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THF RRLATIOHNSHTT BETYERN THR ASSTCNMINT OF
FDUCATIOHAL PRIORITTES AND ‘THRIR PRACTICE

The educational prieritics of key dncision makers contistling of school
administrators, teachers and community members were investigated to determine:

(a) the types of educational objectives jpreferred by each group;

(b) the agreements within and amongm the three groups of decision makers
in school districts of varyings economic levels:

(c) the relationship between the priovities as nssipned in a O-sort and
and as practiced in the classroom.

One hundred behavioral objectives representing the following five cate-
gories were put into a G-sort: low-cognitive, high-cognitive, tool-skill,
affective-personal and affective-interactis. ''he O-sort was administered to
ninety decision makers comprised of five administrators, five teachers, fTive
comminity members in each of six achool Qistriets soleeled by stratifiecd random
sampling from three economic.levels. Fach of the thirty teachers in the Lotal
sample was then observed Lo determine the degree to which he/she practiced in
the classroom cach of the five categories represented in the Q-sort.

Fach of the ninety person's Q-sorts was subjected to an analysis of vari-
ance. Comparisons were made within and among groups of decision makers for
different types of districts. Also, teachers' Q-sort preferences were corre-
lated with their classroom practices.

Two main findings emerged.

(a) The ninety decision makers generally assign high priority to high-
cognitive and affective-personal catepories rerardless of the group
or district to which they belong.

(b) Teachers' classroom practices generally do not reflect the categories

of high preference. Instead they reflect a heavy emphasis on tool-
skill obJjectives.

The incongruence between the preferences and practices is abttributled in
part to the paucity of curricular materials desipgned to achieve high-cognitive
and affective objectives. It is surmized that teachers lack the prepuration

they need to put into practice tne objectives they and other decision mekers
prefer,

vi
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INTRODUCTIOHN

The general problem that wes Investipgated in this study was: would
theorized cutepories of behaviorally steted cducational objecetives bo
assigned priority by educational decision-mnkers in schonl districts
and, if 5o, what relationships might exist bebween these prioritics and
classroom practice? 1In this study, ecducational decinion-mavers werc
operutionully defincd as (a) being comron branch clussroom teachers who
were currently teaching the highest grade level within individusl school
district's elementary school program; (b) elementary school princivuls, and
(c) community leaders ass defined Ly school district'e ngsistunt superinten~
dents of instruction. These groups compriscd the three district grouvs
of cducational decision-makers for the purposc of i.is study. The
folloving arc the spceific problems which were derived from ibe gencral
problem.

1. Do most educational decision-makers huve priorities con-
cerning different categories of educationul objectives which
may be reflected in their assignment of priority to the spe-
cific educational objectives? 1In other words, whern an indi-
vidual educator is asked to sort educational objectives in
terms of priority, will certoin cotegories receive higher pri-
ority or will the sort be random?

2. Do the three groups of educational decision-makers, nomely
the administrators, tecachers, and community members within
a given school district agree in the priorities they assign
to the educational objectives?

3. Is there a relationship between the type of school district
and the category of cducational objectives which receives
high priority? TFor example, do the priorities of districts
with predominantly "disadvantuged" groups differ from the
priorities of districts with predominantly "affluent" groups?

4, 1Is there a relationship between the type of school district
and the amount of agreement among the three groups within
the district? Tor example, do administrators, teachers and
community representatives show more ugreement in the aliluent
district than they do in & "disadvantagzd" disarict?

5. Is there a correspondence between the degree of priority as-
signed to a category and the extent to which behaviors in
that category is observable in the classroom

6. Is there a relationship between the amount of agreement with-
in a school district and the degree of corrclation betwcen
assigned priorities and behaviors observable in the classroom?
Vor example, if teachers and administrators in a distriet show
high agreement in the way they assign priorities, will these
priorities Le reflected in classroom practice more often than
if the two groups do not agree in the way they assign priori-

-1~




tien? Furthermore, if o laek of sprecuent is found wmong the

thraee groups, will the priorities of lewchers be (he wont hishdy
correlated with the behaviors observeble in the clussen?

In order to study the problems, two meuzsures had to be developed.

The Q-technique was chosen to study the prioritics of individuals wnd o
classroom observation instrument wus conastructed to study the degree to
vhich teacher practices ia the classroom corresvounded to their priorities
measured by the Q-technigue. The Q-sort consisted of behavioral object-
ives systematically representing several domains and applicable to all
content arecus. The observetion instrument dewlt with the swe domains
represented in the Q-sort.

The theoretical framework of the domains to be ineluded in the
measures was derived, initielly, from RBleoom and Krothwohl's taxonomies,
(1950), (196L). However, the two volures of The Taxonomy of Fduculion:l
Objectives did not contain enough operationally defined objcctives. An
altempt to define objectives operationally by Kuya (1961) resulted in
Tive categorics, rather than two and yiclded a number of speciiied bLe-
haviors in each category. These categories were:

--Low-cognitive category. ‘this category is concerned with the recull,

recognition and retention of facts, theories, concepts and oprinciples.

--High-cognitive category. This category is conceirned with the intel-
lectual manipulation cnd application of information.

--Tool-skill category. This area is concerned with behaviors which
have become routinized and habitual through training.

--Affective-personal category. This area is concerned with affectlive
behaviors having to do with the individual and his own persona)
dcvelopement.

-=AfTective~interactive category. This area is conccrned with the
child's interaction with others as well as his environment.

Subsequent research conducted by Kaya (1961), (1967), (1969), with
behavioral objectives at the elementary school level included the content
analysis of published text series, state guides, classroom observations
of -teachers ond pupils, and a fiecld experiment dealing with a further
breakdown of the cognitive domain. 'This research resultcd in seven hun-
dred behavioral objectives vhich represented the five categories given
sbove. Woog (1969) selected twenty objectives in each category to make
up the 100-item Q-sort to be used in this study. Some preliminary re-
search was conducted to estavlish the validity of the instrument prior
to the conduct of this study. (For a completc listing of the 100 items
in the Q-sort, see Appendix A).

HYPOTHESES

A review of the literature yielded no studies similar to the one
reported heve.. Therefore, there appeared to be no rationale to support

—2-
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any substontive and dircctionel hyrotheses thas could be forculuted.  On
the basis of past experirnce it scewnd reesonsble Lo expeet thet the tercehe-
ers, principals and community members constitubing the en ple din the study
would have discernible priorities among the categories revresented in the
R-sort. Furthermore, based on a study conducted by Brown (19°t0) there
seamed to be little rcason to czpect a correlaticn bLietwacn vrioritics
assigned to categories ond practice in the classrocm. But, no spacific
hypotheses were formulated, The objective of the study wuas to find S0~
cific answers to the provlems posed in the previous seciion.




PROCEDUG

Semnling

achiool _Digtricts: (Six public School districts wvere scelceled b;."la
stratified raidom sampling technigue from o total of ninety-tvo central-
ized yublic school distriets in the Hassnu-Suiiolk Cownty repgions of
Hew York State. Fech district was idenlified in code as being ceonomi -
c¢ally "high", "wedium" or "low".

The datu used to tri-portition the school districts wus Twiniched by

? CoRr g
the low York State Fducationzul Data System’s Chief', !r. Joseph Forte.
Teble #55 of the Amual Bducsbion Summery Nineteen Slxtyr-Seven-0inty -

Eight entitled, "Keul Property Valuation and inx Levy by County and Pistrict
of 1967-68" was used. It wus suggcsted by the burcau that the best
single indicator of economic level of & school district vos Lhe totul
asgsessed valuation of a district divided by the number of students within
the district. This procedure vas rolloved and cut-ofis Loy "high","mediwa"
. and "low" were estublished by inspection. "High" distriets were thosc
; with average assessed valuution per student in exces: of $1.8,00¢.00.
"Medium" districts vere those with mn average assessed valuation por student
of more than $5,000.00 and less than $7,000.00. "Low" districts were those
with an average of less than $4,000.00 wverape asscssed valuation per
L ‘student. The final population included ten "high" districts, fifteen
"medium" districts and nineteen "low" districts. ‘''able 1 shows the rank
: order ~f average assessed valuation per student ver school distriet and those
, dis? »jzes designated "high", "medium" and "low".
¥roo this stratii‘icd sample, two school districts from euch level
iope were ivaidomly sampled™. The result vas a sample of school districts
1 consisting of two randomly "high" distriets, two randomly sampled "medium"
: districts and two randomly sampled "low" districts for a totul of six
school districts.

Administrators .

Each assistant superintendent of each rarticipating school district
{ selected five elementary school principals for inclusion in the study.
Fortunately, in all but one of the six school districts, there vere pre-

Py cisely five elementery school principals. In the case of the sixth school
U ) ‘district, five of the nine principals within the district were chosen at
Pt random.

L : Teachers

i Elemzntery school principals within each participating school

1T district were asked to select a tcacher or teachers to be included

. within the teacher sample. The selection process was made within the prin-

i cipal's cwn school. Principals were instructed to select teachers with the

1 Robert X. Young and Donald J. Veldman, Introductory Statistics for the

al
1

Behavioral Sciences, Holt, Rinchart and Winston, Inc., Hew York, 1965,
p. L26.

b
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following criteria in mind:

==0Only sclect those teazchors thal are presently tonehing
the highest prude  level within your building.

I =-Only seleet teuchers thel you consider to Le "rood' in
' the sense thut they »oprecent what veou consider the
. district's instructional gowuls.

b v The choice to sclect only "pood" teachers was mude for two reasons.
L1 2

' First, in order to rcduce the variuability of tcacher quelity 20 svolome
) . 1 \
' atic error. Seccond, in order tc most cflficeciously solizit the purticipu-
tion on ihe part of sawple school distiricts.

ERIC 11
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Table 1. Average Assesced Valuaotion per Student of Hasseu-Suifolk
Centralized Schiool Districis in Dollars with "Hish'", "ilediws"
and " Low" Designated.

