests of the total mean score for the entire

low financial support quartile. The effects of various special influ—

ences within individual school districts are apparently responsible for

differences from the perceptual relationships established for the entire

low and high financial support quartiles.

Results of Category Score Tests Within

Large and Small Districts

 

 

Based on non- significant differences in category mean scores

reported in Table 26 we accept the null hypothesis:

H5b: Within individual large and small school districts there

is no difference between each category mean score of teachers

and administrators.

for all category scores listed for District No. 23 (small); and for

categories I, II, VI, and VII in District No. 15 (small). The research

hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) will
 

not discriminate between teacher and administrator perceptions of

quality is accepted for all category scores of District No. 23; category



Table 26. Differences between category mean scores of teachers and

administrators within Districts No. 2, No. 15, and No. 23.8

 

 

District No. 2
 

District No. 15
 

District No. 23
 

 

Score Teach. Admin. Teach. Admin. Teach. Admin.

Category I:

Student's Level of 18.80 19.48 14.87 16.80 15.41 18.25

Knowledge and

Attitudes NS NS NS

Category 11:

Community 32.15 33.09 25.65 28.80 25.23 31.25

Attitudes NS S(P < . 05) NS

Category III:

Curriculum 16.43 17.22 14.79 15.80 14.72 16.00

S(P < , 05) NS NS

Category IV:

Use of Facilities 3.05 3.65 2.03 2.40 2.56 3.00

S(P < . 001) NS NS

Category V:

Socio-cultural

Composition of 30.60 31.61 24.86 28.60 24.28 27.00

Community S(P < , 05) S(P < . 001) NS

Category VI:

Administration 18.56 18.74 14.82 15.20 14.89 17.25

and Supervision NS NS NS

Category VII:

The Teacher and 46.36 47.78 40.31 48.00 41.95 46.75

Teaching Methods NS S(P < . 001) NS

 

The statistical significance level is P > . 05 except where indicated.

 

8See Appendix L for additional statistical data.



I, II, VI, VII scores for District No. 2; and category I, III, IV, and

VI scores for District No. 15. The null hypothesis and the research

hypothesis are rejected for category 111, IV, and V scores for District

No. 2 and for Category II, V, and VII scores for District No. 15.

The findings of the tests on the individual large school district

support the findings for the high financial support quartile districts

(Table 20) only for categories 111: ("Curriculum") and IV: ("Use of

Facilities"). The perceptions of teachers and administrators concern-

ing measures of educational quality indicated by these two categories

differ significantly. The results of small district tests with the

exception of category V: (”Socio-cultural Composition of Community")

for District No. 23 and Categories 11: ("Community Attitudes") and VII:

("The Teacher and Teaching Methods”) for District No. 15 do not sup-

port the discrimination findings for the low financial support quartile

districts (Table 20). The variable patterns found in the overall

analysis of relationships between teacher and administrator perceptions

of educational quality indicate apparent differences in teacher-

administrator values and expectations within each financial quartile of

districts. The analysis indicates that teachers and administrators in

both high and low financial support districts and in both large and small

districts within quartiles tend to differ significantly in perceptions of

educational quality in areas except category V: ("Socio-Cultural Compo-

sition of Community”). The most significant differences between per-

ceptions of teachers and administrators occur in areas associated with

regular school services, those services in particular which take place

within the classroom learning situation.



CHAPTER VI

ANALYSIS OF HYPOTHESES III, IV AND V DATA-—RELIABILITY

AND ITEM ANALYSIS TESTS

The analysis of data presented in this chapter contains the

analysis of the reliability of the Educational Characteristics Criterion,
 

(ECC), within the high financial support quartile, within the low financial

support quartile, and within individual large and small school districts.

This chapter is also concerned with an analysis of the discrimination

power and ability of the individual item scores in the Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), with respect to total quality scores
 

and to related category scores. In addition, inter-relationships

between categories are presented and discussed. The decision rules

outlined in Chapter IV are also used as guides in summarizing the

results of the statistical tests presented here.

The third major null hypothesis and eight operational sub-

hypotheses are stated as follows:

The Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) will not Show

high reliability within the high financial support quartile of dis-

tricts and within the low financial support quartile of districts.

 

H6a: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and the total scores of teacher

respondents in the high financial support quartile of districts.

H6b: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and the total scores of adminis-

trator respondents in the high financial support quartile of

districts. '

141
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H6c: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and the total scores of teacher

respondents in the low financial support quartile of districts.

H6d: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu—

cational characteristic scores and the total scores of adminis-

trator respondents in the low financial support quartile of

districts.

H7a: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and the related category scores of

teacher respondents in the high financial quartile of districts.

H7b: There will not be a high consistency in individual

characteristic scores and the related category scores of adminis-

trator respondents in the high financial support quartile of

districts.

H7c: There will not be a high consistency in individual

characteristic scores and the related category scores of teachers

and administrator respondents in the low financial quartile of

districts.

H7d: There will not be a high consistency in individual

characteristic scores and the related category scores of adminis-

trator respondents in the low financial support quartile of

districts.

Additional tests of the Educational Characteristics Criterion,
 

(ECC) reliability are outlined in Hypothesis IV. The fourth major null

hypothesis and eight operational hypotheses are stated as follows:

The Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), will not

show high reliability within individual large and small school

districts.

 

H8a: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristics scores and the total scores of teacher

respondents in large districts.

H8b: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristics scores and the total scores of adminis-

trator respondents in large districts.
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H8c: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and the total scores of teacher

respondents in small districts.

H8d: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and the total scores of adminis-

trator respondents in small districts.

H9a: There will not be high consistency in individual educational

characteristic scores and related category scores of teacher re-

spondents in large districts.

H9b: There will not be high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and related category scores of

administrator respondents in large districts.

H9c: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and related category scores of

administrator respondents in small districts.

The fifth and final major hypothesis is stated in the null form as

follows:

The individual educational characteristic scores in the

Educational Characteristics Criterion will not have adequate

positive discrimination power with respect to the total quality

score and to their related category scores.

 

Two sub-hypotheses, or ope rational hypotheses, are utilized

to provide precise disclosure of the discrimination ability and power

of the individual educational characteristics that comprise the body of

the instrument. The sub-hypotheses are stated in the following manner:

H10: The correlation coefficient for the relation of individual

educational characteristic scores to total score differs signifi-

cantly from zero.

H11. The correlation coefficient for the relation of each

educational characteristic score to its perspective category score

differs significantly from zero.
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Summary of Hypotheses Ill and IV Results

Concerning Tests of Reliability

1

1. Using the reliability coefficient of .71 to 1. 00 as a definition

of high reliability it was determined that teacher and administrator

respondents within individual large and small school districts have

highly reliable total quality scores. With the exception of adminis-

trator total scores within one of the two small school districts, the

reliability coefficients exceed . 86 with a sensitivity significance level

of .017 or lower (Tables 27, 28, 29, 30).

2. Teacher respondents in the individual large school district

had operationally useful reliability scores for categories II (Community

Attitudes), VI (Administration and Supervision), and VII (The Teacher

and Teaching Methods (Tables 29 and 30).

3. Administrator respondents in the individual large school

district had usable reliability scores for categories 11 (Community

Attitudes), VI (Administration and Supervision), and VII (The Teacher

and Teaching Methods) (Tables 29 and 30).

4. Teacher respondents in two individual small school districts

showed usable reliability levels for scores of Categories II (Community

Attitudes), III (Curriculum), and VII (The Teacher and Teaching Methods)

(Tables 29 and 30).

5. Reliability test results for administrator respondents in two

individual small school districts showed usable reliability levels in

categories 11 (Community Attitudes), and III (Curriculum).

6. Fifty percent of the category scores for teacher and adminis-

trator respondents within individual large and small school districts

have reliability and sensitivity levels which may be considered

operationally us eful.
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7. Category I (Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes)

and Category V (Socio—cultural Composition of Community) have

particularly low reliability levels according to each respondent and

district type. This result is consistent with the findings reported in

tests of Hypothesis III which described reliability levels within

quartiles of districts.

8. The finding of relatively low reliability for Category V

(Socio-cultural Composition of Community) is consistent

with the findings reported in the Michigan study.

Summary of Hypothesis V Results Concerning

Item Discrimination Ability and Power

1. Using the point biserial coefficients of correlation as the

statistical measure of discrimination ability and power of the individual

educational characteristics scores related to total quality score it was

determined that all but four of the individual items in the Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) have adequate positive discrimination
 

power and ability. Items No. 46, Category V (”This community is

composed of people who are predominantly Protestant"); No. 47,

Category V ("This community is composed of people who are predomi-

nantly Catholic”); No. 55, Category II (”Parents condone or encourage

early dating for their children“): and No. 49, Category V (”The popu-

lation of this community is equally divided between Protestants and

Catholics") do not have significant discrimination power and ability

(Table 31).

2. Educational characteristic No. 46, Category V (”This com-

munity is composed of people who are predominantly Protestant") was

found to be the only item lacking adequate discrimination power with

respect to the related category score.
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3. Median correlation coefficients for each category of edu-

cational characteristics and for total quality scores were found to

have significant discrimination ability and power. The lowest overall

discrimination level was found in Catebory V ("Socio-cultural Compo-

sition of Community") for both relationship between item score and

category score and item score to total quality score (Table 32).

4. During the course of this study it became evident that the

category scores were related in some positive manner. It seemed that

even though the perceptions of category items by teacher and adminis-

trators varied in such a manner that the respective categories were

functionally independent, it was more probable that the factors which

caused the perceptions to vary on one category of items would also be

effective in causing the scores on other categories to move in corres-

ponding directions. Product-moment coefficients of correlations

indicated significant interrelationship between the seven categories of

the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) (Tables 33, 34 and
 

35). In general the most highly interrelated categories were:

(1). Category 11 (Community Attitudes) with Category V (Socio-cultural

Composition of Community); (2) Category II (Community Attitudes) with

Category VI (Administration and Supervision); (3) Category 11 (Community

Attitudes) with Category VII (The Teacher and Teaching Methods);

(4) Category III (Curriculum) with Category VII (The Teacher and Teach-

ing Methods); and (5) Category VI (Administration and Supervision) with

Category VII (The Teacher and Teaching Methods).

5. Tables 31 and 32 show the comparison of the level of dis—

crimination power and ability of individual characteristics with respect

to total quality score and related category score for this study and for

the 1962 Michigan study. Conclusions concerning the similarities in

results between the two studies will be described and presented in

Chapter VII.
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Statistical Tests and Treatments-~Hypothesis III

The method used for the estimation of reliability of the several

dimensions of the test items by use of an analysis of variance tech-

nique was derived by Hoyt.1 In the analysis of this technique the total

variation in test scores is divided into two parts: one part is a function

of differences between the means of teachers or administrators; the

other part is a function of the pooled variation within individuals

(teachers or administrators). The difference between test scores de-

pends in part upon the difference in item effects and in part upon uncon-

trolled or residual sources of variance. Hence the pooled within-

person variance may be divided into two parts: one part which depends

upon differences in test item means, and a second part which consists

of residual or error variation. A schematic representation of the

partition of total variance between item mean scores is as follows:

 

Total Variation

/ \

   

  

      

 
 

Between People Within-Individual

Variation Variation

Between—Item Residual of

Variation Error Variation
      

Reliability is estimated from the function: variance of between

people scores minus error variance divided by variance between scores

of people. In other words, if there was an exceedingly high error of

measurement, it would enter into the residual or error variance and

the experimental design or individual educational characteristic would

not be efficient or sensitive enough to discriminate among the

 

1C. S. Hoyt, “Test Reliability Estimated by Analysis of Vari—

ance," Psychometrika, Vol. 6 (1941), pp. 153-160.
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financial quartiles of school districts or among the teachers and

administrators within these districts.

Two statistical methods of analyzing the experimental results

were used--the F test and Jackson's V test of sensitivity.2 The F

statistic is computed by use of the ratio of the mean square of the

individual to the residual or error mean square. If the F value exceeds

the critical value of F > F .99 with degrees of freedom individuals minus

one and test items minus one the hypothesis is rejected, and it is

concluded that the two mean squares differ significantly. The rejection

of F indicates that the effect of the item variation is significant and

the item measures with an accuracy sufficient to distinguish between

the school districts or individuals tested. The V statistic measures

the relative accuracy or sensitivity of the test by determining the rela-

tion between the size of the residual or error variance and the size of

the differences between the individuals tested. V is computed by divid-

ing the standard deviation of the distribution of true test scores (mean

square of individuals minus error mean square) by the error mean

square.

The sensitivity and reliability coefficient are related in the follow-

ing manne r:

rtt

V equals W

If V is small, then the errors of measurement will be large in

comparison with differences between individuals tested, and the score

obtained by an individual on a test may be determined largely by these

random errors of measurement. For a particular value of V, the

probability is determined from the normal curve table. If V equals

2. 56, the normal curve for a two-tailed test indicates that the probability

 

2Robert W. B. Jackson, “Reliability of Mental Tests, " British

Journal of Psychology, Vol. XXIX (1939), pp. 267-287.
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of making an error as great or greater than one standard deviation

of the true score is .0105 or only once in a hundred times.

In the analyses which follow reliability is considered high

within the limits . 71 to l. 00 with a sensitivity level of . 11 or less.

In the preceding development it is assumed that the magnitude

of the residual or error of measurement is uncorrelated with the true

score. It is further assumed that changes in the true score are

systematic and constant for all individuals, whereas the error of

measurement is assumed to vary.

Results and Evaluation of Statistical

Treatment--Hypothesis 111

Total Score Reliability Within Quartiles
 

Table 27 presents the reliability test results for total quality

scores of teachers and of administrators within the high financial sup-

port quartile and within the low financial support quartile. On the

basis of the analysis presented we reject the null hypothesis:

H6: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and the total scores of (a) teacher

respondents in the high financial support quartile of districts,

(b) administrator respondents in the high financial support quar-

tile of districts, (0) teacher respondents in the low financial sup-

port quartile of districts, and (d) administrator respondents of

the low financial support quartile of districts.

 

and accept the research hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics

Criterion, (ECC), shows high reliability in school districts with the

high financial support quartile of districts and within the low financial

support quartile of districts.