School District

Rank

wn

—
-

\DO CO—3 O

L5
W6

Ranks 1-10

49-63
Th-92

"hi[’h 1]
"mediwn"
n low "

Average Assessed
Valuation/Studunt

59088
52160
h1562
36272
29949
27hh2
22413
18876
18262
18205
17640
17229
1'7r1ho
16891
16120
16096
149677
14847
14691
14635
14438
13797
13259
12281
12270
12173
11985
11594
11436
11386
1135k
10872
107k9
10721
10446
10056

9285

920k

9121

8518

8430

8343

7821

Th62

7400

—6-

School bistrict

Averape Assensaed

12

Rank Valuation/Stwient
W7 12h0
W8 T1h6
ho 6869
50 651
51 6558
52 655
53 6352
5k 61h1
55 5881
56 5558
57 5526
58 5).| 09
50 5332
60 5327
61 5226
62 5120
63 50°(9
64 1,939
65 4775
66 L679
67 ‘1670
68 4665
69 hGh2
70 562
71 Likol
T2 L2k
73 4037
™ 3960
75 3671
76 3670
T 3669
78 3599
79 3595
80 3568
81 3501
82 3h5h
83 3349
8l 32h2
85 3214
86 3211
87 3116
88 3010
89 2939
90 2726
91 2599
92 2166




¥ach school district selected five teachers (o be inclwicd vithin
the sample. VWhencver possible, given that the school distrist had =
minirun of five elcementary schools, one teacher per school or e
principal vns selected. '

30N

dhe result of this sampling technious was u selected sample of

Cowmunity Members

Fach assiswvant superiniendent chose five members of his conrmunity
for inclusion in the study. All essistsnt superintendents chose district
Parent Teucher Association (P14) prasiaentzs or locsl schocl bourd memboers.
) - They seemed to feel thet no representstive sawple of the community wus

PP

.

. possible and that the P.T.A. presidents and the school bourd members

o protebly constituted the most representative small group.of”interested”

P cownunity members. ~

ifﬁ The final sample for the study is shown below. This table indicates

i the type and number of school districts and the groups included in the
study.

-

Table 2 Somdle

; I Economic Index of School Distriets High(2) Fedium (2) Low (2) Total
Lo Nurber of Teachers from Two 10 10 10 30
Districts in Each Economic :

i Level

ol

Kumber of Administrators
from tvo Distriets in Each '
Economic Level 10 10 . 10 30

ety g ATLE

Number of Community Members
from Two Distrirts in Each
Economic Level 10 - 10 10 30
E Total

et §
o ]

JORNSREE S

Measuring Techniques

The Q-technique was used to assess the priorities individuals
assigned to different categories of behaviorally stated educational
objectives. In addition to this technigue, classroom observations
of the teachers were conducted to determine the frequency with which
the categories of behaviors, were observable in the classroom.

i The Q-Technique

The Q-technique is based upon a forced choice method which lends
| itself to statistical analysis of data to determine intra-individual

;. . : ~T-

» ' ﬁ i3 | ::%
ERIC | '
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voariancee, DBriofly, it ashs a subjocl to soxbt a sy wd nusber of
items in oa precsceribod moenner, usually a ounsi-norand ﬂ..‘.-"b.‘.'mm.'?.cn
¢ a velue dinension.  In ihds study, individunico '

".
<
—
=
~

Ca

sorl'. ono hundred itowes into eleven piles, 'Theon

tiose dbems they wereeived as belng the most significrni object "
o]

T
runged I3

T clenentary insitruction to those itoms they percoived as 'hc_mg_: Lho
least sipgnificant objectives of eclementory instructicn, Weenty itons
from cach of the five caleponrias were pre-selected for o totul of one
hundred items.

O=Cort's Relinbility

Qe

i

In order to .eatublish the repeat reliebility of the one-hun-
dred iten Q-cort which was cencbructed for this study, siz Leochers
and professors wvere adninistoved the Q-sort twice with a'time inter-
val of three wecks between the two adwminictrations. 'he obtained
repeat-relichility coefficients renged from .82 to .91.

Q-Sory's Validity

After the five categories of behaviorally stated cducational
objectives werz theorized, items were sought which reflected eoch
of those catepories. The finnl 100 items in the Q-sort were sclected
from a pool of over TOO behaviorally staled objective: vhich were
gathered from the tollowing: a) curricular materiels, b) clocsroom
observations, ¢) literature, d) statc and local curriculaer guides
and e) interviews with teachers (Voog, 1969). The selection of
items was made to represent & possible universe of items which might
exhaust the five categories.

The items were written as vhat Eisner (1969) describes as "ex-
pressive” objectives: "An expressive objective des.tribes an education-
al encounter; it identifies a situation in which children are Lo
work, a problem with which they are to cope, a task they are to en-
gage in..." .

In Jenkins and Deno (1970) "Model of Instructional Objectives",
the items in the Q-sort are. characterized as "Level C". 'his level
ol behaviorally statcd objectives includes verbs such as: classifies,
defines, produces cxamples und predicts.

Vhen initial construction of the Q-sort was completed, threc
professional educators, all of whom were familiar with the five
categories, were asked to judge the relavance of each specific item
to each of the five categories. Only items which received 1005 agree-
ment were included in the final sort. _

The following investigations of construct validity were con-
ducted after the sort was constructed in order to obtain further

1 E. Eisner, "Instructional and Expressive Fducational Objectives:
Their Formulation and Use in Curriculum," ADRA Monogram Series on
Curriculum Evaluation: Volume 3,Instructional Objectlives, Rand, Me
Nally, Chicago, Illinois, 1969, p.15.

~8-
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evidencee of validity:

A oproup ol wrenty Muster's Level studonts in aduciaicn werc
ministered on ine ¢ which contalnsd 2lbl 100 itome That nre o
the Q-sort. iy were oskhed to catapgorise coch ditom piven in the
cateporicz.  Only those gtudents profie tentd in the nse of Lehinviows: Ll‘\
stated cohjeatives vere included in the study.

Tho dela vere snalyzed by compubing per item the p(- r(-ont oJ‘ SRATES
dents vhoe categorizaed that iten =8 beins Cyow the oome : For wnlch
the itemr was econstructed. Prow thiz annldysisn a medion
cutepgory over the twenty students was compoted. his
ceived as the percont of c;.nl‘.m q ch‘luutc ]wr co Lr" C
root of that pereceni as a "eonstrue

Table 3 presents the medizn of agrecment, the ranze of dprecment
among items ond the validity coefficient per category:

Tahle

ledian Percent of Agreement, Range of Agrcement Among ltems and
Validity Coefficient Per Category.
Low High Tool AfTective Affective
Catepory Cognitive Comiitive Skill Parconal Interactive

Median Percent _
of Agrecment 80

nge ol Agree-
ment Ameong Items 10-100 75-100 - 20-1 20-100

Validity Co- :
efficient .87 .97 .89

In a second study, the one-—hundxed items of the Q-sort were factor
analyzed over 10l respondents. These respondents ineluded: 1) twenty
secondary teachers, 2) fifty eler.enuary teachers » 3) fifteen community

‘members and 4) sixteen school administrators. The results of the factor

analyses indicated three strong faoctors vhich scemed to represent. the
categories of Affective, High-Cognitive and a comwbined factor of Low-
Cognitive Tool Skill, (Kaya and Woog, 1971).

"Proficient" was operationally defined as receiving a score of equal
to or greater thin sixteen correct responses out of a possible twenty-
three items in a test of mastery of application of behavioral objectives.
The test .had been administered two wecks previous to the instrument ask-
ing the students to respond to the 100 items.

Lee J. Cronbach and Paul E. Meehl, "Construct Validity in Psychological
Tests", Psychological Bulletin, Volume 52, No.hk, July, 1955, P. 289.
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lemertory f'-“(x- bion ¥ ab Mofobra University, Prof

v
.

Morgonstern reguesiod thot the Qeuort ba o Talerod Lo

in the program ne oopro Qetobor, i Th-nont May, 1970 monsuriaes Lu_
It was h_\'poth-:-s‘.i::fé thith as a reanly ol the yeav's experioyon .—‘Vt.r,t-:‘_.';'v:;
would become mora "alffective-porgeonsi' oricded s j :
sort. This ounerimental ‘“‘”"‘,‘.‘:n'L neltudaes auch

Relations Seminsrs" weckly during Lhi prosrem,
experience, the rrogron dircctos xr.'}:t“f:‘.-'.“:;-».‘l.'.','.:(i t
Lhe cutegory of "affective-personzl” would Lo st
the .05 level Tor the studenis et the end or the y
the beginning.

The means of fourtecn students for Lhe caterory of Maiteotiso-
personal" werc cnu.lyz;ed using & correlated B oenndysis,  The reosults
deronsvrated, ab p less than .05, that there had heon o sleniricunt
pegitive shift axmong the students toward the co seaory of
personzl". Overasll, only two of the fourteen stuldints meons
creased in the “affective-personsl" caicgury betvesn October, 1909
and May, 1970 (VWcog wnd Meltin, 1970).

Classroom Observation Techniaue

The classroom observation instruwszent® was develoned Lo systom-
atically observe znd record the frequsncy of teucher's uticrances
into one of the five categories of cducational chjectives Cluszn-
rocm observers recorded cach teacher's diserete verbal mtmr 1T
and inferred from csach utterance vhich category of »upil wohn -—.'}'o ral
objective might Le achieved. Bach zudible teacheyr's utterance” was
transeribed by edch observer and then catejgorized ‘. Those uticrances

.which did not "fit" into one of the categories were icdenci i@ as bLeing

"miscelluneous" and were not transeribed. Selected gzumples of teach

er utterances per category, and an explication of the ")l'l cellaneous”
category is as follovs:
Low _Cognitive Category
"Do you remember whal lines of force are?"
"Where are the glacial lakes?"
"Did you ever hear the word before?"
"Who was Harrigan?"

—

Anne Morgenstern,"Highlights of A Pilot Master of Secience Program,"
Hofstra University, Hempstead, Kew York, 1969, p. 2.

The Observation Instrument appears : as Appendix B

Edward M. I-Ianlcy, "Reviev of Research Involving Applied Behavior in

the Classroom, Review of Educational Research, Volume %0,No.5, Decewber,
1970, p. b03

Kenneth Murray, "The Systematic Observation Movement," Journal of Re-
search and Development in Education, Volume 4, No.l, Fall, 19°70,¢.3
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nowvs ppenuy
: the bhooky!
3 . . .. : 4 oyes a1
; "llowr do you bnew that ie Lrue?
.,H

Mahet pade Dueprigen roject himd

Toold Snildl Cote ey

ey g . PR e - ) R .
Find the pare m:";bm' vhere you found the sngwer”

"Mook up the : ing of "jetty'."
Moy on

What 1s the ocum <.-‘ Jou;-' and tiiree?
"Fi11 in the Ler gruph.”

Affeclive~Tercenal Catemory

' : "Do it, if you went."

’ ";\n.am-- want, Lo add something ehe'-"'
"Rercad it, unless it is boring.'
"It's alvays somabedy else's funlt .

Arfective~Inter«weiive Cotorory

e mm, would you take carc of Andy?" : |
;o "Borrow irom the nexzt kid and wort logclher."

P "Snare your wires."

T "How abeut werking togetlior?"

: Miscellaneous_Coterory

LogT .
Y *

i b

I B All utterances that could not be idantified as leading Lo any

£ - " =

! specific Lehavior on the part of the puprils and which thus could
Pogr s not be placed in a category of pupil objecetives, were clussified

+ . 3

| ! as niscellaneous. There were several tywes of miscellancous

utterancen. Yhese, together with some examples., are Given below:
Pure intormationall - consists of a teacher's sudden "ourist-
ing in" on the children's activities with an order, statcoant,
or question in such a manmer as to indicate that her own in-
tent or desire was the only determinant of her timing and

P : point of entry. That is, she evidences no sign (pauvsing,

’ looking around) of looking for, or oi‘ being sengsitive to the

group's readiness to recm\'e her message. It has a clear

element of suddenness as well as an absence of any observable

RO

1 Jacob s. Kounin, "Observing and Delineating Techniques of Managing
Behavior in Classrooms," Journal of Resesnvrch and Development in Fdu-
cetion, Volunme )&,Ho.l, Fall, 1970. P. T0.

-11-
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Phetoriecal staloments the teacher doos nol ryoaut: Sowlinh oo ore-
sponse {rom ihe pupil Hure ¢ tenalen: Eves es i ehe do osaooie-

Ing informstiocn or a ‘.:c wvier from the pupil Lul 2L o Al T -
i

self either hy uncwering her nontions o i,;-:n:n:“.p. it compleloly,

1,

Lrumples would be:

"What tiwe is 1t7" (as she looks at cwr weteh).
"Was this work done? Yes, it was, I sec."

Chattr-‘rl - these stutenents appeur when a teacher besring Lo Say nonc-
thing and then leaves it honging in the air by oing off to some other
lopic of conversation. Following such a stalomenty, the teucher re-
sumes the aclivity. An example would be:

"Why don't we...?"
Busy talk ~ these statements apnpear to convey no inflormation, nor do
they recuire any specific behavior on the part of the students. The
only purpose they seem to serve is to let those present krow thal the

leacher is present and awake Exumples vould be:

"Uh-huh."
"Is that so?"

Transitional statements - a transition entails terminating one
and starting another. Examples would be:

"Put away math books."
"T'ake out your lunch and put it on your desk."

Classroom Observation Instrument's Rnl iebility

Two observers, trained in the category system, conducted tvo
thirty-minute observations in the classroom of thirty teachers.
Both observers sat at the rear of the classroom at opposite sides.
The beginning and ending of the observation was synchronized by the
use of hand signals '

1 Jacob S. Kounin, "0bserv1ng and Telineating Techniques of Manag-
ing Behavior in Classrooms," Journal of Research and Develomasnt

in Education, Volume h, No. 1, Fall, 1970, p. TO.

~12~
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T in woueuroes of Tt dwo Lodimloucs wore onnloveds
a) the porocny of Aagreeuel, Boitwern Lo ehoorver; wliny U Uroguension
of uhtorenren, aid b)Y Lhe correliotion of npreecins Lolween o obacurves!
celegori nztion of ubicrinaers.,

uach ot '-"‘“c" recordnd cnd entororized esoh tewohiors ' utberancen,
At the conelucion of Lhe observellics yerioed | ver eulepsory

vere copuiad., The poreant of wereoenent Lo thu , Uthe e
musbher of those recorded and catoprirised vitorices Lanh woere found on
both obzoervation schedules to Lhe cbserver who hod recosdzd
freguoncy of atiermices. Thig revio forsed the percent ol aprocnont. cihis
rarant that bolth these ulleronces vhich only one choeryer @ oeordacd end those
stotemz2nts vwhich both observers roecorded, but cabeporiced diffarently, io-
duced the poecent of apreement. B

This technione was used in five clussreems during a tryoul of ihe
elansrocom ovnervation instrmwacnd, ']‘]u- resuliont percoentages of aircerant
verce: 803 33:; 845 865 and 06.

Tor the some tryoub observabic

the preataeut,

ong a coeffiniont of relicdility
using a Pearson product corr fﬂ' oi(:‘l technique was aiss dong.  Tor each
teacher the frequency of cateporirzed statewents por calopnry vere cor-
rclated betwsen observers. 'The resultant coeffieients waove: 953 (903

ay -
sl

.98; .99; znd .99. .

Cinssroom Observetion Instrument's Validity

One, coreronly used methed Lo cblain a meoesure of the validity of a
classroom observation instrumzni is to asgume that if Lwo observers con-
sistonlly cutegorize Lehavior reliably, they must be messuring the same
thing, and thus some vulidity is showa, Brown, (1970). 'fhe procedure calls
for computing the square root of the perecenis of sgrcement used os a
measure of reliabilitly, and identifying thesc ax L]ﬂe va 1 dity coefficients,
The validily coefficients for the five tryout classy chservaticns wvere:
.89;..91; .92; .93 and .98.

In order to obtain more comprehensive evidence of walidity a group
of twenty Master's level students in education responded to an instrument
cont.aining a selected sample of ninety verbatim teachcer uitterances. Stu-
dents werc ashked to categorize all utterances into five categories »ius
a miscellancous category. '

When the dava were collected, the percent wf students responding
to the same category tor which each specific utterance (item) was con-
structed was computed per item. From this analysis, a medizn percent
per category over the twenty studenls was computed. The sqguare oot
of these percents was found and referred to as the validity coefficient
per category. ‘‘hese cocfficients are shown in Table L.

~13-
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Swong [toms 55-1.00 - h5-200 10-94% o0-9y 15100 h5-100
Validity
Coafficient .95 G2 i OT o7 92

Dute Colleetion

Fach of the randomly selected six school disteiols included in the
study were iniiinily contnated in arder Lo sceure thoir consorubion aud
to work oubt the dovails of duta collection. In each disirict, the dis-
tricf's assif'tu.dz superintendent in charg: of instruciion was the oripi-
nal ceatect.  Once the district had decided to purticipate in the study
-pumuta vere made 1o meet with cach selected sumpic within the
district.

At the initial mecting with the tewchers, it wos ervlaived thzt the
study was in the area of the behaviorul objectives and thnt ezech teach-
er wvould be observed twice; before mnd after doing the Q-sort. It was

stuled that ecach observation would take thirty wminutes, snd "ovld ot-
cur rendomly within the school day with the provision that, during the
observation period, the teacher was the sole ing tructional adult rresent.
During this initial mecting, the individual teachers! daily schedules
wers collected. '

After this initial mcetlng with the teachers, 2 schedule was made
Tor observations &nd the administralion of the Q-soxrt.

The group of tcachers, administrators and cormunity members in
each district were administered the Q-sort as a tobal grouwn. The inst-
ructions vere read aloud Lo the group anud after any questions in re-
gard to the instructions vere asked snd ansvereds>the individuals
did the sort. ‘

Two ob ‘ervers, trained in the category system, conducted two thirty-~
minute obs: rvations in the clussroom of cach of Lhe thirty teachers.

Both obser :ers sat at the rear of the classroom at oprosite sides,
The beginring and ending of the observation was synchronized by the
use of heud siznals. The observations occurred raudomly during the

school <4y with the provisos that, a) one was done in the morning and
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found in Appendix C.




The results of this stuoy o Coneparaiely pnder ench cpe-
cilic problem than wr vrisitedtic v 00 Mi gechieon entd Llend CORCLISTONG
will relate the Ciodin e af ench cpeciite oarobier Lo e goneral prablen
of’ the study. ‘

Problem 1

Do most educnlional decision~miirrs huve prioritics concerning
different categories of educationnl rbhjeclives which miy be reflecied
in _their assignment. of priority tu Lhe specific educational objectivent

>ral

To aunswer this question cach pavson's individenl J-sort was an-
alyzed using a one-way snalysis o P cerisnee (ANOVA) ju order to com-
pare the obtained m:ws ver eutep v, if a signifiecant, ¥ ratio, at
p *7.05, was the result, It _was jud;ed thel the paerces had differenti-
ated among the categories. Table % shows that «f the total of
nincty persons, seventy-twn, or elghby pereznt obrnined = significant
F ratio '

The overwhelming percent of significant F's would strongly sug-
gest a "positive" answer to the Tirst specific problem: Educational
decision-makers did mwifest pricritios of objJectives in line with bthe
theoretical categories.

P C—

pi b

X 1 For a discussion of this techni,ue see Fred Kerliuger," Draft of Chap-
ter on Q" for Stephenson Festschrift book, Brewn & Co., Dec. 1969
pp- 17"180
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This finding was manifested not only by the total group but
within each of the three groups also. No significant differences
were found among the three groups or among districts of different
economic levels when the number of significant F ratios obtained
were compared by use of a chi square analysis. Of the thirty
teachers, twenty-six obtained significent F's as did twenty-three
of the thirty administrators end twenty-two of the thirty commu-
nity members. Of the thirty educational decision-mekers in dis-
tricts designated as being "low", twenty-three obtained significant
F's as did twenty-five for the "middle" districts and twenty-fo
for the "high" districts. .