On the basis of the data in Table 27 it appears that relatively

high total score reliabilities may be obtained by the Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), for teacher and administrator

respondents regardless of level of financial support.
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Table 27. Reliability and sensitivity significance level of Educational

Characteristics Criterion, (E_C_C), total scores of teachers

and of administrators within the high financial quartile of

districts and within the low financial quartile of districts.3

 

 

 

Score Teachers Administrators

rtt p rtt p

 

High Financial Support Quartile

 

Total .907 .002 .894 .005

 

Low Financial Support Quartile

 

Total .913 .002 .911 .002

 

Category Score Reliability Within Quartiles

Based on the reliability test findings reported in Table 28 we

reject the null hypothesis:

H7: There will not be a high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and the related category scores

of (a) teacher respondents in the high financial quartile of

districts, (b) administrator respondents in the high financial quar-

tile of districts, (c) teacher respondents in the low financial

quartile of districts, and (d) administrator respondents in the low

financial quartile of districts, and for category II (Community

Attitudes) and Category VII (The Teacher and Teaching Methods).

and accept the research hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics

Criterion, (£29), shows high reliability within the high and low financial

support quartiles of districts according to categories 11 and VII.

Based on the reliability test results shown in Table 28 we

accept the null hypothesis:

H7: There will not be high consistency in the individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and the related category scores of

 

3See Appendices M and N for additional statistical data.
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(a) teacher respondents in the high financial quartile of districts,

(b) administrator respondents in the high financial quartile of

districts, (c) teacher respondents in the low financial quartile

of districts, and (d) administrator respondents in the low financial

quartile of districts, according to Category 1: ("Students Level of

Knowledge and Attitudes"), Category III: ("Curriculum"), Cate-

gory V: ("SoCio-cultural Composition of Community"), and Cate—

gory VI: ("Administration and Supervision”).

and reject the research hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (ECC), shows high reliability within the high and low financial
 

support quartiles of districts according to Categories 1, 111, V, and VII.

The results of the analysis of variance reliability tests described

for total scores and category scores were derived from twenty-four

possible category tests, six testable categories for two respondent

types within two financial quartiles of districts. Eight of the twenty-

four tests indicated high category reliability. Eight other category

tests showed reliabilities closely approaching the lower limit of high

reliability as defined (. 71). These additional eight category tests indi-

cate reliability coefficients (rt t) in excess of . 56 with sensitivity signifi-

cance levels of .21 or less. On the basis of these data, it appears that

relatively high reliabilities may be obtained by the use of the Educational
 

Characteristic Criterion, (ECC), category scores within the limits of
 

the sixteen tests analyzed above. Particularly unreliable is the

measure of Category I: ("Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes")

and Category V: ("Socio-cultural Composition of the Community")

which are the only categories which in some manner do not exceed a

coefficient of . 50. These least reliable measures should be taken into

account in the conclusions and findings regarding the other hypotheses

in this study.
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Statistical Tests and Treatments--Hypothesis IV

The statistical tests used for the estimation of reliability of

the several dimensions of test items are identical to the test statistics

which estimate reliability for Hypothesis 111. Two statistical methods

of analyzing the data for the test variables were used. The F statistic

is used to determine the ability of the instrument to significantly

discriminate between the total quality scores and category scores of

individual teachers and administrators. The statistical significance

of the coefficient of reliability, rtt, is indicated by the level of signifi-

cance of Jackson's V test of sensitivity. A significantly large V score

indicates the errors of measurement between the perceptions of the

individual respondents to the instrument.

Results and Evaluation of Statistical Treatment--

Hypothesis IV

Total Score Reliability Within Individual

Large and Small Districts

 

 

Table 29 presents the reliability and sensitivity results for

total quality scores of teachers and of administrators within the indi-

vidual large school districts and within the two individual small school

districts. On the basis of the analysis presented we reject the null

hypothesis:

H8: There will not be a high consistency in the individual

educational characteristic scores and total scores of (a) teacher

respondents in large districts, (b) administrator respondents in

large districts, (c) teacher respondents in small districts, and

(d) administrator respondents in small district No. 23.

and accept the research hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (ECC), shows high reliability within an individual large

school district and within one of two individual small school districts.
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Based on the data listed in Table 29 we accept the null hypothe-

sis H8d for administrators of small school district No. 15 and reject

the research hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics Criterion

shows high reliability within this individual small school district.

An evaluation of the results described in Table 29 indicate

that the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (E_C_C), has very high

total quality reliability and sensitivity except for administrators in

one of the two small school districts tested. The small number of

administrator respondents in the small school districts could account

for the significant variations in reliability within this district type.

Categgry Score Reliability Within Individual

Large and Small School Districts
 

Based upon the reliability test results presented in Table 30

we reject the null hypothesis:

H9: There will not be high consistency in individual edu-

cational characteristic scores and related category scores

according to the following respondent types:

(a) Teacher respondents in large school districts for cate-

fory score VII (The Teacher and Teaching Methods).

(b) Administrator respondents in large school districts for

category score II (Community Attitudes).

(c) Teacher respondents in both individual small school

districts for category score VII (The Teacher and Teaching

Methods).

((1) Administrator respondents in both individual small school

districts for category scores II (Community Attitudes) and III

(Curriculum).

and accept the research hypothesis that the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (ECC), will show high reliability for teachers and for

administrators within individual large and small school districts.
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The results of the analysis of variance reliability testsdescribed

for category scores of teacher and administrator respondents within

individual large and small school districts indicate considerable

variability in the reliability and sensitivity level. An evaluation of

the thirty-six possible category tests showed that according to respondent

type, nine categories had high reliability (.71 or greater). Nine other

category tests showed reliabilities closely approaching the lower limit

of high reliability. These additional category tests indicate reliability

in excess of .56 with sensitivity levels of . 21 or less.

Statistical Tests and Treatments—-Hypothesis V

‘ The point biserial correlation method was used to obtain a co-

efficient of correlation to test the discrimination power and ability of

individual educational characteristics. The point biserial coefficient

of correlation, rpb is obtained by computing the product-moment co-

efficient of correlation as a measure of strength and direction of

relationship between a continuous variable and a dichotomous variable.

An analysis of the distribution of the total scores of 2478

teachers and administrators indicated that the distribution of respondent

scores was continuous and normal. A discrete or truly dichotomous

variable was given for each educational characteristic according to

the following assignment: High group of scores-~score 3 and 4; low

group score--l and 2. The total score distribution was divided at the

median (N = 1239). The product-moment coefficient of correlation

between educational characteristic scores (dichotomized variable) and

total scores (normally distributed variable) and between each educational

characteristic and its respective category score was computed and the

outcome subjected to tests of significance.



158

The significance of the point biserial correlation coefficient,

rpb, as a deviation from zero was tested by using the "t" test in the

following form:

rnh N - 2

2
J 1 rpb

 

t= D.F.=N-20r1239-2
 

Rejection of the null hypothesis for this statistical test,

H:rpb = 0 indicates that the relationship between the paired variables

provides adequate positive discrimination ability and power. The two-

tailed table was used to determine level of significance. The minimum

coefficient of correlation for 1237 degrees of freedom to be significant

at p = .01 was .076. The minimum level for significance at p = .001

was computed as . 097.

Results and Evaluation of Statistical

Treatment--Hypothesis V

An examination of the tests of significance resulting from the

point biserial coefficients of correlation performed for the fifty-six

educational characteristics with respect to total score showed that

fifty-one of the educational characteristics have adequate positive

discrimination ability and power. The point biserial coefficients of

correlation are summarized in Table 31.

Based on the analysis in Table 31 we repeat the null hypothesis:

H10: The correlation coefficient for the relation of individual

educational characteristic score to total quality score does not

differ significantly from zero.

for all educational characteristics except No. 55, Category II ("Parents

condone or encourage early dating for their children"), No. 46,

Category V (“This community is composed of people who are predomi-

nantly Protestant“), No. 47, Category V (”This community is composed
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Table 31. Comparison of point biserial coefficients of (1) Correlation

of E_C_C_J educational characteristic scores with respective

category score and (2) correlation of ECG educational

characteristic scores with total score between respondents

in Michigan and United States samples.

 

 

 

‘

NO' Item to Category Item to Total
  

R .

( evised_E_C£) United States Michigan United States Michigan
 

Category I: Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes

8 .56 .57 .49 .55

9 .52 .57 .44 .53

16 .56 .50 .53 .50

51 .77 .66 .40 .41

52 .69 .60 .33 .30

54 .74 .68 .41 .48

Category II: Community Attitudes

21 .67 .65 .59 .62

28 .69 .64 .63 .62

29 .54 .54 .45 .52

30 .59 .59 .52 .54

36 .59 .50 .49 .43

37 .67 .60 .57 .55

39 .69 .68 .61 .64

40 .65 .63 .62 .62

45 .27 .04a .21 .05a

53 .59 .60 .50 .52

55 .12 .22 .07a .15

Catego ry III: Curriculum

4 .71 .58 .51 .46

5 .72 .59 .50 .45

6 .76 .64 .55 .53

15 .63 .60 .53 .61

17 .37 .50 .39 .50

Category IV: Use of Facilities

32 -- -- .46 . 51

 

Continued
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Table 31 - Continued

 

No. Item to Category Item to Total
  

(Revised ECC) United States Michigan United States Michigan
 

Category V: Socio-cultural Composition of Community

25 .39 .40 .48 .40

34 .53 .53 .53 .64

38 .50 .38 .39 .16

41 .46 .45 .28 .44

42 .31 .14 .27 .14

44 .54 .34 .35 .20

46 .07a .10 .02a .08

47 .15 .32 .02a .20

48 .37 .30 .25 .20

49 .17 .40 .04a .24

50 .47 .43 .22 .17

Category VI: Administration and Supervision

10 .54 .60 .43 .54

22 .66 .64 .56 .57

23 .63 .49 .47 .37

26 .64 .62 .48 .52

27 .69 .66 .55 .60

35 .43 .43 .56 .48

56 1.00 .20 1.00 .21

Category VII: The Teacher and Teaching Methods

1 .48 .37 .39 .30

2 .58 .50 .45 .40

3 .58 .44 .44 .38

7 .55 .58 .48 .54

11 .63 .57 .55 .54

12 .46 .32 .38 .13

13 .37 .05a .25 .04a

14 .62 .50 .51 .45

18 .61 .60 .53 .55

19 .54 .42 .44 .34

20 .52 .53 .47 .47

24 .49 .48 .44 .47

31 .55 .40 .49 .34

33 .54 .58 .56 .60

43 .24 .55 .29 .31

 

a . . . . . .

Correlat1ons not s1gn1f1cantly pos1t1ve at p < . 01
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of people who are predominantly Catholic"), and No. 49, Category V

("The population of this community is equally divided between

Protestants and Catholics") and accept the research hypothesis that

the educational characteristics have significant positive discrimi-

nation power and ability with respect to total score. The null hypothe-

sis is accepted for item No. 55, No. 46, No. 47 and No. 49. These

characteristics do not have significant positive discrimination power

and ability at p < . 01.

Further analysis of the correlations in Table 31 indicated that

fifty-five educational characteristics have adequate positive disc rimi-

nation power and ability with respect to the related category quality

score. Based on this analysis we reject the null hypothesis:

H11: The correlation coefficient for the relation of each

educational characteristic score to its respective category score

does not differ significantly from zero.

for all educational characteristics except No. 46, category V ("This

community is composed of people who are predominantly Protestant")

and accept the operational or research hypothesis that that each edu-

cational characteristic has significant positive discrimination power

and ability with respect to its related category quality score.

Analysis of the Relative Discrimination

Power of the Categories of Scores

 

 

A median point biserial correlation coefficient was computed

for each of the categories of educational characteristics based upon

the array of correlation coefficients as determined from the relation

of item scores and their related category scores. Table 32 summarizes

the relationships of individual characteristics with approximate median

correlation values. Category IV, use of facilities, had only one

characteristic and therefore no correlation was appropriate. All six

of the categories were found to have significant discrimination power
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and ability. The low overall discrimination power of Category V

("Socio-cultural composition of community") is consistent with fact

that the only, individual characteristic not possessing significantly

positive discrimination ability and power (Item No. 46) is an element

of this category. The median correlation coefficient of . 625 for the

six category medians exceeds the . 001 significance level for 1237

degrees of freedom and indicates an overall significantly positive

relationship between each educational characteristic score to its

respective category score.

A median point biserial correlation coefficient is also shown

in Table 32 for each of the categories of educational characteristics

based upon the distribution of correlation coefficients derived from

the relations of item scores within each category to the total quality

score. While all seven categories were found to have significant

discrimination ability and power at the . 01 level of significance,

Category V again had the lowest overall discrimination power and

ability. It has been previously shown that three of the individual

characteristics related to category V did not possess significant

positive discrimination power and ability.

Additional Anaiyses Concerning Relationships

Among Total Quality Score and the Seven

Related Category Scores

 

 

 

In order to investigate the relationships among the seven related

category scores and the total quality score, product-moment corre-

lation coefficients were computed for the various sources and dimensions

in this study. First, the sixty-four intercorrelations among the cate-

gory and total score were computed among the sets of means for

teachers in the low financial support quartile. The minimum coefficient

of correlation for N - 2 degrees of freedom at the .01 level of signifi-

cance for teachers in quartile 1 (low) is .079; for teachers in quartile 4
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Table 32. Relationships between Michigan and United States median

correlation coefficients for educational characteristic to

related category score and to total quality score.

Median Score

 

Median Score

 

 

Category Item to Category Item to Total

United States Michigan United States Michigan

Category I:

Student's Level and

Attitudes .625 . 585 .425 .49

Category 11:

Community

Attitudes . 620 . 60 . 550 . 54

Category III:

Curriculum .610 . 59 . 510 .50

Category IV:

Use of Facilities -- -— .460 .51

Category V:

Socio-cultural

Composition of

Community . 390 . 38 . 270 . 20

Category VI:

Administration

and Supervision .640 .62 . 550 .52

Category VII:

The Teacher and

Teaching Methods . 540 . 50 . 450 . 45

Total Score .625 .59 .460 .50

 

All c orrelations

of significanc e .

are significantly positive at the p < . 01 level
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(high), .076. These intercorrelations are reported in Table 33.

All of the comparable correlations are significant at the p < . 01 level.

It is seen that the most highly interrelated categories are: (1) Cate-

gory II ("Community Attitudes") with Category V ("Socio-cultural

Composition of the Community”), (2) Category II ("Community Attitudes")

with Category VI ("Administration and Supervision"), Category III

("Curriculum") with Category VII ("The Teacher and Teaching Methods"),

and Category VI (”Administration and Supervision") with Category VII

("The Teacher and Teaching Methods").

Table 34 presents the intercorrelations of the category mean

score and total quality mean scores for administrators in the high

financial support quartile and in the low financial support quartile.