Thus educational decision-makers did select priorities among
the categories of behaviorally stated objectives both in general
and specifically within their groups. No evidence of any differ-
entiation within this finding was found. The range of percent of
significant F's obtained among groups was seventy-three community
members to eighty-seven teachers.

Problen 2

Do the three groups of educational decision-makers, namely
the administrators, teachers, and community members within a given
school district agree in the priorities they assign to the educa-

tional objectives?

As a gross measure of the degree of agreement among the three
groups of educational decision-makers within each district the grand
means for each category for each group were correlated. Thus, for
each district the general level of agreement over the five categories

between each of the three groups was calculated. Table 6 shows
the obtained meens.

-20-




Table 6

Summary of Grand Means of' Teachers, Administrators and Community
Members by Category Per District.

GRAND MEANS

District Level Category Teachers Administrators Community Members
Low, 1 Tool-Skill .74 'WY] 5.51
Low-Cognitive 3.01 ' b W2 4,75
High-Cognitive 5.29 5.73 5.64
Affective-Personal 5.66 5.70 5.40
Affective-Inter- "
active 5.40 4.08 .65

Tool-Skill 3.88 h.51 5.23
Low-Cognitive 4.19 4.36 5.02
High-Cognitive 5.48 6.20 5.02
Affective-Personal 6.k5 5.58 5.22
Affective-

Interactive 5.01 4.35 h.51

Tool Skill 4.68 4.30 5.60
Low-Cognitive 3.k0 h.51 .5k
High-Cognitive 5.05 5.46 4.53
Affective Personal 6.08 5.49 5.69
Affective-

Interactive 5.79 5,24 L.6h

Tool-Skill 4.96 3.87 bbb
Low-Cognitive 3.78 4.82 k.38
High-Cognitive 5.14 5.81 5.16
Affective-Personal 6.0k 5.86  5.83
Affective-

Interactive 5.08 h.64 5.19

Tool-Skill 4,29, h.17 k.02
Low-Cognitive 3.91 4,79 4.69
High-Cognitive 5.55 5.72 k.99
Affective-Personal 6.13 5.93 5.88
Affective-

Interactive 5.12 4.39 5.42

Tool-Skill 5.26 .37 hoT1
Low-Cognitive k.16 4,50 h.43
High-Cognitive 5.32 5.72 4, h6
Affective-Personal .5.50 5.76 5.94
Affective-

Interactive L.76 4.65 5.46




Teble T shows the obtained correlations (r) between each pair of
groups of educational decision-mukers over Lhe five cstegories for
each district.
Table T
Correlations Between Each Peir of Educational Decision Makers Per District.

Obtained Correlstions

Community Members Community Members Teachers
i vs. vs. vs.
) e District Teachers Administrators Administrators
L w1 354 TH5 498
} Low, 2 .0h1 .3k9 .T13
"~ Middle, 1 .393 -.121 .Th5
- Middle 2 .866 750 458
¥
: High, 1 .801 6h41 67
. High, 2 .Los .3k5 640

- Given the gross nature of the analyses; correlating but five pairs
at a time, the resultant r's are surprisingly high and consistently so,
: with but a few exceptions. When each person's responses on the one-
{1 " hundred items were correlated per district, forming six fifteen by fif- .
teen matrices, the r's ranged from low negative r's, -.20 to high posi-
Loy tive r's, .70, with the predominant number resulting in low, .30, posi-
Ll tive r's. Of the 630 obtained r's, 425 or 67% were found significent-
P ly positive at p £ .05 and thirty-five or about five percent were
; greater than .60. In addition, within individual school districts the
percent of significant positive r's ranged between 60% and T6% within
the same district. The lack of definite patterns within individual
districts led to the decision not to perform factor analyses within
districts for it was Judged that information among districts was of
more velue then the, apparently sketchy, information within districts. .
. As a result, no definitive answer can be offered in response to
problem two. There seems to be & modicum of agreement smong the groups
of educational decision-makers within the individuel districts with quite
some variability, which is unique to particular districts.

i PROBLEM 3

Is there a relationship between the type of school district and
the category of educational objectives which receives high priority?

Teble 8 shows the number of meens per category, per person, by
. level and group of educational decision-makers which received a rank-
ing of greater than five. Greater than five is to be interpreted as
meaning that the individual chose this category as being "important".

H
H
|
% _ It should be noted that the mean renking of the one-hundred items
P : in the Q-sort is five.
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Distric{:

Number of Means per Category Renked as Being "Important".

Teachers
Administrators
Community Members

Grand

Category

Tool-Skill
Low-Cognitive
High-Cognitiv
Aftective-
Personel
Affective-
Interactive

High Low Total Iotal

T, Adm, C.M. T idm. C.M. High Med.. Low

; 3 b 8,8 i6 . 13]
; 2 1 3.7 4 |

e ' 6 8 L '20 20 ; 20

10 10 7:29 %9

5 3: 3:1h 15
! !

i

27
15

8l |
b |

This table suggests that overall the categories of high-cognitive
and affective personal were regarded by most persons as being the most
important. Sixty-seven percent of all persons ranked the category of
high-cognitive as important. Ninety-four percent of all persons
ranked the category of affective personal as important.

The categories of tool-skill, thirty percent, and low-cognitive,
seventeen percent, were ranked as those categories of least importance
overall,
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Table 9 reports the number of persons that ranked each cetegory
as most important.

Table 9 - Number of Persons Ranking Each Category as Most Important.

Teble 9
Category - _ Nunber of Persons
Tool-Skill =« 9
Low-Cognitive 2
High-Cognitive 28
Affective-Personal k1
Affective-Interactive h'y
.Total ok

The above discussion suggests that overall there was general
agreement as to the categories ranked as most important irregard-
less of type of district.

The only discrepancy found was in the category of tool-skill
wherein the "low" districts ranked this category as a relatively
higher priority; 13 versus 6 and 7, although this difference was
not found to be significant. _

In conclusion it can be said that the type of district did not
meke any difference in which categories received high priority.

PROBLEM L /-

Is there a relationship between type of school district and the
amount of agreement among the three groups within the district?

Evidence 'relating to this problem was found in two ways.
First, correlations were computed between the three sets of education-
al decision makers: a) Teachers - Administrators, b) Teachers -
Community Members, and c¢) Administrators - Community Members, over
the five grend means per group per category. Second, a three fact-
orial analysis of variances was computed per category. The three
dimensions of the ANOVA were: a) educational decision meker-teacher,
administrator and community member, b) level of district - "high",
"medium" and "low", an@ c) individual school districts which were
nested within the factor of "level of district".
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Table 10 describes the obtained correlations between groups
educational decision-makers by level of districts.

TABLE 10 - Correlations Between Groups of Educational Decision-
Makers for Level of District.

TABLE 10
Groups of Decision Makers
Level of District Teacher-Adm Teacher-Comm. Mem. Adm.-Comm. Mem.
Low L621% .136 .519
kdi\m 0558* -59’4* 3399
High T12% .6L6* .501

*=p .10

Irrespective of level of district significant r's were found vwhen
comparing the means of categories for teachers and administrators. For
administrators versus community members no r was found to be significant,
however, all three tended strongly in that direction. When comparing
teachers . versus community members the obtained r's for both "-.edium" and
"high" districts were significant. The resultant r for "Jow" districts
was relatively small, .136. These data would suggest that, in the main,
groups withi.i districts tend to agree with the exception of teachers
versus commuaity members in "low" districts. This finding is buttressed
when one examines the ANOVA results and keeps in mind the findings from
Problem 4.

Table 11 shows the resultent F's-per category for groups of educational
decision makers, levels of school, school nested within levels of school
and the categories of educational objective.

TABLE 11 - A-N-0-V-A of Group Level and School Per Category of
Educational Objective.

TABLE 11 .
Tool Low High Affective Affective
Skill Cognitive Cognitive Personal Interactive t
Mean F Mean F Mean F Mean F Mean F Square
Sq. Value Sq. Value Sq. Velue Square Val. Value
(A) Group of Ed. : * . ' * i x|
Dec. Mak. 3.069 | 6.369 h.996-12.883, 6.89 12.536] .854|NS 2.04k 3.148 |
(B) Level of School g i | |
‘District ' .562 i NS .34B:NS .350 NS .320!NS 934 | NS : |
(c) School Within Y { I ~
TLevel 1.715 :3.560%, .161:NS .T68 NS ~280;N8 L3 | N8 b
(D) Group (4) by | SN -
Level (B) 1.547 {3.211 # .5101(NS .182; NS .486iNS 1.079 | NS
(E) Aby Bby C i ' P
: .694 INS 175 INS .130! NS .38L4'NS 515 | NS
Error 82 .388} .558‘i .280; 649
® = p< .05 P l ' {
1 31
-25.




1. This finding was only in the category of tool-skill and can be
explained by the relative uniqueness of two school districts, one high
and one middle, both of whom (4.16 and L4.423) ranked this category sig-
nif!i,ca.ntly lower than all other districts, all of whom ranged from 4,78
to 4.82.




TABLE 12
Category ¥ Main Effect Tested
Tool Skill Level of Educaticnal

Decision Maker

Table 12 descrites the results of the follow-ups that were
performed wken the significent F main effects were found. The Tukey-A
method! was used for all mean compariscns with an alphe level of .05.

Table 12 ~ ANOVA Follow-up of Significant Main Effects.

Significant Differences Found
Teachers (4.65) versus Adminis-
trators (4,28);Comm. Members (4.92)
Versus_Administrators_(k.28)

Tow~Cognitive Level of Educaticnal
Decision Maker

Teachers (3.90 Versus Adm. (L4.57)

K High-Cogritive Level of Educatior.el
% Decision Maker

Teachers (3.20) Vs. Comm. Mem. (4.64) R

Teachers (5.3C)vs. Adm. (5.77)
Teachers (5.30)vs. C.M. (4.81)
Adm. (5.77)vs. ¢.M. (L4.81)

Affective-Interactivi Level of Educaticnel
Decision Meker

Teachers (5.18) vs. Adm.'s (L.61)

personel.

.! ‘ and high ranking by teachers, 4.93.

See Glass and Stenley, Statistical Methods_in Education and Psychology,
Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1970, pps. 383~385 anad

» L43-LL6.

; * No significant main effects were found for the category of effective

Thke interesction between group of decicion rmekers and level of
school district in the category of tool-skill can best be explained
i by the relatively higher ranking given by community members in "low"
districts, 4.93 and low ranking by teachers 4.2k, as contrasted to
lower ranking given by community members in "high" districts, L.19,




Table 13 = Graphic Plot of Group of Educational Decision Msker by
Level of School District.

TABLE 13
MEANS
Level of District  Group of Educational Decision Teacher Administ- Comm.Memn.
Makers -—— evneeeeo... rubtors_ —_——
Low i “u.ok k.7 }.93
Middle h.Th 4.38 L.79
High . 4.93 k.79 k.19
' 4.9
) 4.8
hn?
h.6
hns
‘ L.L
4.3
h.a
h.1
h.o
: Low, - Medium _____ __  __ __ High
These analyses of varience seem to irdicate that the groups regsrdless
. of level of district or of perticular school district, heve differences
| in ranking cf categcries. However, the over-riding findirge sre the
! differences emong the cetegeries, rsther tharn within the cetegories.
For eXample, although it weg showr thst three of a possible five F
N ratios were significant in_the tool-skill category in all cases the
; means were less than five,te. they were relatively unimportant. Further-
more, for thet category which was overwhelmingly choser as the nost
. importent, affective personalj vhereir 84 of the 90 respondents ranked
i it as impcrtant;l no significant differences were found ty schcol districts
e or grcups of educational decision-nmakers.
| Problems 5.and 6.
Is there a correspondence between the degree of. priority assigred
i to & category end the extent with which that is cbservsble in the clessrcom?
and Is there a reletionshi- between the arount of agreermert viihir: a school
: district end the degree of correlation btetween essigned priorities end
LT behaviors_observeble_in the classroom?
R Becaucte the answer. to the second pr.oblem iscontingent on thé first,
7 - = —— — e —_ —
H 1
: see Table 6 p. 21
F'E -28-




they will be examined simultaneocuszl:.

Table 1L presents the observed mean frenuencies of utterance per

category and the normalized T scores derived from those mean frequencies.

Table 14 - Observed and Transformed Mean Frequencies of Utterances

Per Teacher, Per Category

TABLE 1L

Affective-
Interactive

Affective-
Personal

Tool-
Skill

High-
Cognitive

Cognitive

Category: Low-

OMF T™F
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Table 15 presents the Q-sort means and transformed means from
the observations for each teacher and for each category. Table 15
also presents the computed coefficient of correlation between the
Q-sort means and the observation means by category for each teacher.

The correlation coefficients ranged from -.961 to .719. Of
the total of thirty teachers, nineteen showed a positive relation-
ship between their assignment of educational priorities and their
practice of these priorities; eleven showed a negative relationship.
None of the nineteen positive coefficients were found to be signifi-
cantly different from zero. Overall, for all teachers and for all
categories, a slightly negative correlation coefficient was found,
-.150, between all teachers' assigned priorities and practiced
priorities . However, this also, was not found to be significant-
ly different from zero. As a result, no correspondence was found be-
tween the degree of priority assigned to_a category and the extent
with which it was observable in the classroom.
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TABLE 15
( te- Low- High- Tool= Affective Affective- Correlation
gory: Cognitive Cognitive Skill Personal Interactive Coefficients
Q-SM* TOM ** Q-SM TOM . Q-SM TOM Q-SM TOM Q-SM  TOM
-Teach-
er '
1 Lko 53.% 6.50 L41.8 .3.85 100.0 6.30 48.3 k.05 50.7 ‘- .632
2 3.60 37.2 5.30 43.8 4.55 56.6 6.80 60.2 k.75 k9.3 .T19
I 3 Lo 61.h4 .90 51.7.2.65 7.5 6.35 53.1 '5.70 57.3 - .961%
i b k25 sh,7 5.30 59.7 L.hs 43,6 6.35 52.2 . 4,65 66. .007
5 Le6o Tk.s5 .50 72.3 L.10 L48.3 6.45 13.6 5.35 k5.9 - .536
‘6 4.05 skis 5.25 54,7 5.65 63.6 5.15 4.1  k4.90 35.9 .208
T 3.35 60.5 k70 584 ks 55k 6.35  49.3 :6.15 2.5 .883
8 k:05 u5.9 5.70 k5.9 .5.00  60.8 ‘4.90 k0.1 5.35 3.5 L1l
-9 3.85 "u4h.o 5.70 53.h4 k.45 58.4 5.90 k9.3 5,10 1, .120
0 k25  s51.3f 5.0 69.3 ;.15 3.6 6,00  53.1 5.50 3h.5 .0k2
11 3. 5 %4.15 50.8 16.45 k9.9 -5.95 Sk.7 5.05 39.2 473
12 b, 5.45 55.4 'L4,45 60.2 6.15 58.4 Lk.,4o 44,8 .068
13 3 5.05 5k.7 'h.95  68.4 5.75 k5.3 6.20 9.4 .108
iy 3, k.95 66.7 s5.00 k1.8 6.15 39.2 5.75 k6. - .607
15 4, 76,10 65.5 -3.95 62.4 . 6.20 L44.8  L.00 37.2 119
6 3. L.65 149.3 4,20 50.7 5.90 35.0 6.50 4.5 - .958%
T2 4,30 141.8 ik4.75 53.1 -6.55 49.7 - 6.90 43, .527
18 ) 6.5 57.3 (L4.L5 k6.8 '6.00 Sk.T k4,20 56.6 .609
19 3 5.45 64,0 :5.35 5.8 5.05 34.5 5,45 k1.8 .252
0 3.15 / 4.30 s52.2 '4L.65 k9.3 6.90 56.6 6.00 L.k .689
<1 k.5 ./ 53.1 6.25 k9.7 13,80 62.1 6.95 35.5 3.85 345 - ,398
22 L4.30° s0.7 .70 50.7 ;3.60  62.8 :6.15 47.6 5.25 3h.5 ! - .584
3 ko5 37.2 4.15 L6.2 ' 4.85 56.6 :5.70 58,4 6.25 51,3 ; 664
‘4 Loo 39.2 6.00 143.6 .L4.35 584 57 52.2. . k.95 56.6 .005
25 3.05 41.8 5.65 5h.7  4.85 62.1 ‘6.15 56.6 5.30 47.6 .638
"6 3.55 45,3 5.15 9.3:5.25  61.4 :6.25 51,7 ° k.80 k0.1 cul2
"7 hls 55,4 '5.90 . 52.4 i 4,35 48.3 15.55. U47.6 . 5.15 U47.6 ! - .oLk
28 Lo00 48.1 5.50 L7.6!5.80  56.7 {5.35 k0.1 . k.35 3k.5 376
29 5.20 6k.S '5.30  bh.k :5.20 39,2 |{5.05 3.5 i .25 5.3 .092
0 3.60 58.9 k75 sSk.7is.t00 57.3 {5.30 1.8 5.65 L6, - .521
¥ = Q-Sort Means .




Ir would seer thet these teacners. in geverul, beliewve i
category of affective-personel is the most immorteni. howevel, ...
do not seem to translete this priority into their verbal classroor
practice. “hen one examines teachers' overell ranking oif tne caie-
gories in the Q-sort the categories of affective-personal, " f-ean 5.98),
high cognitive , (meen 5.30), and affective-interactive, (mean 5.18)
emerge as the top three categories. However, the overall means of
observed behavior rank the categories of tool-skill, (mean 56.T1),
high-cognitive, (mean 53.4) eand low-cognitive, (mean 51.41) as highest.

Although, in genersl, the teachers in this study seemed Lo prec-
tice those catego.ies they assigned as being less important most often,
this was not the case for all teachers. Some teachers did tend to

practice with greater frenuency, those categories they assigned as
most important.

Table 16 presents the five teachers that had the highest posi-
tive correlation coefficients, all greater than .60, and examines
their two highest assigned and practiced categories.

Table 16 - Teachers with the Highest Correlation Coefficients Be-
tween Assigned and Practiced.

Table 16
Correlation T™wo Highest Assigned Two Highest Practiced
Teacher #%* ' Coefficient - Categories With Means Categories With Means
2 | 9 , Affective-Personal 6.80 Affective-Personal 60.2
o . High Cognitive 5.30 Tool-Skill 56.6
/
8 L <609 High Cognitive  6.40 High-Cogniive 57.3
_ Affective Personal 6.00 ) Affective-

Interactive 56.6
20 ! .689 ; Affective-Personal 6.90 Affective-Personal 56.6

' Affective- Inter- :
‘ active . 6.00 ;| High Cognitive 52.2

!

. . "

23 ‘ 664 Affective-Inter- ‘
, active 6.25 ! Affective-personal 58.h4
: ! Affective-personal 5.T70 Tool-Skill 56.6

! 1 '

: ! !

25 ! .638 : Affective-personal 6.15 |
| : High-Cognitive 5.65 | Pool-Skill 621"

’ i

Affective-personal 56.6

# A1]1 Five teachers had significant Q-sort results at p .0l




Of these teachers who had the five hignest coelficien<: o
correlation, elthough none of them were found to be sirnificur:.
a2ll five selected the categories of the affective-personzl, affeect-
ive-interactive or high-cognitive as being the most important. Icur
of the five practiced the categories of affective-personal or high cog-
nitive most frequently. The fifth teacher, number 25, practiced
affective-personal seccnd most frequently, elthough affective-personeal
had been the highest choice in the Q-sort.

Table 1T presents the five teachers who had the highest nega-
tive correlation coefficients, all greater than minus .60 and exam-
ines their two highest assigned and practiced categories.