The minimum coefficient of correlation for N - 2 degrees of freedom

at the . 01 level of significance for administrators in the low financial

quartile is . 286 and . 267 for administrators in the high financial

quartile. An analysis of the comparable correlations indicated insig-

nificant relationships exist between categories I-IV, IV-VI, and IV-VII

according to mean scores of low financial quartile administrators and

between‘ categories I-VI, I-VII, III-IV, IV-V, IV—VI, and IV-VII for

administrators in high financial support districts. The most highly

inter-related categories are identical to those observed for teachers

with the addition of a significantly high interrelationship indicated be-

tween category I (”Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes") and

Category II (”Community Attitudes”) for administrator mean scores in

the low financial quartile.

The final investigation into the relationships among the category

scores and total score was done using the mean scores resulting from

the total sample of administrators and teachers representing high

financial support quartile districts and low financial support quartile

districts. The results of this computation of product-moment
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Table 33. Intercorrelation coefficientsa for total scores and related

category scores according to teacher responses from high

(top rows) and low (bottom rows) educational financial sup-

port quartiles.

 

 

Category Total

I II III IV V VI VII Score

 

 

Category I:

Student's Level

of Knowledge and 1.00 .54 .32 .27 .45 .45 .40 .66

Attitudes 1.00 .49 . 39 .21 . 36 .44 .48 .65

Category 11:

Community 1.00 .45 .33 .61 .69 .58 .85

Attitudes 1.00 .51 .35 .59 .64 .62 .86

Category III:

Curriculum 1.00 .35 .31 .52 .69 .69

1.00 .30 .29 .58 .74 .75

Category IV

Use of Facilities 1.00 .26 .29 .34 .44

OO .25 .23 .32 .41

Category V:

Socio-cultural

Composition of 1.00 . 52 .45 .72

Community 1.00 . 39 .40 .65

Category VI:

Administration and 1. 00 . 64 . 82

Supervision 1.00 .68 .80

Category VII:

The Teacher and l. 00 . 84

Teaching Methods 1. 00 . 88

Total Score 1. 00

1. 00

 

a . . .

Product-moment correlation coeff1c1ents.

The level of significance for N-Z degrees of freedom at p < . 01

is . 079 for low quartile districts and . 076 for districts in the high

financial support quartile.
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Table 34. Intercorrelation coefficientsa for total scores and related

category scores according to administrator responses from

high (top rows) and low (bottom rows) educational financial

support quartiles.

 

 

 

 

 

Category

Total

I II III IV V VI VII

Category I:

Student's Level b b

of Knowledge 1.00 .42 .29 .33 .49 .21 .24 .56

and Attitudes 1.00 .64 .40 . 21b .44 .47 . 44 .70

Category II

Community 1. 00 . 49 . 38 . 66 . 56 . 59 . 86

Attitudes 1.00 .55 .37 .63 .58 .66 .89

Category III:

Curriculum 1.00 .24 .28 .50 .73 .71

1.00 .34 .51 .59 .69 .76

Category IV:

Use of Facilities 1. 00 . 24b . 07: . 26.: . 39

1.00 .35 .28 .28 .43

Category V:

Socio-cultural

Composition of 1.00 .42 .38 .73

Community 1. 00 . 47 . 52 . 75

Category VI:

Administration and l. 00 . 59 . 73

Supervision l. 00 . 56 . 76

Category VII:

The Teacher and 1. 00 . 83

Teaching Methods 1. 00 . 84

Total Score 1. 00

' ' " ' 1. 00

 

a . . .

Product-moment correlat1on coeff1c1ent

Coefficients of correlation not significantly positive at p < . 01.

The level of significance for N-2 degrees of freedom at p < .01

is . 286 for low quartile districts and . 271 for high quartile districts.
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Table 35. Intercorrelation coefficientsa for the total score and Seven

category scores (N= 2478).

 

 

Category

 T 1
1 11 111 IV v VI VII ”a
 

Category I:

Student's Level

of Knowledge .

and Attitudes 1.00 .53 .37 .27 .43 .45 .45 .66

Category II:

Community

Attitudes 1.00 .49 .37 .62 .67 .61 .86

Category III:

Curriculum 1.00 .36 .33 .56 .72 .73

Category IV:

Use of Facilities 1.00 .29 .29 .36 .46

Category V:

Socio-cultural

Composition of

Community 1. 00 . 48 . 44 . 70

Category VI:

Administration and

Supervision ' 1.00 .66 .81

Category VII:

The Teacher and

Teaching Methods 1. 00 . 86

Total Score 1. 00

 

a . . .

Product-moment correlat1on coeff1c1ents.

The level of significance for N-Z degrees of freedom at p < .01

is . 058.



168

coefficients of correlation for N - 2 degrees of freedom at the .01

significance level is . 058. All of the comparable correlations are

significant at the accepted level. The most high interrelated cate-

gory mean scores are : (1) Category II (”Community Attitudes") with

Category V ("Socio-cultural Composition of Community"), Category II

("Community Attitudes") with Category VI (”Administration and

Supervision"), Category II ("Community Attitudes") with Category VII

("The Teachers and Teaching Methods"), Category III ("Curriculum")

with Category VII ("The Teacher and Teaching Methods"), and

Category VI ("Administration and Supervision") with Category VII

("The Teacher and Teaching Methods").



CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This last chapter is reserved for a brief summary of the

study's purpose, procedures, limitations, major findings and con-

clusions. Implications of the study and recommendations specifically

associated with the data presented are also included.

Summary

Purposes and Magmr Hypotheses
 

This study is an attempt to formulate a quality-measurement

proceSs based on the perceptions held by those individuals, teachers

and administrators, most closely associated with the formal educational

process. This study is designed to analyze and compare the perceptions

held by teachers and administrators relating to specific character-

istics of educational programs as measured by the Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion, (ECC). The purposes of this study also in-
 

clude the determination of relationships between teacher-administrator

quality perceptions and certain selected educational cost factors.

Fulfillment of the objectives of this study also requires specific com-

parisons of the results of this study with the findings in the 1962

Michigan study.

Five major hypotheses were formulated concerning the per-

ceptions by teachers and administrators of the fifty-six educational

characteristics comprising the Educational Characteristics Criterion,
 

(ECC). The major hypotheses are:

169
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l. The Educational Characteristics Criterion will show ability
 

to discriminate between the first or low financial support quartile and

fourth or high financial support quartile of United States public school

districts (K- 12) which are classified on the educational cost factors

of size, effort, ability and expenditure.

2. The Educational Characteristics Criterion will show no
 

ability to discriminate between the responses of teachers and adminis-

trators within the high financial support quartile, within the low financial

support quartile, within the individual large school districts, and within

individual small school districts.

3. The Educational Characteristics Criterion will show high
 

reliability within the high financial support quartile and within the low

financial support quartile.

4. The Educational Characteristics Criterion will show high
 

reliability within individual large and small school districts.

5. The individual educational characteristics scores in the

Educational Characteristics Criterion will have adequate positive dis-
 

crimination power with respect to the total quality score and to their

related category scores.

Sample and Design
 

A statistical analysis leading to the comparison of teacher and

administrator perceptions of educational quality associated with vari-

ations in educational cost factors requires data from different systems

within each quartile of financial support and from systems in different

states. To be useful for such an analysis the sample in this study

provided (1) an adequate and proportionate number of respondents,

both teacher and administrator, in school districts within the first and

fourth financial quartiles of the distribution of financial support factors

of size, ability, effort and expenditure; and (2) several school districts
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within each cost quartile representative of a sufficiently large number

of states. Seven school districts in the fourth or high financial sup—

port quartile and eighteen districts in the first or low financial sup-

port quartile were selected randomly to represent the extremes in

cost factors stratified on the basis of size, effort, ability and expendi-

ture. Useable data were acquired from the completed instruments of

1223 teacher respondents and 92 administrator respondents from the

seven school districts within the fourth or high financial quartile of

districts and from 1081 teacher respondents and 82 administrator

respondents representing the eighteen districts in the first or low

financial quartile of districts.

Instrumentation and Data Collection
 

Data for the variables used in this study came primarily from

three sources. First, data on the cost factors of size, effort, ability

and expenditure and information concerning the number of teachers

and administrators were provided by a Preliminary Data Sheet returned
 

by one hundred thirty superintendents of schools, representing school

districts in forty-four states. This data was received in response to

a letter of invitation sent in August, 1963 to the superintendents of

the two-hundred and fifty public school systems participating in the

1964 Stanford Achievement Test standardization program.
 

The second source of data was the Supplemental Information
 

Forr_n_ sent to school superintendents. This included information about
 

the geographical location of the school system, type of organizational

pattern followed in the school district, the type of population center

and population residing within its boundaries, and the approximate

average pupil-teacher ratio for elementary and secondary levels.

Finally, the measurement of teacher and administrator per-

ceptions of educational quality utilized in this study was secured by
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means of the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC). This
 

instrument is based on the assumption that quality of an educational

program resides more in the perceptions of the observer than in the

inherent structure of the educational program itself. The use of this

instrument is further predicated on the assumption that educational

quality is determined by a judgment about certain educational character-

istics of a school district, both school and community, which are per-

ceived as effective in accomplishing the purposes of American Public

school education. Data for the comparison of teacher and adminis-

trator educational quality perceptions came from fifty-six scored

educational characteristics. Responses are made by marking an "x"

over the number which represents the degree to which each educational

characteristic is perceived to be present in a given situation, 6. g. ,

"Most Characteristic" - 4; ”Somewhat Characteristic" - 3; "Slightly

Characteristic" - 3; and ”Least Characteristic" - 1. Teachers and

building principals are directed to relate their perceptions to their

building experience. Central administrators and supervisors are

directed to relate their perceptions of educational characteristic state-

ments to the school system in total. The educational characteristic

scores are obtained by the sum of the weighted responses to each

characteristic. Each of the fifty-six scored educational characteristics

is assigned to one of seven categories in order to provide a means of

understanding the effects of the inter-relationships between the various

school and community factors associated with educational quality.

The seven categories are (l) Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes;

(2) Community Attitudes; (3) Curriculum; (4) Use of Facilities;

(5) Socio-cultural Composition of Community; (6) Administrationand

Supervision; and (7) The Teacher and Teaching Methods. The score

for each category is obtained by the sum of the individual educational

characteristic scores included in each respective category. The total
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educational quality score is derived from the sum of the fifty-six

scored educational characteristics.

In October, 1963 the Educational Characteristics Criterion,
 

(E29), was mailed to the superintendents of the seven districts in the

high financial quartile and of the eighteen districts in the low financial

quartile. General and specific instructions for administration were

furnished each superintendent and individual instruction sheets were

enclosed with each respondent's instrument and envelope. The instruc-

tions specified the necessity for securing individual rather than group

perceptions of the individual educational quality characteristics. To

guarantee uninhibited responses the teachers and administrators were

assured that all information would be treated confidentially and

anonymously. Completed responses were received from all the twenty-

five participating districts within a month.

Method of Treatment and Analysis
 

Fulfilling the objectives of this study required the determination

of the significance of the difference between the mean scores of the

respondent types within quartiles and within individual large and small

school districts and the effect of high and low financial support on the

perceptions of educational quality according to respondent type.

The "t" test was used to determine the discrimination power and

ability of the instrument with regard to the first two hypotheses.

The Hoyt analysis of variance technique was used to estimate

the reliability of the instrument. The level of reliability was computed

from the consistency of individual performances upon test items for use

in testing the third and fourth sets. of hypotheses.

The third statistical step involved the use of the point biserial

correlation coefficient to determine the positive discrimination power

of the individual educational characteristic scores with respect to total
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quality score and their related category scores. In addition to this

test of the fifth hypothesis, product-moment coefficients of correlation

were computed to provide exploratory data involving the relationships

between category variables.

Statistical treatments of the data were conducted through the

use of the facilities of the Computer Laboratory, Michigan State Uni-

versity. The data were scored and coded for IBM tabulation. Statistical

tests of reliability and the item analyses were programmed for process-

ing on the CDC 3600 high—speed computer.

Scope and Delimitations of the Study
 

l. The study is delimited to individual perceptions of educational

quality factors by teacher and administrator respondents and selected

educational financial factors from the high and low financial support

quartiles of the national sample of public school districts.

2. The study treats selected educational cost factors of size,

effort, ability, and expenditure per pupil as a single composite financial

factor and the selected educational quality factors as contained in the

Educational Characteristic Criterion, (ECC). The cost and quality
 

factors are not intended to be inclusive.

3. The conclusions and implications of this study regarding the

relationships between the cost-quality veriables are not interpreted

to indicate a causal relationship, but merely to indicate a direct

a s soc iation.

Major Finding s

1. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), discrimination
 

findings indicate that according to the total educational quality scores,

all seven category scores, and forty-one individual educational
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characteristic scores of teachers respondents (see Tables 6 and 15),

educational quality is present in significantly greater degree in

United States school districts having high financial support than in

United States school districts with low financial support.

2. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), discrimination
 

indicates that according to total educational quality scores, three

category scores (IV: "Use of Facilities, " V: "Socio-cultural Compo-

sition of Community, " and VI: "Administration and Supervision"), and

eighteen individual educational characteristic scores of administrator

respondents (see Tables 6 and 15), educational quality is present in a

significantly higher degree in United States school districts having high

financial support than in United States school districts with low

financial support.

3. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), discrimination
 

results indicate a significant negative relationship concerning educational

quality and educational financial support according to teacher and

administrator responses to three individual educational characteristics

(Item No. 45: "The parents of this community expect children to per-

form their share of family chores, " No. 46: "This community is com-

posed of people who are predominantly Protestant, " and No. 24:

"High degree of teacher participation in social and political activities

of the community. "

4. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), non-discrimi-
 

nation is present in nine individual educational characteristics accord-

ing to scores of either teachers or administrators (see Table 14).

These scores indicate no significant difference exists in educational

quality between high and low financial support districts.

5. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), discrimi-
 

nation between total quality mean scores and between six of the seven

category mean scores of teachers and administrators within high
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financial support districts and within low financial support districts

(see Tables 16 and 17) indicates that significant differences exist be-

tween teacher and administrator perceptions of total educational

quality and educational quality in all categories except category V:

("Socio-cultural Composition of Community").

6. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), discrimi-
 

nation between total quality mean scores (Table 19), all seven cate-

gory mean scores (Table 20), and thirteen individual educational

characteristic mean scores (Table 24) of teachers and administrators

within high financial support districts and within low financial support

districts indicates that administrators are overvaluing educational

quality. Discrimination findings also indicate that administrators in

high financial support districts overvalue four additional individual

educational characteristics (Table 22) while administrators in low

financial support districts overvalue nine additional individual edu-

cational characteristics and undervalue a single individual educational

characteristic (Table 23).

7. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) non-discrimi—
 

nation findings indicate that according to the individual educational

characteristic mean scores of teachers and administrators within each

district type there is agreement in regard to educational quality repre-

sented in each of twenty-eight individual characteristics (see Table 21).

8. Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), discrimi-
 

nation and non-discrimination findings indicate that according to total

quality scores and the seven category scores of teachers and adminis-

trators within an individual large school district and within two small

school districts there is no systematic agreement between teacher per-

ceptions and administrator perceptions concerning quality of educational

programs. The results of tests within individual large and small school
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districts and the findings for the respective high and low financial

support quartiles are not in general accord (see Tables 25 and 26).

9. The reliability of Educational Characteristics Criterion,
 

(Egg), total scores based on consistency and sensitivity of individual

performance on test items ranges from . 89 to . 91 according to

teacher and administrator respondents within high and low financial

support quartiles. The reliability of related category scores exceeds

. 56, categories I and V excepted, according to teachers and adminis-

trators within high and low financial support quartiles (Tables 27 and

28).

10. The reliability tests of Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (EEC), total score of teachers and of administrators within

one individual large school district and within two individual small

school districts indicate that high reliabilities may be obtained by this

measurement technique for all respondent types except administrators

in one of the two small districts (rtt = .49). The reliability range of

the other total scores is from .86 to . 98 with sensitivity significance

levels from .00001 to .017. The separate category score reliability

level within large and small districts indicates great variations accord-

ing to district and respondent type. Relatively high reliabilities are

found in categories II ("Community Attitudes"); VI (Administration and

Supervision); and VII ("The Teacher and Teaching Methods"). The least

reliable categories are I: ("Student's Level of Knowledge and Attitudes")

and V: ("Socio-cultural Composition of Community"). These findings

are illustrated in Tables 29 and 30.

11. The item analyses tests indicate that all but four of the

individual educational characteristic scores (Items No. 55: "Parents

condone or encourage early dating for their children, " No. 46: "This

community is composed of people who are predominantly Protestant, "

No. 47: "This community is composed of people who are predominantly
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Catholic, " and No. 49: "The population of this community is equally

divided between Protestant and Catholic"), correlated positively with

total quality scores and have adequate positive discrimination power

and ability in excess of the minimum coefficient of . 097 required at

the .001 significance level for 1237 degrees of freedom. Only one

item (No, 46: "This community is composed of people who are pre-

dominantly Protestant") was found to be lacking adequate discrimi-

nation power with respect to the related category score (see Table 31).

12. The lowest overall discrimination level was found in the

educational characteristics comprising category V: ("Socio-cultural

Composition of Community") for relationships between individual item

score and category score as well as item score to total quality score

correlation (Table 32).

13. Product-moment coefficients of correlation indicate signifi-

cant positive inter-relationships between the seven categories of the

Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC). The most significantly
 

interrelated category mean scores are: (1) "Community Attitudes"

with "Socio-cultural Composition of Community, " (2) "Community

Attitudes" with "Administration and Supervision, " (3) "Community

Attitudes" with "The Teacher and Teaching Methods, " (4) "Curriculum

with "The Teacher and Teaching Methods, " and (5) "Administration

and Supervision" with "The Teacher and Teaching Methods. " These

relationships are presented in Tables 33, 34, and 35.

Conclusions

The findings of the empirical study of relationships between

teacher-administrator perceptions of educational quality as measured

 

by the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), and selected cost

factors can be evaluated from several viewpoints. A major concern of
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the analysis was to test a quality-measurement process which

assumed that the perceptions of teachers and administrators were

based on a pattern of similar values, expectations and standards.

A second concern of this study was the investigation of the relation—

ships between teacher-administrator perceptions of educational quality

and certain selected educational cost factors. A third aspect of the

study distinguished the level of reliability and consistency of responses

within the high and low financial quartile districts and within individual

large and small school districts. A final element involved the use

of an item analysis to determine the adequacy of the discrimination power

and ability of individual educational characteristics scores with respect

to related category score and total score. These four aspects of the

empirical study are, of course, interrelated. Each aspect will be

evaluated in terms of significant interrelationships and in terms of

previous research with the same instrumentation.

Relationships Between Teacher and Administrator

Perceptions of Educational Quality

 

 

l. The dominant theme of the results is the disagreement be-

tween responses of teachers and administrators within the high financial

support quartile and within the low financial support quartile as por-

trayed by the total quality scores, six of the seven category scores,

and fourteen individual educational characteristic scores. These dif-

ferences between administrator and teacher perceptions of educational

quality show that among both high and low financial quartile districts,

administrators overvalue all seven categories of educational character-

istics in relation to teachers' valuing of these same categories.

2. There is agreement between teacher and administrator

perceptions of quality within the high financial support quartile and

within the low financial support quartile for Category V: ("Socio-

cultural Composition of Community") and in regard to educational
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quality represented by twenty-eight individual educational character-

istics.

3. Although the hypotheses that underlie the overall model of

teacher-administrator quality perception relationships are supported

by the statistical analysis of a majority of individual educational

characteristics, the overall analysis does not support the thesis that

certificated public school personnel having a similar professional

frame of reference in terms of education and training hold similar

values and expectations regarding perceptions of educational quality.

This conclusion is contrary to previous conclusions based on a study

of Michigan school districts.

Relationships Between Teacher—Administrator

Perceptions of Educational Quality and Certain

Selected Educational Cost Factors

 

 

 

4. The results of the analysis provides confirmation of the

expected positive relationship between educational quality and financial

support for education. Total quality scores of both teachers and

administrators confirm the cost-quality relationship established in

previous research.

5. The results indicate that according to scores of each of the

seven categories and 41 individual educational characteristics, teachers

perceive educational quality to be present to a significantly higher

degree in high financial support districts than in districts having low

financial support. Administrator perceptions of educational quality

as measured by the seven categories, provide only partial confirmation

of the expected cost-quality relationship. The perceptions of adminis-

trators indicate a significant discrimination between cost quality for

only three categories and eighteen individual educational character-

istics.
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6. The individual educational characteristics in Category II:

("Community Attitudes") and Category V: ("Socio-cultural Composition

of Community") as a whole do not have great discrimination power.

The comparison between teacher-administrator quality perceptions in

high and low financial support districts reveals similarities in the

quality scores of these two sets of educational quality variables.

Reliability of Teacher-Administrator Responses

Within HiLh and Low Financial Quartile Districts

and Within Individual Large and Small Districts

 

7. On the basis of reliability test findings, it appears that rela-

tively high reliabilities may be obtained from Educational Character-
 

istics Criterion, (ECC), total quality scores based on consistency of
 

individual teacher-administrator performance on test items.

Reliability coefficients range from .89 to . 91 according to responses

by teachers or administrators within high or low support quartiles

exceeds . 56 except for Categories 1: ("Student's Level of Knowledge

and Attitudes") and V: ("Socio-cultural Composition of Community").

It is possible that the measurement scheme for these two categories

involve considerably more subjective judgment than is required for

the other categories. Reliability tests within individual large and

small school districts tend to indicate considerable variation by re-

spondent and district type. These tests findings tend to confirm the

particular unreliability of categories I and V and further support the

total score reliability findings of within quartile tests. The reliabili-

ties tend to be affected by small sample size in individual low quartile

districts and the relatively short number of items in several cate-

gories. The total quality score reliability and sensitivity tests based

on 56 items appears to be encouragingly homogeneous according to

each respondent and district type.
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Adegiacy of Discrimination Power of

Individual Educational Characteristics

 

 

8. Fifty—two of the fifty-six individual educational character-

istics support the hypothesis of adequate positive discrimination power

(P < .01) with respect to total score and related category score.

However, low overall discrimination level in Category V ("Socio-

cultural Composition of Community") casts doubt on the effectiveness

of the discrimination power and ability of this category of educational

quality variables.

Implications

The findings indicate significant differences between teacher and

administrator perceptions concerning what constitutes a quality edu-

cational program. Three of the explanations for this finding are given

in the three initial implications which follow.

1. It might be assumed that the differences between the social

and institutional roles of teachers and administrators promote conflict

between their professional purposes, values and expectations and the

purposes, values and expectations which society and the institution

places on the respective positions. In a perfect state of affairs one

could expect congruence between professional and institutional expecta—

tions and values. The heterogeneity implied by the results of this study

is present even though evidence exists concerning the supposedly homo-

genized character of teachers and administrators--their common origins,

their uniform belief system and their loyalty to profesSional goals.

It would seem that the principal instruments in the homogenizing process,

the teachers colleges, university departments of education, and pro-

fessional associations, are ineffective in overcoming the divergence of

perceptions of teachers and administrators concerning educational quality.

An alternate explanation for this phenomena is presented in the impli-

cations which follow.
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2. The findings of this study disclose particularly significant

differences in the way teachers and administrators perceive educational

quality factors regarding those characteristics closely associated with

teacher-pupil relationships and the classroom learning situation. It

appears that the level on which teachers and administrators communi-

cate and receive communications is inadequate to provide accurate and

sufficient information on which to base perceptions. It would also seem

that two—way communication channels are often not operative and many

schools in both high and low financial quartiles have perfected only the

downward movement of information. Since administrators in either

high or low quality school districts overvalue of desirable educational

outcomes in student attitudes, adequacy of classroom materials and

procedures, and other classroom based activities, it would appear that

administrators may not receive adequate information through existing

communications channels to develop consensus with teachers' per-

ceptions of these outcomes. From the data available it could be

assumed that administrators in either high or low quality school dis-

tricts are not significantly enough concerned with instructional and

curricular processes to develop means of adequate personal contact

with students and teachers.

3. One could also assume that the tendency for administrators

in both high and low financial support districts to overvalue educational

quality in relation to teacher perception is the result of a high degree

of personal identification by administrators with their school districts.

The extent of projection of “self" into the rating of school district

quality could affect the objectivity of the perceptions. It appears

that ability of the teacher to closely identify with the learner and

with the classroom situation causes a generally lower perception of

educational quality. It is implied that the degree of personal identifi-

cation which the school district as an institution is a significant factor

in shaping perceptions of educational excellence.
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4. The great diversity in population in the United States results

in disparities in both scope and quality of education. It appears that

the modification of attitudes toward schools should be emphasized as a

major component in strategies for increasing educational quality.

Since the findings indicate that a highly favorable community attitude

toward education is found in conjunction with educational quality in high

financial support school districts it seems reasonable to assume that in-

creased effort toward a broadened base of understanding and the resultant

change of value patterns in low quality school districts will further

increase the excellence of education through improved fiscal responsi-

bility and more objective and systematic goals and aims for curricular

improvement to meet local and national needs. In terms of improved

support for education even partial improvements in public attitudes is

needed in addition to foreseeable changes in the sphere of power relation-

ships and political arrangements.

5. Since the findings indicate that high educational quality is

present in a significantly higher degree in United States school districts

having high financial support, one could assume that action should be

taken in school districts having low quality and low financial support to

improve the financial support cost factors of wealth, effort, size,

and expenditure per pupil for operation. Reform is necessary in the area

of school district reorganization to assist school districts in overcoming

some of the problems of equitable property tax administration, in-

etuities in local ability and effort to support quality educational programs,

and problems of inefficiency due to inadequate student population.

School district reorganization can minimize the number of school sys-

tems without suitable tax and pupil base and maximize the number of

administrative units which are physically capable of operating quality

school programs .
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6. It is implied that the presence of relatively high reliability

 

of the Educational Characteristics Criterion, (13223), total scores

indicates a significant level of total score homogeniety for individual

teacher—administrator perceptions according to respondent type and

district type. It is further implied that category scores I: ("Student's

Level of Knowledge and Attitudes") and V: ("Socio-cultural Composition

of Community") are not sufficiently homogeneous for interpretation

concerning teacher-administrator quality perception relationships and

for other interpretations concerning cost-quality relationships.

There appears to be relatively high correlation of individual educational

characteristics to total quality score and their respective category

scores within individual districts particularly where the number of

respondents is large. Item-test and item-category reliabilities imply

a general agreement as to what constitutes educational quality in public

school districts .

Recommendations

Educatignal Quality and School District

Organizational Patterns

 

 

1. It is recommended that school district reorganization in

the United States be implemented to provide for school districts of

adequate wealth and population. Every school district in the United

States ought to be large enough to provide quality basic educational

opportunity at reasonable cost. The ultimate test of every school

district's adequacy should lie in its ability to maintain a program suf-

ficient in scope and quality to meet the educational needs of its clientele.

A school district able to attract and retain competent teachers, employ

capable administrators and supervisory personnel in sufficient number,

offer an educational program that enables students to become worthy
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members of society, satisfy the wide variety of student interests and

abilities, provide adequate buildings and instructional materials, and

maintain effective relations with the community is a quality school

district and should be the goal of every board of education in the

United States.

2. The interdependence of the various sections of the United

States requires certain general standards of quality and accomplish-

ment in all educational pragrams. It is recommended that the United

States Office of Education continue to exercise a positive leadership

role in improving the quality of American education. This national

interest can be successful in strengthening state and local educational

institutions: (1) by sharing technical knowledge, (2) by discussing

values which should be the goals of all school systems, and (3) by

bringing to the knowledge of all, the interrelations of communities

which for better or worse are mutually dependent on each other. ‘

The Communications Process and Development

of Favorable Community Attitudes

 

 

3. Reorganized districts invariably emerge larger both in area

and in population . The individual citizen's opportunity to influence

educational policy and program is reduced, and the board of education's

capacity to interpret the educational program to the community and to

energize public support is often handicapped. If communities are dis-

parate with respect to their expectations of schools, their ability to

support them, and their social values and mores, cleavages and power

struggles often result. Therefore, it is recommended that boards of

education and all educators recognize the challenge which exists and

utilize their ingenuity for devising new approaches to communicating

with the public .
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4. It is recommended that teachers, administrators and boards

of education re-examine some of the traditional assumptions about

community support and participation in educational affairs. New lines

of communication are needed to cause fundamental change in attitudes,

values, and perspectives of a large segment of the population which has

little awareness of, or concern for, the significance or the potentialities

of the educational system, either for society as a whole or for their

own children. It is further recommended that such new and additional

efforts be directed less to the short-range problems of the moment,

and more toward the cultivation of appreciative attitudes among all

population segments of the crucial role of education in our society.