Table 17: teachers With the Highest Negative Correlation Coefficients
Between Assigned &nd Practiced

TABLE 17
Correlation Two Highest Assigned Two Highest Practiced
Teachers #* Coefficient Categories With Means Categories With Means
1 - .632 High-Cognitive 6.40 Tool-Skill 100.0
' Affective-
Personal 6.30 Low-Cognitive 53.4
3 - .961 Affective-~ : Tool-Skill T0.5
Personal 6.35 Low-Cognitive 61.4
High-Cognitive 5.90
f - .883 Affective- Low=Cognitive 60.5
. Personal 6.35 High-cognitive 58.4
Affective-
Interactive 6.15
1k - .607 Affective- High-@ognitive 66.7
Personal 6.15
Affective- : Low-Cognitive 59.4
Interactive 5.T5
16 - .958 Affective- Low-Cognitive 63.2
Interactive 6.50
Affective~-

Personal 5.90 Tool-Skill 50.7

* A1l Five Teachers had significant Q-sort results at p < .01

. . e




TS

The evidence suggests that because no relationship was foun<
between perceived priorities and observed - practice in the classroom
no differentiating relationships could be found among school districts.

Yo,




CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

: : The following are the conclusions that cen be inferred from the
oo study:

g The overriding conclusion is that educational decision-makers
given a choice of behaviorally stated educational objectives do make
choices that conform to theorized categories. .

There is a general consensus among a) different types of local
school districts and b) different types of educational decision-makers
! as to the categories of behaviorally stated objectives which are most
' important namely affective-personal and high-cognitive.

There is no evidence to suggest that teachers attempt to teach
to those categories of obJectives they and their district have speci-
fied as most important. This finding coupled with the paucity of
curricular materials in these areaslresults in what mey be called
an "incongruent" situation.

This incongruity and the above findings imply two most import-
ant problems.

First, although the categories of affective-personal and high-
cognitive were ranked as most important there is a clear exry for the
learning of tool-skill objectives in all quarters. Perhaps the "Right
to Read" program personifies this most clearly. In a sense the teachers
are seemingly directing their efforts in this area. The problem seems
to be twofold. First, the categories of affective-personal and high-

i cognitive seem to be "socially acceptable" and because we seem to know
! So little about them instinctively, they become in fact rhetoric.

Second, it .may be suggested that the category of tool-skill is
not on the sam? level of discourse as are the other categories in so far
that objectives only become tool skills after they are learned; during
i instruction they are not. It would seem thas perheaps it is the affective
- component that enables the tool skill objectives to be learned, Alschuler,
. (1_969). The findings in this study point out the problems of the lack of
' congruity between what may be socially acceptable versus what may be, in
fact, desired and the complex interrelationships eamong the categories.
This study's most importent element may well be the discovery of these
t¥pes of problems. ‘

The second major problem is that the consensus of priorities of
categories in no way seems to have any effect upon classroom instruc-
tion, irregardless of the school district. This problem suggests that
although methods for systematically selecting objectives are available,
such as the one used in this study and the similar one outlined.by..
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B Popham, (1972), there are no guarantees that these are really the

‘ "felt" objectives nor that by describing them one can expect an
_ automatic effect in the classroom.
! What seems to be needed are the following: First, a general
! acceptance of priorities in the categories of affective-personal

and high-cognitive educetional objectives buttressed by tool-skill
objectives. Second, more study into the relationship among the
categories in such a manner that best promotes the learning of
these objectives. Third, methods by which teachers can be trained
to effectuate those objectives they select as most important and
are congruent with the priorities of other decision-makers. Fin- ‘
ally, the question must be raised as to whether there should be a
- differentiation in priorities among different types of school

i districts and different educational decision-mekers, and, if so, what
might be the results of these differentiations?
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APPENDIX A

Q-sort Items
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jAdministration Instructions —

Sort the 100 items into 11 piles. Put the number of cards
as indicated below in each pile according to degree of signifi-
: cance of the item. For example, two items that you think are
) Most Significant as objectives will be placed in the first pile
. on the left. The next four Most Significant cards will go in the
: next pile and so on to the two cards you think are Least Signifi- '
cant. These two cards will go in the pile on the extreme right.
You need not worry about any sort of rank order within each pile.

[

T Number of Cards in Each Pile

T Most ) Least
Significant Significant

Y 6 10 6 . 24 16 10 6 Y 2

e v

The question you should keep in mind when doing this sort is:
What is your judgment about the significance or insignificance of
these objJectives? )
If you have any conflict about any one item, you may want to
rut it in a neutral pile. It is suggested that you first read
through all the items and while reading them sort them into three
piles corresponding to "Significant", "Neutrel", and "Not Significant."
Then maeke the finer sorts.
When you have completed the sort, please reconstruct the pack-
et in the following manner (from top to bottom facing up):

4 vmeer—t

M

e arerd

l. 3 Instruction cards
! 2. Least Significant card.
: 3. Card marked "2". '

. The two Least Significant objectives you chose.
. Card marked "L'.
. Those four objectives.

+ Continue this until you stack your two Most

Significant cards. ,
Your last card should read Most Significant.

o =0\ &

Items for Q-sort

Following are the behaviors in each which a student performs:

I. Cognitive Tool-Skills No Content

l. Constructs and reads line and bar graphs.
2. Reads scale drawings
i ' 3. Performs the four fundemental mathematical processes includ-

ing long division with whole numbers and a high degree of
accuracy.

" _ho-
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prmeannt

o

yrmsmram
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liquid measures.

of a subject.

O IO\ W

10

calculating.

12. Displays appropriat

IT. vLow-Cog:itive No Content

Demonstrates how numbers apply to time, weight, dry and

Establishes a time line for a given historical treatment

Gathers necessary materials for a given task.

. Performs an experiment in science.

Builds equipment according to instructions.

. Follows written directions.

. Gives oral directions that can be followed. o

11. Demonstrates fundamental skills in reading, writing and

e masculine or feminine social role.
13. Locates information two ways by using cross references.
14. Follows teacher in directioni.
. Di: s skill in budgeting time.
?I..g ]1).;2%:1 and lists infgrmation using the alphabet.
'17. Uses the card catalog in locating books. )
18. Uses equipment such as desk calculator, ty’p?wnter, micro-
scope accurately and within accepted time limits.
19. Follows directions for homework assignment§ correctly.
20. Displays physical skills necessary for ordinary games.

1. Identifies facts, theories, principles in a given discipline.
2. Recognizes the area encompassed by various kinds of problems

or materials.

3. Child names the major theories and describes them without

further looking them up. _

Distinguishes facts from hypotheses by defining them.

Recognizes the terminology of a discipline.

Recalls details at later date from notes taken.

Identifies technical terms by giving their sttributes,

properties or relations. '

. Defines abstract terms. .

. Identifies criteria for judgment that is appropriate to
the type of work and the purpose for vwhich it is read.

10. Identifies basic trends in a given situation.

11l.1Recognizes appropriate strategies in attacking a problem.

12. When called upon, recells specific information.

13. Identifies forms and conventions of the major types of

works, e.g., verse, plays, scientific papers, etc.

14, Defines specific terminology.

15. Identifies methodology specific to a discipline.

16. Recalls materials to be used in researching a specific

Vo IO0W&E

problem.

17. Recalls specific instructions.

18. Recalls the setting of a specific selection.

19. Identifies unstated assumptions in a given theory.
20. Recalls the mood of a specific selection.

=41~
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| III. High-Cognitive No Content

| 1. Formulates appropriate hypotheses based upon an analysis

P ‘ of factors involved. ‘

o 2. Makes use of criteria for judgment appropriate to the type
of work and the purpose for which it is read. ’

3. Modifies hypotheses in the light of new factors and con-
siderations. '

4. Proposes ways of testing hypotheses.

5. Finds and states the basic assumptions which underlie any
position. ‘

6. Gives examples selected from the area of study which may

: " be used to solve problems in another area or in another

i context. . ‘

! T. Predicts the probable effect of a change on a factor.

8. Gives approximations.
| 9. Predicts continuation of trends.
L 10. Guesses.
11. Derives a proposition from a given fact which is testable
grom the givens.
12. Critically evaluates certain given classroom learning goals.
13. Visualizes scenes (mental imagery).
14 Differentiates between two similar objects and states his
criteria for the discrimination.
15. Developes planned sequences. . s
" 16. Attempts to organize his product to show relationships.
17. Selects relevant facts, theories, principles to the so-
lution of a specific problem in discipline.
18. Compares the relationship between getting information
through the five senses and giving information by appealing
to the five senses (impression and expression). e
19. Indicates logical fallacies in arguments. . ' ‘
20. Weighs alternative social policies and practices against
the standards of the public welfare rather than the advant-
age of specialized and narrow interest groups.

¢ e §

IV. Affective~Personal

1. Changes opinion in view . of submission of more data.

2. Plans a course of action and arrives at a satisfactory
outcome with a minimum of adult assistance.

3. Volunteers to take responsibilities such as writing,

B publishing, carrying out a policy, etec.

after failing at a task, will attempt another similar one.

Will continue task or expand upon it when given a choice.

Memorizes a poem he likes. )

Formulates his own objectives in the context of his studies.

Chooses activities independently and carries them out

Reads to find answers to questions which have stimulated

q : "his curiosity.

B 10. Designs a course of study for himself.

O O= O\ &

| ' -}2-

48




it

i
e e e ——— e Y, ST o TN

bapngmoag |

oy

P e

el

vmmend

e

yrmerrmipete

11.
12,
13.
14,
15.

16.

17.
18.

i9.

20.

Will accept blame when self-initiated act fails.

Shows a desire to do unexpected task.

Expresses his feelings through art.

Will try new assignments.

Gives an account of what his objectives are and how far

he has advanced in attaining them in an academic counseling
session.

Seeks help vhen meeting with failure after an attempt has
been made.

Expresses and defends his own opinions.

Does not panic in emergencies, but acts quickly and in ways
to alleviate the problemn.

Explores possibilities of different interests by attending
lectures or meetings about topics new to him.

Takes care‘yf school property.

V. Affective-Interactive

1.

2.

Participates in extra-curricular activities offered in
academic or social institutions.

Refers problems that are too difficult for him to adults
instead of dropping them.

Keeps still when the situation calls for silence.

Adheres to group-made rules.

Assists others when he is needed.

Shares with others.

Will greet others upon entering the calssroom in the morning.
Conducts a meeting.

Voices an opinion dealing with a controversial topic.

Does specific chores in the classroom.

Is willing to administer tests (spelling) to other children.
Is willing to perform tasks that directly involve him with
other students. .

Is willing to perform before a group.

Deals with others in a non-violent manner.

Makes and sustains conversation.

Practices social amenities and courtesies when exchanging
ideas.

Draws reticent members of a group into conversation.
Participates in & meeting. .

Seeks approvel of other children.

Seeks approval of adults.

=li3-
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HOFSTA UNIVERSITY
e SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

; . Bureau of Educational Evaluation
‘ TEACHER OBSERVATION SHEET
: Name of Teacher Observed: ,
l  : Grade: School:
; Name of Observer:
- Time of Observation - Begun: __ Ended:_____ Date:
E - TEACHER'S VERBATIM COMMENTS
'% Comment Category
:
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Category

Low-Cognitive
High-Cognitive
Tool-Skill
Affective-personel
Affective~-Interactive
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Total
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Hofstra

Unzversity

; HEMPSTEAD,  LONG ISLAND, NEW YOKRK 11540
Ny |<~.\\\ .
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION _ ,
Department of £ducationsl Psychology ' :
“
<
Thank you for the cooperation in helping us conduct part of our study

Everyone in the district was most hospitable.

I am enclosing a report of the findings. These include:

--a listing of the items that were included in the Q—sort
entitled "6th Grade Non-Content Objectives."

--a description of the categories of objectives.

--Table 1 - a summary table showing the obtained means for each
parent, teacher, and administrator over each category orf ob-
Jectives and the grand meuns for each group. Included also
will be a designation, per respondent, as to whether there was
a significant difference at .05 .among means. That is to say,
vere the assigned priorities differentiated among the five
catepories?

--Table 2 - & statistical, Pearson Product Moment Correlation,
analysis comparing the grand means per group over the five
categories and the resultant significance level.

--Table 3 - 2 summary table showing the obtained mean per teacher
for categorics in the Q-sort end frequency of observations per
category. .o

~-Table 4 ~ a statistical, Pearson Product Moment Correlation,
analysis comparing each teacher's mean per category in the
Q-sort to cuch teacher's observed frequency of categories
within the clascroom and the resultant significance level.

A reliability index for each teacher between observers is also
reported. "This reliability index is given in terms of percent
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Pageﬁé
May 27, 1971

of agreement between the observers. :
==& summary of the statistical analysis and conclusions thereof.

Once you have had a chance to examine t
wishes, I would be happy to meet with all th
order to elaborate upon the findings.
know specifically his findings,
with him privately.

hese materials, if the district
ose who have participated in
Also, if uny participant wishes to
I will be more than willing to discuss these

I look forward to ireeting with you again.

If you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to call.

Cordially yours

Pierre Woog

Administrative and Research Associate
Bureau of Educational Evaluation

te
Enclosures

0




Table 1. Q-Sort Summary Sheet of' Mews by Catcegory of Objective.

Low- High- Affective- Affeerive-
Tool-skill Cornitive Cognitive Personul Interactive

Community )

1% .55 3.8% 5.05 6.25
o% 6.60 - k.o h,05 5.30
3% 6.00 h.30 k.05 5.%0
L% 6.05 5.30 ° L.00 6.05
5 .80 4.85 5.50 5.15

"Grand Means 5.60 L.sh 4.53 5.69

Teachers -
1* L.20 3.75
o% L.75 2.50
3% L.hs .05
L 5.35 3.70
5% .65

Grand Means 4.68

Administrators
1 L.35
o#
3%
i 6.30
. 5%

i —d Rl g i g
. o & o o
O =3 W \O\
Vi O-O \n

\n
=

Grand Means

¥Significant priorities made in terms of categories.
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Table 2. Summery Tuble of CGrand Mewns

of Community, Teachers and Aduinistirators
by Category of' Objective and Derived Correlutions.

Communi iy Teachers Administrators
Tool-skill , 5.60 4.68 k.30
Low-cognitive L. sk 3.%0 k.51
High-cognitive 3 L.53 5.05 5.46
Affective®personal 5.69 6.08 5.49
Affective-interactive .6k 5.79 5.2h

Obtained correlations

Community vs. Teachers
Community vs. Administrators
Teachers vs. Administrators

=52~
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Table 3. Teacher Q-Sort and Obuervation Summary Sheet by Category of ObLjective.

Low- " High-

-53- v

" fjf) .

Affective- Affective-
Tool-skill Cognitive  Copnitive Personal Interaclive
 Qisort Meams® Tt -+ - .+ e
Teacher #1 k.20 3.75 k.65 5.90 6.50
E h.r57 2.35 h. ks 6.55 '6.99
*3 h.ks k.05 6.40 6.00 k.10
L 5.35 3.70 © - 5.h5 5.0% 505
5 k.65 . 3.15 W, 6.90 6.00
Grand Means - L.68 . 3.40 5.05 6.08 5.79
Observations ' )
Teacher #1 12.0 25.5 10.5 0.5 0
2 15.0 2.5 k.0 11.0 5.0
~3 8.5 4.5 17.5 16.0 17.0
h 19.5 8.5 27.0 0 y.c
5 10.5 0 1.0 17.0 6.0
Grand Means 65.5 : k1.0 - 73 k.5 32.0
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Table 4. Correlation Between Teachers Perceived and Practiced Priorities
Based Upon Category System and Percent of Reliability Per

teacher.
Correlation Between Reliability of
Perceived and Practiced Observation by
Priorities Percent
Teacher #1 ~0.924 86.5
2 0.361 87.2
3 0.622 78.0
h . 0.292 90.2
5 ‘ 0.629 93.8




CORCLUSIONG:

The following are some Lenlalive conclusions that muy be offered as a

B e Ayt g
on T TR

e Jo TR

result of the findings:

A. Q-sort Findings

{ ] " 1. Of a total of fiftegn respondents, twelve or 80% did, in fact, assign

priérities that differentiated among the five catcgories. Of this total,

ell of the five teachers made this differentiation, three of the five ad-

ministrators and four of the five community members.

,‘
e |

i Overall, there was agreement among groups that the most important category

0oy was "Affective-personal."

e
[ 2

3. Overall, there was little agreement among groups in any of the other four

categories.

If a mean of 5.0 is used as & cutoff poini, that is to L8y,

B b I

equal to or greater than 5.0 signifies "importance" and less than 5.0

L |

signifies "unimportance," a number of interpretations result. These, per

category, include:

~-Tool-skill - Community members found this category to be much more impor-; ‘
| : tant as a group, 5.6, than did either teachers, 4.68, or administrators, 4.3.
' ‘~-Low-cognitive - All three groups felt this category was "unimport-ant;"
! ‘ However, administrators, h.Si, and community members, 4.54, differed as to
o the degree of "unimportance" é.s ct.;mpared to teachers, 3.43.

—High-cognitive - Both teachers and administrators, 5.02 and 5.46, felt

this category was "importam.:'." Community members did not, 4.53.
~-Affective-interactive - Both teachers and administrators, 5.79 and 5.213,
felt this catepory was "important." Community members did not, lL.6L,
Although thex'-e were these apparent differences among the groups, it should

\

\

o

: be noted that within groups there were differences also. For exa.mplé, ' .
e =55=-




although the teachers, as a group, found the category of "High-cognitive"

to be relatively important, 5.02, within the group of teachers only two of

- the five felt this way. As a group, community members found the category

of "Tool-skill" to be important, 5.6, however, within the group only three

o i o
i St D R

R AR et )

pocid

of the five felt this way. finally, as a group, administrators found the

category of "Affective-interactive." to be important, 5.24, however, within
¢ the group only two of the five felt this way.

I 5. In conclusion, with regard to the Q-sort findings, it can be said that of
[ all three groups, the t;achers differentiated the most among categories.
{ Overall, the category of "Affective-personal" was most important; as a
matter of fact, in all cases with the exception of one respondent, this

category was designated as being "important."

LT These conclusions are reflected in the obtained correlations in

Table 2 wherein teachers and administrators showed a high degree of agree-
| ment, .75, while neither group significantly agreed with the group of

e community members although teacheis, .393. tended to more so than did ad-

ministrators, -.121.

B. Q-sort Findings Compared to Observetion Findings.

.When teachers' stated priorities of instruction, as -differentiated by the
i categories, were compared to observed priorities of instruction as a group
no discerniblg relationship was found, Table 4. The mean of the correla-
tions between stated and praéticed is .196, which is not significantly

different from zero. Again, however, there were great differences within

k3 TN Y
[,

the group which ranged from .629, high relationship to -.92k, high

o

opposite relationship. One consistency that was found was in the category

of "Low-cognitive." All the teachers regarded this category as not "im-

portant” in the Q-sort while four of the five teachers seemed to practice

it at least in their classrooms.

-56—
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The categories that seemed most difficult to practice, based upon the

observations, were both affective categories.
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: Thank you for the cooperation in helping us conduct part of our study
- . Everyone in the district was most hospitable.

I am enclosing a report of the findings. ' These include:
. --& listing of the items that were included in the Q-sort
. entitled "6th Grade Non-Content Objectives."
--a description of the categories of objectives. .
—--Table 1 - a summary table showing the obtained means for each
. parent, teacher, and administrator over each category of ob-
! Jectives and the grand means for each group. Included also -
i - Wwill be a designation, per respondent, as to whether there was
e significant difference at .05 among means. That is to say,

b were the assigned priorities differentiated among the five
; categories? '

B A T T

--Table 2 - g statistical, Pearson Product Moment Correlation,
. analysis comparing the grand means per group over the five
P categories and the resultant significance level. - -
b --Table 3 - a summary table showing the obtained mean per teacher
! for categories in the Q-sort ang frequency of observations per
category.