Relationship Between Teacher and Administrator

Perceptions of Educational Quality

 

 

5. It is recommended that two-way communication between

teachers and administrators in both high and low quality districts be

stimulated through development of new techniques and increased

interest and understanding of the needs. Customary forms of communi-

cation have failed to produce results since there is a significant lack of

congruence in teacher-administrator perceptions of many educational

quality characteristics. It is recommended that administration and

supervision be viewed as supportive, stimulating, and suggestive rather

than commanding, coercive, and controlling. An enlightened and

realistic point of View with respect to character and intensity of admin-

istrative control and supervision should encourage teacher participation

in communication to administrators concerning the quality of the

instructional program. This communication can lead to administrator

enlightenment and understanding, which in turn, can result in positive

evaluations of and support for a better quality educational program.
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The development of a consensus between teachers and administrators

as a result of frequent and accurate communication would tend to

result in the development of similar educational expectations, goals

and perceptions irrespective of the difference in their professional

roles.

The Organization and Dissemination of the

Results of Cost-Quality Research

 

 

6. A significant problem in research on educational finance

and quality is that of the dissemination of the results. Much of what is

known in public school finance is unused in making decisions concerning

support and scope of educational programs. It is recommended that a

means be found of systematizing and organizing the vast numbers of

studies that have been completed. It is suggested that the American

Educational Research Association or some other suitable organization

act as a clearing house for current and past research. The possibility

exists of developing a coordinate indexing library retrieval system for

school co st—quality data.

Improving the Adequacy of Educational

Finance Data

 

 

7. It is recommended that all educational data, and particularly

financial information be uniformly defined and collected. Increased

attention should be given to comparability of educational terms and

definitions. Automatic data processing systems enable educational

finance and related information to be stored in "data banks, " retrieved

and analyzed at high speeds. Educational finance data should meet the

criteria of accuracy, timeliness, comparability, and comprehensive-

ness.
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Training Programs for Teachers

and Administrators

 

 

8. It is recommended that institutions and professional organi-

zations concerned with the preparation and training of teachers and

administrators initiate efforts to study and research the individual,

professional, social, and institutional roles of teachers and adminis-

trators. Adequate knowledge of the effect of the teacher or adminis-

trators role on values, expectations and goals is needed. Consensus

of the perceptions of teachers and administrators concerning educational

quality might lead to improved functional staff relations and more

important, to significant improvements in educational programs.

Revision, Continued Development and Use of the

Educational Characteristics Criterion, (ECC)

 

 

9. It is recommended that a revision of items having a relatively

low correlation with total scores and/or category scores be made.

The individual educational characteristics within Category V: ("Socio-

cultural Composition of Community") should be revised or replaced

with data factually verifiable by means of census records or other

written records.

10. It is recommended that those individual educational

characteristics and categories showing a significant difference between

teacher and administrator perceptions of quality should be studied

further to identify the bases for the lack of agreement.

11. It is recommended that the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (E_C_Q) be tested with members of boards of education,

parents and patrons, identifiable community decision-makers or

molders of opinion, and with students, in order to determine their

perceptions of educational quality and to compare their responses with

the responses of the teachers and administrators in the school district.
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12. It is recommended that the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (Egg) be tested with teacher and administrator respondents

from each of the four quartiles of Michigan public school districts

based on the relationship of the specific items of educational expendi-

ture to specific measures of educational need.

13. It is recommended that the Educational Characteristics
 

Criterion, (E_C_C) be tested with teacher and administrator respondents

from the second and third financial support quartiles of United States

public school districts determined on the basis of educational cost

factors of wealth, membership size, effort, and expenditure per pupil.

14. It is recommended that further study of the Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion, (ECC), should include an investigation of
 

the stability of the measures derived from the instrument to determine

the extent of periodic fluctuations in administrator or teacher per-

ceptions of the practices which characterize their school district.

15. It is recommended that the relationships between Educational
 

Characteristics Criterion, (ECC) scores and achievement test scores
 

or product-typemeasurements be studied. The individual educational

characteristics and related categories which are related to a measur—

able end-product, scholastic achievement, should be identified. The use

of various homogeneous groupings by subclassifying students may help

to clarify the effects of subtle variables of a socio-economic and

cultural nature.

16. It is recommended that a follow-up check be made on the

proportion of individual educational characteristics which have been

identified as non-cost related and which affect the excellence of

education. Further study of the ability of these items to discriminate

between school districts that are characterized as high and low on cost

bases would provide the low financial support district as well as the
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high financial support district an opportunity to bring increases in

quality educational output. These increases in effective patterns of

organization, attitudes, values, and procedures (basically non-cost

items) could effectively supplement improvements in financial support

and provide alternative means to improve educational quality in

school districts .where'. improved'financial- cost bases are not available.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY smumsmc

 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

August 28, 1963

Dear Superintendent:

The College of Education, Michigan State University is conducting several

national studies concerned with the identification and measurement of

quality in an educational program.

Several studies concerned with the measurement of quality have already

been completed, one of which included every school district in the State

of Michigan. Preliminary tests of the reliability, validity, and disc rimi-

native powers of the measuring instrument have been completed.

The problem to be investigated in this study is a two-fold one: (1) to test

a preliminary national form of an instrument which we hope can measure

the quality of educational programs as related by perceptions of teachers

and administrators; and (2) to compare the perceptions of these individuals

with certain selected cost factors; i. e. total school membership (size),

state equalised assessed valuation per pupil (ability), operation millage

(effort), and expenditure per pupil.

A selected sample of school districts, drawn from all 50 states, has been

chosen to participate in the initial phase of this study. After the financial

data from all school districts in the sample has been ordered and the

number of districts in each cost quartile is determined a second sample

will be drawn. The administrative and teaching staffs of these districts

will be invited to p rticipate in the study by responding to the instrument

under investigation. Previous use of the questionnaire has shown that it

can be completed in approximately thirty minutes.

I hope, sincerely, that you will contribute to this study. Please complete

the enclosed fact sheet to indicate your willingness to participate in this

attempt to meet the need for a comprehensive but practical device to

appraise the quality of an educational program in any given school district

in the United States.

In order to begin this study promptly we would like to have your response

and data sheet by September 7, 1963. The questionnaire for administrative

and teaching staff participants for the second phase of the study will be
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mailed to selected districts in early October in order to avoid conflict

with the beginning of the school year.

It is not the intent of our study to compare individual districts by name.

All information furnished by you will be held in confidence and utilized

only as a part of a group analysis and ordering of districts.

Your willingness to help us in this study will be sincerely appreciated.

, Should you have any questions concerning our research please do not

hesitate to write us.

Cordially your s ,

Herbert C. Rudman

Professor of Education

HCR:kk

Eng: Data Sheet

Return Envelope
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PRELIMINARY DATA SHEET

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

NAME OF SCHOOL DISTRICT
 

ADDRESS (TOWN, STATE)
 

1963-64

Number of Teachers

Number of Administrators

(Superintendents, Principals, and Supervisors)

COST DATA (1962-63 School Year):
 

1. Size: Average Daily Membership, ADM,

Grades K-12, or 1-12

2. Ability: State Equalized Assessed Property

Valuation Per Pupil (Final Appraisal

Of All Property Divided by ADM)

3. Effort: Tax Rate in Mills for Current

Operation of School District

4. Current Operating Expenditure Per Pupil (Total

Expenditures Excluding Capital Outlay And Debt

Service Divided by ADM)

PLEASE RETURN TO: Dr. Herbert C. Rudman

Michigan State University

East Lansing, Michigan
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EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS CRITERION

Herbert C. Rudman

Michigan State University

 

10.

ll.

13.

11+.

15.

Factor

Teachers have intimate knowledge of

children.

Teaching practices reflect concern for

individual differences.

Teaching practices reflect a knowledge

of individual differences

Teachers perceive a coherent and coor-

dinated structure to the educational

program.

Concensus exists among the staff con-

cerning the goals of the educational

program.

A structure has been developed that

permits continual curriculum improvement.

Evidence exists of instructional and/or

curricular experimentation.

Students show a positive attitude toward

scholastic work.

Students evidence accurate knowledge of

self.

Professional staff of the school system

are involved in in-service education.

Teachers thoroughly understand the infor-

mation gathered on students and use this

information to make sound educational

decisions.

All teachers are certified to teach at

the grade level or subject they are now

teaching.

Teachers have complete freedom to teach

what they consider to be important.

A.great variety of instructional tech-

niques are presently used in the class-

rooms.

A great variety of instructional mater-

ials are presently used in the class-

rooms.

Most Somewhat Slightly Least

Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic

4 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

11 3 2 1

11 3 2 1

11 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

11 3 2 1

LI 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

11 3 2 1

11 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1
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Factor

05 Somewhat Slightly Least ‘

Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic

 

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

2h.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Students are knowledgeable about the

educational and social opportunities

available to them.

A complete comprehensive testing program

including intelligence and achievement

testing is available in the schools.

Teachers often avail themselves of

professional help.

Complete freedom is granted to students

to investigate any local, state,

national or international issue.

Availability to students of materials

that reflect all shades of political

and sociological points of view.

Parents and patrons (those residents

of a school district without school-

age children) are highly knowledgeable

about education.

Lay members of the community are highly

involved in the planning of educational

goals with the school staff.

Regulations governing student conduct

are highly explicit and detailed.

High degree of teacher participation

in social and political activities of

the community.

The social status of teachers is very

high in this community.

Regulations governing personnel policies

are highly explicit and detailed.

Citizens are highly organized to discuss

school problems.

The perceptions of parents and patrons

concerning the purposes of education

are consistent and clear.

The local newspaper has shown a high

interest in local school affairs.

There is no lag between the values

taught in the school and what is prac-

ticed in the community.

There exists a high level of cooperation

among the teachers of the staff.

A 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

h 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

h 3 2 1

u 3 2 l

u 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

u 3 2 l

u 3 2 1

u 3 2 1
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32.

33.

3h.

35.

36.

37-

38.

39-

Mo.

Al.

42.

1+3.

au.

#5.

#6.

A7.

48.

Factor

The physical facilities of the school

system (buildings and equipment) are

completely adequate.

The community and its residents are

used for instructional purposes.

Cultural experiences are readily

available in the community.

Teachers' judgments are almost always

used in the determination of education-

al policies.

A high percentage of the electorate in

the community vote in school elections.

There are outstanding community leaders

in this community who exhibit great

interest in school affairs.

This is a highly stable community which

does not have too many peOple leaving.

The community exhibits a great concern

for the development of aesthetic and

artistic interests.

A two-way communication channel readily

exists between the home and the school.

A high percentage of high school students

own personal cars.

A high percentage of homes own television

sets.

A great deal of homework is assigned to

students.

A high degree of ethnic, racial and

religious homogeneity exists among the

local population.

The parents in this community expect

their children to perform their share

of family chores..

This community is composed of peOple

who are predominantly Protestant.

This community is composed of people

who are predominantly Catholic.

This community is composed of peOple

who are predominantly Jewish.

Most Somewhat Slightly Least

Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic

’4 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

ii 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

Li 3 2 1

l-I» 3 2 1

1i 3 2 1

Li 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

l4 3 2 1

’4- 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

u 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1
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Factor

Most Somewhat Slightly Least

Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic

 

#9.

50.

51.

52.

53.

51+.

55-

The population of this community is

equally divided between Protestants

and Catholics.

One or two ethnic groups comprise the

largest number of residents in the

community.

Pupils consider an academic grade of

at least "B" to be the norm for

academic achievement.

The professional staff of the schools

in the community consider an academic

grade of at least "B" to be the norm

for academic achievement.

A high value is placed on education

by the parents and patrons (those

residents of a school district without

school-age children) of the community.

Parents and patrons in the community

consider an academic grade of at least

"B” to be the norm for academic achieve-

ment.

Parents condone or encourage early

dating for their children.

l-l 3 2 1

b. 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

ii 3 2 1

1+ 3 2 1

Li 3 2 1
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR RESPONDING TO THE

EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS CRITERION
 

Your participation as a reSpondent to the Educational Characteristics Cri—

terion (Egg) within the national sample of c00perating school districts is

greatly appreciated. This is a phase of a comprehensive research project

which is being conducted by the College of Education, Michigan State Uni-

versity.

 

It is important that your responses to the Egg represent your own individual

perceptions, therefore it is recommended that you complete the Egg without

prior discussion with other faculty members, preferably in private and quiet

surroundings. All information will be treated confidentially and anonymously.

Approximate reSpondent time is thirty minutes, however there is no time limit.

Use pencil and mark with firm pressure gfl_the number representing the charac-

teristic that you perceive. Relate the statements to your experience as

follows:

(a) Teachers and Building Principals: Relate the statements to your

building experience.
 

(b) Central Administrators and Supervisors: Relate the statements

to your school system.
 

Example of marking one item:

Somewhat Slightly Least

actor Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic

1. Teachers have intimate know-

ledge of children. )4 3 X 1

(Note: The "x" ON the ”2" will indicate that your perception of the

statement is that it is "slightly characteristic" of your building

situation (if you are a teacher or building principal); or that it is

"slightly characteristic" of your school system (if you are a central

administrator or supervisor).

 

Upon completion of your reSponses to all ECC items, place the ECC in the

envelOpe and SEAL the envelope flap. Do not put your name or other markings

on the ECC envelope.

Return the envelope with enclosed §9g_to your building principal or to the

collection point prescribed by the principal or the superintendent. It is

highly desired that you complete the ECC at your very earliest Opportunity

and return it within 2h hours, and if delayed, within #8 hours.
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(To be completed by the Superintendent)

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION FORM

EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS CRITERION

Herbert C. Rudman

Michigan State University

1. School District 2. State

3. Type of Organization Pattern Followed in School District (Please check the

most appropriate organizational pattern).

a. 6 - 3 - 3 c. 6 - 6 e. 6 - 2 - 4

b. 8 - 4 d. 5 - 3 - 4 . f. Other
 

 

4. Approximate average pupil-teacher ratio ... ELEMENTARY (Please check

apprOpriate response).

 

a. 50-1 d. 35-1 g. 20-1

b. 45-1 , e. 30-1 h. Less than

‘—"'
20-1

c. 40-1 f. 25-l
 

 

5. Approximate average pupil-teacher ratio ... SECONDARY (Please check

appropriate response).

 

a. 50-1 d. 35-1 3. 20-1

b. 45-1 e. 30-1 h. Less than

20-1

c. 40-1 f. 25-1
 

6. Type of Papulation Center

a. Rural

b. City

1. less than 2500

2. 2500 - 4999

3. 5000 - 9999

4. 10,000 - 24,999

5. 25,000 - 999,999

6. 100,000 and over
 

7- Is your school program accredited by the state and/or regional accrediting

agencies?

Yes No
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TO: Superintendents of COOperating School Districts in the Quality Research

Project.

FROM: Dr. Herbert C. Rudman, Project Director, College of Education, Michigan

State University.

SUBJECT: General Instructions for Administration and Mailing of the

Educational Characteristicg Criterion (ECC).

I. CONTENTS OF THE PACKAGE OF MATERIALS

A. env010pes, each containing one copy of the ECG and an instruction

sheet for teacher res ondents, with two extra coPies.

B. envolopes, stamped "ADMINISTRATOR", each containing one copy of

the Egg, also stamped "ADMINISTRATOR", and an instruction sheet

for administrative respondents (Superintendents, Principals,

Supervisors), with one extra copy.

C. One business envelope containing:

1. Return postage (educational materials classification) from the

Superintendent's office to Michigan State University.

2. "Educational Materials" sticker for the return package.

3. Address sticker for returning test materials to

Dr. Herbert C. Rudman, College of Education, Michigan State

University.

D. One Supplementary Information Form to be oompleted by the Superintendent.

II. DISTRIBUTION

A. Please contact each principal to notify him of the participation of your

school district in this research project which is concerned with the

identification and measurement of quality in an educational program.

B. Please give the principals instruction sheets, the ECG, and enve10pes

for each teacher he supervises (unless this can more easily be

accomplished through your central office).

C. Give the principals and other administrator and supervisor respondents

their instruction sheets, the ECG, and envelopes (marked "ADMINISTRATOR").

D. The Superintendent is requested to fill out the Supplementary Information

Form in addition to responding to the ECC using materials marked

“ADMINISTRATOR".





III.

IV.
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In case there is only one administrator, a Superintendent who also

acts as Principal, it is desired that one "ADMINISTRATOR" ggg be given

to the faculty individual who assists the Superintendent administratively

more than any other faculty member. This individual would not fill out

a teacher respondent ggg_but would fill out only the "ADMINISTRATOR" Egg.

COLLECTION

A.

B.

C.

It is requested that the collection point of the Egg env010pes be clearly

specified to all respondents. If the "Principal", "Principal's

Secretary”, etc. are assigned the duty of collection, the respondents

should be notified as to place and time of collection.

All envolopes, used or unused, with the enclosed ECC's should be

collected and checked against the total sent (see I. A. and 3., CONTENTS).

Do not retain ggg's for absent teachers. All forms should be returned

to your office within 48 hours at the latest. It is h0ped that the 48

hour limit will result in better individual perceptions that may be less

influenced by group discussion.

MAILING

A. The return package should include all the enveIOpes and the ggpplementary

Information Form completed by the Superintendent. There should be one

package bound with cover paper, cord, and tape if necessary. Postage

and stickers are in the business envelope. The Supplementary Information

Form should be placed in an enveIOpe on top of the Egg enveIOpes inside

the package.

Postage has been calculated at the "Educational Materials" rate. If

reimbursement for additional postage is required, please contact

Dr. Herbert C. Rudman, College of Education, Michigan State University,

East Lansing, Michigan.

I wish to express my appreciation to you, your staff, and your teachers for the

cooperation you have given in this project. An abstract of the results will be

sent to you upon completion of the project.

Herbert C. Rudman

Project Director
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY EAST unsma

 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

' October 10, 1963

Dear Superintendent:

Your willingness to participate in the national quality measurement study

sponsored by the College of Education, Michigan State University, is

sincerely appreciated. The enthusiastic and prompt response from school

districts throughout the United States has made it possible to proceed im-

mediately with the second phase of the project.

Educational Characteristics Criterion (ECC) questionnaires, instruction

sheets and supplies, are being mailed to you under separate cover.

Sufficient copies of the ECC are being sent to each selected district to per-

mit every member of the teaching and administrative staff to participate.

 

It is not the intent of our study to identify or to compare responses within

or between individual school districts. All data will be kept confidential

and utilized only in a group analysis of districts similar in size and financial

characteristics.

A copy of both the Supplemental Information Sheet for Sgperintendents and

the General Instructioanheet for administering the ECC are enclosed for

your iBormation. Additional copies of each of these forms are included

with the package containing the questionnaires.

 

 
 

Your cooperation in the second and final phase of our investigation is ap- - .

preciated. I hope that the administrators and teachers in your school

system will find the experience of responding to the ECC an interesting

and profitable professional one. _—

Should you have any questions or comments concerning the general instructions,

the ECG or the recommended procedures for gathering responses, please con-

tact me immediately.

Best wishes to you and your staff for a successful and rewarding school year.

Cordially yours,

Herbert C. Rudman

Profe s so r of Education

HCR:cs

Enclosures: (2) Supplemental Data Sheet, General Instruction Sheet
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL EDUCATIONAL

CHARACTERISTIC MEAN SCORES OF TEACHERS AND
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APPENDIX .1

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TOTAL MEAN SCORES AND BETWEEN

CATEGORY MEAN SCORES OF TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS

WITHIN HIGH FINANCIAL SUPPORT QUARTILE AND OF

TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS WITHIN LOW

FINANCIAL SUPPORT QUARTILE
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APPENDIX K

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL EDUCATIONAL

CHARACTERISTIC MEAN SCORES OF TEACHERS AND

ADMINISTRATORS WITHIN HIGH FINANCIAL SUPPORT

QUARTILE AND OF TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS

WITHIN LOW FINANCIAL SUPPORT QUARTILE

233

l
‘



D
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
I
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
C
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
M
e
a
n
S
c
o
r
e
s

o
f
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
a
n
d

o
f
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
s

w
i
t
h
i
n
H
i
g
h
F
i
n
a
n
c
i
a
l
S
u
p
p
o
r
t

Q
u
a
r
t
i
l
e
a
n
d
w
i
t
h
i
n
L
o
w

F
i
n
a
n
c
i
a
l
S
u
p
p
o
r
t
Q
u
a
r
t
i
l
e
.

H
i
g
h

Q
u
a
r
t
i
l
e
:

T
e
a
c
h
e
r

N
=

1
2
2
3
,

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
N
=

9
2
;
L
o
w

Q
u
a
r
t
i
l
e
:

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
N

=
1
0
8
1
,

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
N

=
8
2
.

  

I
t
e
m

G
r
o
u
p

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

"
L
o
w

1
6

H
i
g
h

1

5
L
o
w

H
i
g
h

5
2

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

5
4

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

2
1

L
o
v
i
'

T
h
e

n
u
l
l
h
y
p
o
t
h
e
s
e
s
a
r
e

r
e
j
e
c
t
e
d

a
t
t
h
e

0
.
0
5

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e

l
e
v
e
l
.

H
i
g
h
e
r

l
e
v
e
l
s
a
r
e

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
.

C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

X
T

X
A

S
.
D
.
T

S
°
D
'
A

D
.
F
.

T
P

H
O

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
:

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s
L
e
v
e
l

o
f
K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
a
n
d

A
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
s
h
o
w

a
p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
t
o
w
a
r
d

s
c
h
o
l
a
s
t
i
c
w
o
r
k

2
.
8
6
4
—

3
.
2
0
6

.
7
1
0

.
6
7
1

1
3
1
4

4
.
6
9
2

P
<
.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

2
.
6
6
5

2
.
9
1
4

.
7
2
0

.
6
5
1

1
1
6
2

3
.
3
1
6

P
<
.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

‘
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
e
v
i
d
e
n
c
e
a
c
c
u
r
a
t
e
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
g

o
f

s
e
l
f

2
.
3
1
4

2
.
6
1
9

.
7
0
2

.
6
9
2

1
3
1
4

4
.
0
6
4

P
<

.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

2
.
2
6
7

2
.
4
3
9

.
7
2
8

.
6
3
0

1
1
6
2

2
.
3
4
9

P
<

.
0
2

R
e
j
e
c
t

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
a
r
e
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
a
b
l
e
a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
a
n
d

s
o
c
i
a
l
o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

t
o
t
h
e
m

2
.
8
9
1

3
.
1
1
9

.
7
7
4

.
6
9
2

1
3
1
4

3
.
0
2
1

P
<

.
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

2
.
6
8
8

2
.
8
6
5

.
7
4
6

.
6
6
2

1
1
6
2

2
.
3
1
9

P
<

.
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

P
u
p
i
l
s
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
n
a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
g
r
a
d
e

o
f
a
t
l
e
a
s
t
"
B
“

t
o
b
e

t
h
e
n
o
r
m

f
o
r
a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c

a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t

2
.
7
2
8

2
.
7
9
3

.
9
4
0

.
9
2
0

1
3
1
4

.
6
5
1

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

2
.
5
9
3

2
.
9
1
5

.
8
5
5

.
7
8
8

1
1
6
2
‘

3
.
5
2
7

P
<

.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

T
h
e
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
t
a
f
f
o
f
t
h
e
s
c
h
o
o
l
s

i
n
t
h
e
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
n
a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c

g
i
a
d
e

o
f
a
t
l
e
a
s
t
"
B
"

t
o
b
e

t
h
e
n
o
r
m

f
o
r
a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t

2
.
6
7
2

2
.
8
3
6

.
9
4
0

.
8
5
5

1
3
1
4

1
.
7
6
9

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

2
.
7
0
5

2
.
8
6
5

.
8
6
9

.
8
2
7

1
1
6
2

1
.
6
9
1

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

P
a
r
e
n
t
s
a
n
d
p
a
t
r
o
n
s

i
n
t
h
e
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
n
a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c

g
r
a
d
e

o
f
a
t
l
e
a
s
t
"
B
"

t
o
b
e

t
h
e
n
o
r
m

f
o
r
a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t

,

2
.
8
5
0

2
.
8
9
1

.
8
6
6

.
8
0
4

1
3
1
4

.
4
6
8
0

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

2
.
6
4
4

2
.
8
6
5

.
8
4
4

.
8
5
7

1
1
6
2

2
.
2
5
3

P
<

.
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

1
1
:

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

A
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s

"
P
a
r
e
n
t
s
a
n
d
p
a
t
r
o
n
s

(
t
h
o
s
e
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
s

o
f
a
s
c
h
o
o
l

d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
w
i
t
h
o
u
t
s
c
h
o
o
l
-
a
g
e

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
)
a
r
e
h
j
h
l
y
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
a
b
l
e
a
b
o
u
t
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
"

2
.
4
1
7

2
.
6
7
3

.
8
7
5

.
8
5
3

1
3
1
4

2
.
7
7
1

P
<

.
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

2
.
1
2
4

2
.
2
1
9

"
.
8
0
1

1
.
8
4
6

1
1
6
2

.
9
8
9

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

.
9
.

234



A
P
P
E
N
D
I
X
K

-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 

I
t
e
m

G
r
o
u
p

X
T

X
A

S
.
D
.
T

S
'
D
'
A

D
.
F
.

T
P

H
O

 

C
a
t
e
g
p
r
y

I
I
:
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

A
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s

(
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

"
T
h
e
p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
s

o
f
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
a
n
d
p
a
t
r
o
n
s

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
_
n
g
t
h
e
p
_
u
r
p
o
s
e
s

o
f
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
r
e

c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
a
n
d
c
l
e
a
r
"

H
i
g
h

2
.
2
5
5

2
.
3
9
1

.
8
4
0

.
6
7
8

1
3
1
4

1
.
8
1
1

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

2
.
1
2
9

2
.
2
8
0

.
8
1
0

.
7
7
4

1
1
6
2

1
.
6
9
6

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
T
h
e

l
o
c
a
l
n
e
w
s
i
a
p
e
r
h
a
s
s
h
o
w
n

a
h
i
g
h
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t

i
n
l
o
c
a
l
s
c
h
o
o
l

a
f
f
a
i
r
s
'
I

H
i
g
h

2
.
8
9
8

3
.
1
3
0

.
9
0
9

.
7
7
3

1
3
1
4

2
.
7
3
6

P
<

.
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

L
o
w

2
.
8
3
8

3
.
0
0
0

1
.
0
0
6

.
9
6
8

1
1
6
2

1
.
4
5
4

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
T
h
e
r
e

i
s
n
o
l
a
g
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
t
h
e
v
a
l
u
e
s

t
a
u
g
h
t

i
n
t
h
e
s
c
h
o
o
l
a
n
d
w
h
a
t

i
s
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
d

i
n

t
h
e

c
o
r
n
r
n
u
n
i
t
y
_
H

H
i
g
h

2
.
3
3
9

2
.
4
1
3

.
8
4
0

.
8
1
4

1
3
1
4

.
8
3
5
7

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

2
.
3
2
3

2
.
4
5
1

.
8
4
8

.
8
0
3

1
1
6
2

1
.
3
7
9

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
A
h
i
g
h
j
p
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e

o
f
t
h
e

e
l
e
c
t
o
r
a
t
e

i
n
t
h
e
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

v
o
t
e

i
n
s
c
h
o
o
l

e
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
s
"

3
6

H
i
g
h

2
.
4
2
9

2
.
4
6
7

.
8
7
5

.
8
0
4

1
3
1
4

.
4
3
5
5

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

a
:

L
o
w

2
.
2
7
8

2
.
3
7
8

.
8
8
7

.
7
4
7

1
1
6
2

1
.
1
4
6

P
>
.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

U
!

"
T
h
e
r
e
a
r
e

o
u
t
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
l
e
a
d
e
r
s

i
n
t
h
i
s
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
w
h
o

e
x
h
i
b
i
t
i
r
e
a
t

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
i
n
s
c
h
o
o
l

a
f
f
a
i
r
s
"

-
_

H
i
g
h

2
.
7
3
8

2
.
9
5
6

.
8
9
4

.
9
4
8

1
3
1
4

2
.
1
3
6

P
<

.
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

L
o
w

2
.
7
1
0

2
.
9
1
5

.
9
2
8

.
8
7
7

1
1
6
2

2
.
0
2
2

P
<

.
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
T
h
e
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

e
x
h
i
b
i
t
s
a
j
r
e
a
t
c
o
n
c
e
r
n

f
o
r

t
h
e
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
s

o
f
a
e
s
t
h
e
t
i
c
a
n
d

a
n
d

a
r
t
i
s
t
i
c
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
s
"

H
i
g
h

2
.
4
5
8

2
.
6
6
3

.
9
2
3

.
9
8
6

1
3
1
4

1
.
9
2
4

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

2
.
0
5
1

2
.
1
8
2

.
8
7
4

.
7
8
7

1
1
6
2

1
.
4
5
1

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
A
t
w
o
-
w
a
y
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

c
h
a
n
n
e
l

r
e
a
d
i
l
y
e
x
i
s
t
s
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

t
h
e
h
o
m
e

a
n
d

t
h
e
s
c
h
o
o
l
"

H
i
g
h

2
.
9
7
8

3
.
2
5
0

.
8
3
4

.
7
9
3

1
3
1
4

3
.
1
5
1

P
<

.
0
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

L
o
w

2
.
6
1
1

3
.
0
1
2

.
8
7
3

.
7
9
3

1
1
6
2

4
.
3
7
6

P
<

.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
T
h
e
p
a
r
e
n
t
s

i
n
t
h
i
s
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
e
x
p
e
c
t

t
h
e
i
r
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n

t
o
p
e
r
f
o
r
m

t
h
e
i
r
s
h
a
r
e
o
f

f
a
m
i
l
y
c
h
o
r
e
s
"

H
i
g
h

2
.
1
8
8

2
.
1
5
2

.
7
9
8

.
7
4
0

1
3
1
4

.
4
4
5
9

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

2
.
5
3
9

2
.
5
9
7

.
8
2
4

.
7
3
4

1
1
6
2

.
6
8
5

P
>

.
0
5

A
V
C
C
e
p
t

 

  

2
8

 

2
9

  

3
0

 

 

3
7

 

 

3
9

 

4
0

  

4
5

 

T
h
e

n
u
l
l
h
y
p
o
t
h
e
s
e
s
a
r
e

r
e
j
e
c
t
e
d

a
t
t
h
e

0
.
0
5

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e

l
e
v
e
l
.

H
i
g
h
e
r

l
e
v
e
l
s
a
r
e

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
.

C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 



A
P
P
E
N
D
I
X
K

-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 

I
t
e
m

G
r
o
u
p

 

X
T

X
A

S
.
D
.
T

S
.
D
.
A

D
.
F
.

T
P

H
O

 

5
3

5
5

1
5

1
7

3
2

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

C
a
t
g
p
p
y

1
1
:

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

A
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s

(
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)
 

"
A

h
i
g
h
v
a
l
u
e

i
s
p
l
a
c
e
d
o
n
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
b
y

t
h
e
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
a
n
d
p
a
t
r
o
n
s

(
t
h
o
s
e

r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
s

o
f
a

s
c
h
o
o
l

d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
w
i
t
h
o
u
t
s
c
h
o
o
l
-
a
g
e

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
)

o
f
t
h
e
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
"

3
.
0
1
1

3
.
1
1
9

.
8
9
2

.
8
4
9

1
3
1
4

1
.
1
7
2

P
>
.
0
5

2
.
6
9
4

2
.
8
5
3

.
8
5
7

.
8
7
6

1
1
6
2

1
.
5
8
5

P
>

.
0
5

"
P
a
r
e
n
t
s
c
o
n
d
o
n
e

o
r
e
n
c
o
u
r
a
g
e

e
a
r
l
y
d
a
t
i
n
g
f
o
r

t
h
e
i
r
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
"

2
.
8
7
0

2
.
5
4
3

.
8
3
2

.
7
9
0

1
3
1
4

3
.
8
1
6

P
<

.
0
0
1

2
.
6
1
7

2
.
3
7
8

.
8
6
4

.
.
9
2
4

1
1
6
2

2
.
2
7
4

P
<

.
0
5

  

A
c
c
e
p
t

A
c
c
e
p
t

 

R
e
j
e
c
t

R
e
j
e
c
t

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
I
I
:

C
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 

"
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e

a
c
o
h
e
r
e
n
t
a
n
d
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
e
d

s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e

t
o
t
h
e
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
"
 

2
.
9
3
0

2
.
9
6
7

.
8
0
3

.
6
3
6

1
3
1
4

.
5
2
5

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

2
.
8
5
6

2
.
9
5
1

.
7
8
5

.
7
1
8

1
1
6
2

1
.
1
4
1

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
C
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
s

e
x
i
s
t
s
a
m
o
n
g

t
h
e

s
t
a
f
f
c
o
n
c
e
'
r
n
i
n
t
h
h
e
$
1
3

o
f
t
h
e
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
"

2
.
9
5
0

3
.
0
9
7

.
8
8
7

.
6
9
6

1
3
1
4

1
.
9
0
9

P
>
.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

2
.
9
2
6

3
.
1
0
9

.
8
7
6

.
7
8
5

1
1
6
2

2
.
0
2
4

P
<

.
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
A

s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
h
a
s
b
e
e
n
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d

t
h
a
t
p
e
r
m
i
t
s

c
o
n
t
i
n
u
a
l
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
e
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
"

3
.
1
6
6

3
.
2
8
2

.
8
9
7

.
8
1
6

1
3
1
4

1
.
3
0
2

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

2
.
9
3
2

3
.
2
3
1

.
9
3
2

.
7
4
2

1
1
6
2

3
.
4
5
0

P
<

.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
A

g
r
e
a
t
v
a
r
i
e
t
y

o
f
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
a
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
l
y
u
s
e
d

i
n
t
h
e
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
"

3
.
3
1
8

3
.
4
7
8

.
7
4
6

.
6
0
1

1
3
1
4

2
.
4
1
7

P
<

.
0
2

R
e
j
e
c
t

2
.
9
0
4

3
.
1
7
0

.
8
7
6

.
7
1
6

1
1
6
2

3
.
1
8
5

P
<
.
0
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
A
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
c
o
m
p
r
e
h
e
n
s
i
v
e

t
e
s
t
i
n
g
p
r
o
g
r
a
m

i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g

i
n
t
e
l
l
i
g
e
n
c
e
a
n
d
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
-

m
e
n
t

t
e
s
t
i
n
g

i
s
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

i
n
t
h
e
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
"

3
.
6
8
9

3
.
7
3
9

.
5
9
0

.
5
5
2

1
3
1
4

3
.
4
3
7

3
.
7
5
6

.
8
0
0

.
4
5
9

1
1
6
2

     

.
8
3
1
0

5
.
6
5
7

P
>

.
0
5

P
<

.
0
0
1

A
c
c
e
p
t

R
e
j
e
c
t

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
V
:

U
s
e

o
f
F
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
 

"
T
h
e

p
h
y
s
i
c
a
l

f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

o
f
t
h
e
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
y
s
t
e
m

(
b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
s
a
n
d

e
q
u
i
p
m
e
n
t
)

a
r
e
c
o
m
-

L
l
e
t
e
l
y
a
d
e
g
u
a
t
e
"

2
.
9
0
1

3
.
1
8
4

1
.
0
1
0

.
8
3
7

1
3
1
4

2
.
3
9
1

2
.
6
3
4

.
9
6
8

.
8
8
2

1
1
6
2

  

3
.
0
8
4

2
.
3
8
6

P
<

.
0
1

P
<
.
0
2

R
e
j
e
c
t

R
e
j
e
c
t

 

T
h
e

n
u
l
l
h
y
p
o
t
h
e
s
e
s
a
r
e

r
e
j
e
c
t
e
d

a
t
t
h
e

0
.
0
5

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e

l
e
v
e
l
.

H
i
g
h
e
r

l
e
v
e
l
s
a
r
e

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
.

C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d



A
P
P
E
N
D
I
X
K

-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

  

I
t
e
m

G
r
o
u
p

X
T

X
A

S
.
D
.
T

S
.
D
'
A

D
.
F
.

T
P

H
O

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

V
:

S
o
c
i
o
-
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l
C
o
m
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

o
f
t
h
e
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

 
 

”
T
h
e

s
o
c
i
a
l

s
t
a
t
u
s

o
f
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

i
s
v
e
r
y
h
i
g
h

i
n
t
h
i
s
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
:

H
i
g
h

2
.
5
4
1

2
.
7
0
6

.
8
9
3

.
7
6
3

1
3
1
4

1
.
9
7
5

P
<

.
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

L
o
w

2
.
7
3
1

2
.
8
4
1

.
8
9
5

.
8
2
3

1
1
6
2

1
.
1
5
5

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
C
u
l
t
u
r
a
l
e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s
a
r
e

r
e
a
d
i
l
y
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

i
n
t
h
e
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
"

H
i
g
h

2
.
6
1
1

2
.
8
2
6

.
9
8
4

.
9
5
6

1
3
1
4

1
.
7
8
6

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

2
.
1
7
5

2
.
3
4
1

.
9
1
9

.
8
9
1

1
1
6
2

1
.
6
2
7

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
T
h
i
s

i
s
a
h
i
g
h
l
y

s
t
a
b
l
e
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
w
h
i
c
h
d
o
e
s

n
o
t
h
a
v
e

t
o
o
m
a
n
y

p
e
o
p
l
e
l
e
a
v
i
n
g
"

H
i
g
h

2
.
6
6
8

2
.
6
9
5

.
9
1
0

.
9
7
3

1
3
1
4

.
.
2
7
0

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

2
.
6
5
8

2
.
7
0
7

.
9
9
3

.
9
8
7

1
1
6
2

.
.
4
3
0

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
A

h
i
g
h
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e

o
f
h
i
g
h
s
c
h
o
o
l

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
o
w
n
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
c
a
r
s
"

H
i
g
h

2
.
6
9
7

2
.
6
8
4

.
9
0
1

.
8
7
6

1
3
1
4

1
.
1
3
3
5

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

2
.
1
8
5

2
.
2
0
7

.
9
0
5

.
8
8
5

1
1
6
2

.
2
1
9

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
A

h
i
g
h
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e

o
f
h
o
m
e
s
o
w
n

t
e
l
e
v
i
s
i
o
n
s
e
t
s
"

H
i
g
h

3
.
8
6
0

3
.
9
1
3

.
4
1
7

.
2
8
3

1
3
1
4

1
.
6
5
9

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

3
.
7
6
3

3
.
7
5
6

.
5
2
4

.
4
5
9

1
1
6
2

.
1
3
3

P
>

.
0
5

"
A
c
c
e
p
t

"
A
h
i
g
h
d
g
g
t
r
g
e

o
f
e
t
h
n
i
c
,

r
a
c
i
a
l
a
n
d

r
e
l
i
g
i
o
u
s
h
o
m
o
g
e
n
e
i
t
y

e
x
i
s
t
s
a
m
o
n
g

t
h
e
l
o
c
a
l

p
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
"

H
i
g
h

2
.
5
9
4

2
.
6
4
1

1
.
0
0
3

1
.
0
0
0

1
3
1
4

.
4
3
3
0

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

2
.
5
4
3

2
.
7
5
6

.
9
8
4

1
.
0
7
2

1
1
6
2

1
.
7
4
4

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
T
h
i
s
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

i
s
c
o
m
p
o
s
e
d

o
f
p
e
o
p
l
e
w
h
o

a
r
e
p
r
e
d
o
m
i
n
a
n
t
l
y
P
r
o
t
e
s
t
a
n
t
"

H
i
g
h

2
.
1
9
8

2
.
0
3
2

1
.
0
8
3

1
.
0
3
1

1
3
1
4

1
.
4
8
3

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

3
.
0
4
1

3
.
1
4
6

1
.
0
9
3

1
.
1
6
6

1
1
6
2

.
7
8
7

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
T
h
i
s
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

i
s
c
o
m
p
o
s
e
d

o
f
p
e
o
p
l
e
w
h
o

a
r
e
p
r
e
d
o
m
i
n
a
n
t
l
y
C
a
t
h
o
l
i
c
"

H
i
g
h

1
.
8
7
8

1
.
7
8
2

.
8
9
4

.
8
3
6

1
3
1
4

1
.
0
6
0

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

1
.
7
2
5

1
.
5
3
6

.
9
8
6

.
9
7
1

1
1
6
2

1
.
6
9
4

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
T
h
i
s
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

i
s
c
o
m
p
o
s
e
d

o
f
p
e
o
p
l
e
w
h
o

a
r
e
p
r
e
d
o
m
i
n
a
n
t
l
y
J
e
w
i
s
h
"

H
i
g
h

1
.
9
4
2

2
.
0
5
4

1
.
2
0
7

1
.
2
7
8

1
3
1
4

.
8
1
0
3

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

1
.
0
4
6

1
.
0
0
0

.
2
7
5

.
0
0
0

1
1
6
2

5
.
5
2
9

P
<
.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
T
h
e

p
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
t
h
i
s
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
i
y

i
s
e
q
u
a
&

d
i
v
i
d
e
d
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
P
r
o
t
e
s
t
a
n
t
s
a
n
d

C
a
t
h
o
l
i
c
s
"

H
i
g
h

1
.
7
5
5

1
.
7
5
0

.
9
2
3

1
.
0
1
2

1
3
1
4

.
5
0
6

P
>
.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

.
L
o
w

1
.
6
6
2

1
.
5
8
5

.
9
5
9

.
9
8
0

1
1
6
2

.
6
8
6

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

T
h
e

n
u
l
l
h
y
p
o
t
h
e
s
e
s
a
r
e

r
e
j
e
c
t
e
d

a
t
t
h
e

0
.
0
5

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e

l
e
v
e
l
.

H
i
g
h
e
r

l
e
v
e
l
s
a
r
e

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
.

C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

2
5

 

3
4

3
8

 

4
1

 

4
2

 

4
4

4
6

4
7

 

4
8

 

4
9

237



A
P
P
E
N
D
I
X
K

-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 

I
t
e
m

G
r
o
u
p

 

X
T

X
A

S
.
D
.
T

S
'
D
'
A

D
.
F
.

T
P

H
O

 

5
0

1
0

2
2

2
3

2
6

2
7

3
5

5
6

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

C
a
t
g
g
o
r
y

V
:

S
o
c
i
o
-
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l
C
o
m
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

o
f
t
h
e
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

(
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)
 

"
O
n
e

o
r
t
w
o

e
t
h
n
i
c
g
r
o
u
p
s
c
o
m
p
r
i
s
e

t
h
e
l
a
r
g
e
s
t
n
u
m
b
e
r

o
f
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
s

i
n
t
h
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
"

2
.
7
9
8

2
.
9
0
2

2
.
6
1
8

2
.
7
9
2

  

1
.
1
1
1

1
.
0
8
3

1
.
1
8
6

1
3
1
4

1
.
1
7
3

1
1
6
2

.
8
0
8
9

1
.
3
0
0

P
>
.
9
5

P
>
.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

A
c
c
e
p
t

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

V
I
:

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
S
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
o
n

"
P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
t
a
f
f
o
r

t
h
e
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
y
s
t
e
m
a
r
e

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d

i
n
i
n
-
s
e
r
v
i
c
e

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
"

2
.
8
8
5

3
.
0
1
0

.
9
5
4

.
.
9
6
6

1
3
1
4

1
.
2
0
0

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

2
.
7
4
8

2
.
8
1
7

.
9
5
6

.
8
9
0

1
1
6
2

.
6
6
9

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

“
L
a
y
m
e
m
b
e
r
s

o
f
t
h
e
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
a
r
e
h
i
g
h
l
y
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d

i
n
t
h
e
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g

o
f
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

g
o
a
l
s
w
i
t
h
t
h
e

s
c
h
o
o
l

s
t
a
f
f
"

2
.
2
2
4

2
.
3
2
6

.
9
0
3

.
9
2
7

1
3
1
4

1
.
0
1
1

P
>
.
0
5

2
.
0
0
0

2
.
1
3
4

.
8
8
0

.
8
8
5

1
1
6
2

1
.
3
2
2

P
>

.
0
5

"
R
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
g
o
v
e
r
n
i
n
g

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
a
r
e
h
i
g
h
l
y

e
x
p
l
i
c
i
t
a
n
d

d
e
t
a
i
l
e
d
"

2
.
7
5
3

2
.
8
3
6

.
9
4
5

.
8
4
2

1
3
1
4

.
9
1
3
0

P
>

.
0
5

2
.
7
4
5

2
.
9
2
6

.
9
3
7

.
8
4
2

1
1
6
2

1
.
8
6
1

P
>

.
0
5

"
R
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
g
o
v
e
r
n
i
n
g
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

p
o
l
i
c
i
e
s
a
r
e

h
i
g
h
l
y

e
x
p
l
i
c
i
t
a
n
d

d
e
t
a
i
l
e
d
"

2
.
9
1
7

2
.
9
8
9

.
9
3
5

.
8
4
5

1
3
1
4

.
7
7
8

P
>

.
0
5

2
.
6
0
2

2
.
8
0
5

.
9
2
3

.
8
8
1

1
1
6
2

2
.
0
0
1

P
<

.
0
5

“
C
i
t
i
z
e
n
s
a
r
e
h
i
g
h
l
y
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
e
d

t
o
d
i
s
c
u
s
s

s
c
h
o
o
l
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
”

2
.
3
3
3

2
.
4
5
6

.
9
0
5

.
8
8
2

1
3
1
4

1
.
2
8
6

P
>

.
0
5

2
.
0
3
7

1
.
9
6
3

.
8
8
7

.
7
6
0

1
1
6
2

.
8
4
5

P
>

.
0
5

"
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
'
j
u
d
g
m
e
n
t
s
a
r
e
a
l
m
o
s
t
a
l
w
a
y
s
u
s
e
d

i
n
t
h
e
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

p
o
l
i
c
i
e
s
“

2
.
4
3
5

2
.
8
3
6

.
8
9
1

.
8
0
2

1
3
1
4

4
.
5
8
8

P
<

.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

2
.
3
8
4

2
.
7
8
0

.
8
4
3

.
7
7
0

1
1
6
2

4
.
4
5
3

P
<

.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
S
c
h
o
o
l
p
r
o
g
r
a
m

i
s
a
c
c
r
e
d
i
t
e
d
b
y

t
h
e

s
t
a
t
e
a
n
d
/
o
r

r
e
g
i
o
n
a
l
a
c
c
r
e
d
i
t
i
n
g
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
"

4
.
0
0
0

4
.
0
0
0

.
0
0
0

.
0
0
0

1
3
1
4

0
P

>
.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

4
.
0
0
0

4
.
0
0
0

.
0
0
0

.
0
0
0

1
1
6
2

O
P

>
.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

  

A
c
c
e
p
t

A
c
c
e
p
t

A
c
c
e
p
t

A
c
c
e
p
t

A
c
c
e
p
t

R
e
j
e
c
t

A
c
c
e
p
t

A
c
c
e
p
t

 

T
h
e

n
u
l
l
h
y
p
o
t
h
e
s
e
s
a
r
e

r
e
j
e
c
t
e
d

a
t
t
h
e

0
.
0
5

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e

l
e
v
e
l
.

H
i
g
h
e
r

l
e
v
e
l
s
a
r
e

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
.

C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

238



A
P
P
E
N
D
I
X
K

—
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 

 

I
t
e
m

G
r
o
u
p

X
T

X
A

S
.
D
.
T

S
'
D
'
A

D
.
F
.

T
P

H
0

 

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

V
I
I
:

T
h
e
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
a
n
d
T
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
M
e
t
h
o
d
s
 

"
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
h
a
v
e
i
n
t
i
m
a
t
e
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

o
f
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
"

H
i
g
h

3
.
0
4
0

3
.
1
4
1

.
6
8
9

.
7
1
9

1
3
1
4

1
.
3
0
4

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

2
.
8
9
8

3
.
0
2
4

.
7
2
4

.
6
6
6

1
1
6
2

1
.
6
4
2

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
T
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
s

r
e
f
l
e
c
t
c
o
n
c
e
r
n

f
o
r
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
"

H
i
g
h

3
.
1
7
9

3
.
1
4
1

'
.
7
1
4

.
6
8
8

1
3
1
4

.
5
1
6
7

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

2
.
9
7
7

3
.
0
3
6

.
7
8
4

.
7
4
4

1
1
6
2

.
6
8
6
7

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
E
v
i
d
e
n
c
e

e
x
i
s
t
s

o
f
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
a
n
d
Z
o
r
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
a
r
e
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
"

H
i
g
h

3
.
1
4
1

3
.
3
0
4

.
8
3
6

.
7
2
2

1
3
1
4

2
.
0
6
1

P
<
.
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

L
o
w

2
.
7
4
0

2
.
9
5
1

.
9
0
1

.
6
6
4

1
1
6
2

2
.
6
8
2

P
<

.
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

“
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

t
h
o
r
o
u
g
h
l
y
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d

t
h
e
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
g
a
t
h
e
r
e
d
o
n

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
a
n
d
u
s
e

t
h
i
s

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

t
o
m
a
k
e

s
o
u
n
d

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
"

H
i
g
h

2
.
9
1
1

2
.
8
8
0

.
7
9
5

.
7
2
3

‘
1
3
1
4

.
3
9
6
5

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

2
.
7
4
8

2
.
7
0
7

.
8
6
8

.
7
7
7

1
1
6
2

.
4
5
7
1

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
A
l
l
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
a
r
e

c
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d

t
o
t
e
a
c
h

a
t
t
h
e
g
r
a
d
e

l
e
v
e
l
o
r

s
u
b
j
e
c
t
t
h
e
y
a
r
e
n
o
w

t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
"

H
i
g
h

3
.
6
3
5

3
.
8
5
8

.
6
6
6

.
4
0
8

1
3
1
4

4
.
7
8
9

P
<
.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

L
o
w

3
.
3
2
8

3
.
6
9
5

.
8
6
8

.
5
8
1

1
1
6
2

5
.
2
8
2

P
<

.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

“
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
h
a
v
e
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
f
r
e
e
d
o
m

t
o
t
e
a
c
h
w
h
a
t

t
h
e
y
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r

t
o
b
e
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
"

H
i
g
h

3
.
1
1
2

3
.
1
3
0

.
8
6
1

.
8
5
4

1
3
1
4

.
1
9
9
2

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

L
o
w

3
.
2
6
0

3
.
2
8
0

.
8
3
8

.
7
2
4

1
1
6
2

.
2
3
3
5

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
A

g
r
e
a
t
v
a
r
i
e
t
g
g
f
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
a
r
e

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
l
y
u
s
e
d

i
n
t
h
e
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
s
"

H
i
g
h

3
.
3
5
1

3
.
5
1
0

.
7
1
1

.
6
3
7

~
1
3
1
4

2
.
2
9
1

P
<
.
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

L
o
w

3
.
0
2
7

3
.
2
1
9

.
8
2
3

.
6
8
5

1
1
6
2

2
.
4
0
5

P
<

.
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

o
f
t
e
n
a
v
a
i
l
t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s

o
f
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
h
e
l
p
”

H
i
g
h

2
.
9
8
8

3
.
2
1
7

.
8
0
1

.
7
2
3

1
3
1
4

2
.
9
0
2

P
<

.
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

L
o
w

2
.
7
7
3

2
.
9
0
2

.
8
4
5

.
6
7
7

1
1
6
2

1
.
6
3
0

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

“
C
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
f
r
e
e
d
o
m

i
s
g
r
a
n
t
e
d

t
o

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

t
o
i
n
v
e
s
t
i
g
a
t
e
a
n
y

l
o
c
a
l
,

s
t
a
t
e
,

n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
,

o
r

i
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
i
s
s
u
e
"

H
i
g
h

3
.
1
2
5

3
.
3
1
5

.
7
9
9

.
7
4
0

1
3
1
4

2
.
3
6
1

P
<
.
0
2

R
e
j
e
c
t

L
o
w

2
.
9
3
9

3
.
1
2
1

.
9
3
4

.
7
9
1

1
1
6
2

1
.
9
8
0

P
<

.
0
5

R
e
j
e
c
t

    

1
1

 

1
2

 

I
3

 

1
4

 

1
8

  

1
9

 T
h
e

n
u
l
l
h
y
p
o
t
h
e
s
e
s
a
r
e

r
e
j
e
c
t
e
d

a
t
t
h
e
0
.
0
5

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e

l
e
v
e
l
.

H
i
g
h
e
r

l
e
v
e
l
s
a
r
e

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
.

C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

239



A
P
P
E
N
D
I
X
K

-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 

 _
r

I
t
e
m

G
r
o
u
p

 

X
T

X
A

S
.
D
.
T

S
'
D
°
A

D
.
F
.

T
P

H
0

 

2
0

2
4

3
1

3
3

4
3

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

H
i
g
h

L
o
w

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

V
I
I
:

T
h
e
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
a
n
d
T
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
M
e
t
h
o
d
s

(
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

”
A
v
a
i
l
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

t
o

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

o
f
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
t
h
a
t

r
e
f
l
e
c
t

a
l
l
s
h
a
d
e
s

o
f
p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l
a
n
d
s
o
c
i
o
—

l
o
g
i
c
a
l
p
o
i
n
t
s

o
f
v
i
e
w
“

2
.
8
2
9

3
.
1
7
3

.
8
3
0

.
7
5
0

1
3
1
4

4
.
2
0
8

P
<

.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

2
.
4
6
9

2
.
6
9
5

.
8
9
8

.
8
1
1

1
1
6
2

2
.
4
1
3

P
<

.
0
2

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
H
i
g
h
d
e
g
r
e
e

o
f
t
e
a
c
h
e
r

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n

i
n
s
o
c
i
a
l
a
n
d

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

o
f
t
h
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
"

2
.
1
3
4

2
.
1
1
9

.
8
9
6

.
8
6
2

1
3
1
4

.
1
5
5
4

P
<

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

2
.
5
5
6

2
.
5
8
5

.
9
1
2

.
8
5
9

1
1
6
2

.
2
8
8
7

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

"
T
h
e
r
e

e
x
i
s
t
s
a
h
i
g
h
l
e
v
e
l

o
f
c
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
a
m
o
n
g

t
h
e
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

o
f
t
h
e

s
t
a
f
f
”

3
.
3
4
6

3
.
4
1
3

.
7
7
8

.
7
4
3

1
3
1
4

.
8
2
2
8

P
<

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

3
.
2
7
4

3
.
5
2
4

.
8
2
8

.
5
4
9

1
1
6
2

3
.
7
9
9

P
<

.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
T
h
e
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
a
n
d

i
t
s
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
s
a
r
e
u
s
e
d

f
o
r
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
s
"

2
.
3
6
4

2
.
2
9
3

.
8
8
5

.
8
3
2

1
3
1
4

.
7
8
7
4

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

2
.
1
4
6

2
.
3
9
0

.
8
1
1

.
7
4
9

1
1
6
2

2
.
8
2
5

P
<

.
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
A

g
r
e
a
t
d
e
a
l

o
f
h
o
m
e
w
o
r
k

i
s
a
s
s
—
i
g
n
e
d

t
o

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
"

2
.
7
1
3

2
.
8
4
7

.
7
5
2

.
8
1
1

1
3
1
4

1
.
5
4
5

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

2
.
6
2
8

2
.
9
2
7

.
7
0
4

.
6
2
4

1
1
6
2

4
.
1
3
7

P
<

.
0
0
1

R
e
j
e
c
t

"
T
e
a
c
h
fi
g
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
s

r
e
f
l
e
c
t
a
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

o
f
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
"

3
.
1
7
9

3
.
1
4
1

.
7
1
4

.
6
8
8

1
3
1
4

.
5
1
6
7

P
>

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

2
.
9
7
7

3
.
0
3
6

.
7
8
4

.
7
4
4

1
1
6
2

.
6
8
6
7

P
<

.
0
5

A
c
c
e
p
t

 

 

      

 

T
h
e

n
u
l
l
h
y
p
o
t
h
e
s
e
s
a
r
e

r
e
j
e
c
t
e
d

a
t
t
h
e

0
.
0
5

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
c
e

l
e
v
e
l
.

H
i
g
h
e
r

l
e
v
e
l
s
a
r
e

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
.

240



APPENDIX L

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TOTAL MEAN SCORES AND BETWEEN

CATEGORY MEAN SCORES OF TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS

WITHIN DISTRICT NO. 2 (HIGH FINANCIAL SUPPORT QUARTILE),

AND WITHIN DISTRICTS NO. 15 AND NO. 23 (LOW FINANCIAL

SUPPORT QUARTILE)
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APPENDIX M

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RELIABILITY TESTS FOR

TOTAL SCORES AND CATEGORY SCORES OF

TEACHERS AND OF ADMINISTRATORS

IN HIGH FINANCIAL SUPPORT

DISTRICTS
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APPENDIX Q

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RELIABILITY TESTS OF TOTAL

SCORES AND CATEGORY SCORES OF TEACHERS AND

OF ADMINISTRATORS IN DISTRICT NO. 23

(LOW FINANCIAL SUPPORT QUARTILE)
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