--Table 4 - g statistical, Pearson Product Moment Correlation,
analysis comparing each teacher's m

ean per category in the
Q-sort to each teacher's observed Trequency of categories

within the classroom and the resultant significance level.
A reliability index for each’ teacher between observers is also —
reported. This reliability index is given in terms of percent

58 ‘
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" Page 2 ' :
April 23, 1971

of agreement between the observers.
=-& summary of the statistical analysis and conclusions thereof.

Once you have had a chance to examine these matérials, if the district
wishes, I would be happy to meet with all those who have participated in
order to elaborate upon the findings. Also, if any participant wishes to

know specifically his findings, I will be more than willing to discuss these
vith him privately.

I look forward to meeting with you again.

If you have any questions,
Please do not hesitate to call. '

Cordially yours,

Pierre Woog
Administrative and Research Associate

’ Bureau of Educational Evaluation
PW:cs ’
Encl.
T -59- . ' '




Table 1. Q-Sort Summary Sheet of Means by Cotegory of Objective.,

Low~ High- Affective~  Affective-
Tool-skill Copgnitive Coguitive  Personal Interactive

Community .
1% 4,65 ~ h.ho 5.10
o% h.20 3.50 5.20
3 .25 4.95 6.10
L 4.60 3.85 3.95

5 4.50 5.20 5.k5

5.20
5.50
4.10
6.65
k.50

Vi o\

L] &

© WO AN
1\ O O\n

w

Grand Means h.bY 4.38 5.16

5.19

Teachers
1* 6.45 . 4.15
2% L.4s5 . 5.45
3% 4.95 .
L% 5.00
5% 3.95

Grand Means 4.96

Administrators
1%
o%
3%
L *
5

Grand Means

*Significant priorities made in terms of categories.
-60~-
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Table 2. Summary Table of Grand Means of Community, Yeachers and Administrators
by Category of Objrctive and Derived Correlations.

Community Tenchers Administrators
Tool-skill bWl k.96 3.87
Low-cognitive h.38 3.78 : L. 82
High-cognitive ] 5.10 5.1k 5.581
Affective-personal 5.83 6.04 5.86
Affective-interactive 5.19 - 5.08 I
Obtained correlations
Community vs. Teachers .0658
Community vs. Administrators .Tho8
Teachers vs. Administrators .is83
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Table 3. Teacher Q-Sort and Observation Summury Sheet by Category of Chjective.
Low- High- Aflective- Affective~
Tool-skill Cognitive Cognitive Personn) Interactive
Q-~sort Means
Teacher #1 6.h5 3.h0 4.15 5.95 5.05
Jos b by h.uy 5.5 6.15 4.kho
3 h.05 3.05 5.05 5.75 6.20
Y 5.00 3.15 4.95 6.15 5.75
5 3.95 L. 75 6.10 6.20 4.00
Grand Means k.96 3.78 5.14 6.0k 5.08
Observations
Teacher #1 11.5 4.5 12.5 16.0 3.0
2 21.5 38.0 16.5 18.0 6.5
3 38.5 13.0 16.0 7.0 20.0
k4 4.0 20.0 35.5 3.0 8.5
5 2"'5 30!0 31.5 605 200
Grand Means 20.0 21.1 22.4 10.1 8.0
-62-




Table b Correlation Between Teachers Perceived and Practieed Priorities Based
Upon Category System and Percent of Keliubility Per TPencher.

Correlation Betwcen Reliability of
Perceived and Practiced Cbservation by
Priorities Pereent

Teacher #1 .5115 78.0
-.1327 91.1

.0L82 90.6

-.ks89 £6.5

.1200 86.¢
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The following are some tentative conclusions that may be offered

as & result of the findings:

A. Q-sort PFindings

1.

2.

Of the total of:fifteen respondents, twelve or 80% did, in fact, assign
priorities that differentiatecd among the five categories. Of this
total, five of the five teachers made this differentiation, four of
the five administrators and three of the five community mém‘bers.
Overall, there was agreement among groups that the most important
categories were "Affective-personel" and "High-cognitive", while the
least important category was "Low-cognitive." This was especially

so for the community members and teachers.

The other two categories, "Tool-skill" and "Affective-interective"
found li.i;tle agreément either among groups or withip groups. For
instance, if 5.0 is used as a cutoff point, tha:t is to say equal to
or greater than 5.0 signifies "importance" and less than 5.0 signifies
"unimportence", we find that all the community members and all the ad-
ministrators indicated that "Tool-sk.ill" was "unimportant" while two of
the five teachers found the category to be "important."

The category of "Affective-interactive" resulted in en even more
mixed picture. Three of. the five community members felt it was |
"important", three of thc; five teachers felt it was "important", and
onl& one of the five administrators felt it was "important." In fact,
when the grand means per group are examined, one finds that both tﬁe
community members and the teachers, as a group, found the category'of
"Affective-interactive" to be inl.port;.ant while..the: adminiétrators. as
a group, did not. | P'l)"

6= ) ' ". i



3. The above findings leud L0 the reported correlations listed under

Table 2 which can be interpreted as meaning that, although all three

- groups tend, somewhat, Lo apree in terms of their priorities us

dil‘ferenti&ted by the catepories, there is less nigreement betweon

teacher: and adminisirators than either group with cormunity membters.

This finding reflects the differentiuls, per group, for the categories

of "Low-cognitive" and ';Affecti\re—interactive." In each of these

categories, only two of three groups tend to apree. This can be

demonstrated as tollows:

--community members and administrators feel "Low-cognitive" is rela-
tively more important than do teachers.

~-community members é.nd teachers feel "Affective-interactive" is rela-
tively more important than do administrators.

The fact that when two groups are paired in both cases against a

third, one of those two in both cases is the group of community

members'. This explains the correlations wherein the group of com-

e N g A e

munity members tends to agree with both professionel groups more than

do the professional groups to each other.

B. Q-sort Findings Compared to Observetion Findings.

1. When teachers' stated pri:orities of instruction, as differentiated by
the categories, were compared to observed priorities of instructions
as a.group no discernible relationship was found (Table L). The met.m
of correlations between "stated and practices is .01l76, which is not
significantly different from zero. Whét seems to be occurring is that

teachers were seemingly "Affective" plus "High-cognitive" in the Q-sort

but "Cognitive" and "Pool-skill" in practice. In fact, 78% of the ob-
-65- . '
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2.

served behuviors were in these categories.,
In summary, it can be said that although there was & modicum of
agreement among all three groups in the Q-sort, the teachers, as

a group, secm to have found it difficult to actualize their priorities

in their instruction.
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HEMPSTEAD, LONG ISLAND, NIFW YORK 11540

TNy PRV

SCHOOL OFf EDUCATION
Department of Educational Psychology

Thank you for thé cooperation in helping us conduct part of our study
+ Everyone in the district was most hospitable.

I am enclosing a report of the findings. These include:

--a listing of the items that were included in the Q-sort
entitled "6th Grade lon-Content Nbjiectives."

~-a description of the categories of objectives.

——Tuble 1 - u summary table showing the obtained means for each
parent, teecher, and admiristrator over ecach category of ob-
Jectives and the grand means for each group. Included also
will be a designution, per recvendent, as to whether there was
2 cignificant difference at .05 among means. That is to say,
were the ass:.gnr-d priorities dd"ermtlated among the five
calegories?

--Table 2 - a statistical, Peurson Product Moment Correletion,
analysic comparing the grand mceans.per group over the five
categories and the resultant significance level.

--Table 3 - a sumrary table showing the obtained mean per teacher
for categories in the D-sort and frequency of observations per
catepory.

-=Pable k& - a statisticnsl, Pecarson Product Moment Correlation,
analysis comparing ecach teacher's mear per catepgory in the
Q— sort, to cnch teacher's observed frequency of categories

ithin the clascroom and the resultant significance level.

-~z summiry of the statistica2l analysis and conclusions thereof.

1

-67-
| 3

a2




¥
L
&
g.
Y.
A
T
:

L.

s

P A A ot

T

T P TR e PR S

ERICE

R

P

| pa——"

Fage o
Aprril 21, 1971

wishes, I would be happy to meet wit
order to claborate upon the rindiag: i

know specitically his findings, I will b more than willing to 4
with him privately.

I look forward to meceting with you again. 1If you have any questions,
please do not hesitute to czll.

. Cordially yours

Pierre Woog
Adninistrative and Research Associate
Bureau of Educational Evaluation
te :

Enclosures
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Table 1. Q=Sort Swamury Sheet of Means by Calepory of Objectlive.

Iow- Eigh- Afective- Affeclive-
Tool=ckill Comnitive Cernitive Perconal Interactive

1% 3.h5 .05 .50 6.60 G.ko
o% 3.70 . .80 5.80 G.hs
3% 3.15 °* . A5 6.60 5.h40
h# 5.35 .85 Lo L.05 L.35
5 L.hs 5. ;. 80 6.15 .50

Grand Means . y.02 . .99 5.88 5.h2

Teachers
1% . . 6.95
o% . . 6.15
3% . . 5.70
L% ' . 5.70
5% . 6.15

e
v
z
o

i
&
X
H
a’
T
:
L
3)
§
H
f
v
:
3
¥
i
1.
i
§
i

Grznd lMeans . . 6.13

Administrators g
1% . . 6.15
2% 5.30
3* 6.70
L= 6.25
5% 0 5.25

‘ Grend Yeans . . . 5.93

®Significant priorities in terms of categories,
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Table 2. Summary Table of Grand Means of Community, Teachers and
Administrators by Category of Objective and Derived
Correlations.

Community Teachers Administrators

Tool-skill 4.02 k.29 b.17

Low-Cognitive 4.69 3.91 k.79

High-Cognitive k.99 5.55 5.72

Affective-Personal 5.88 6.13 5.93

Affective-~Interactive 5.42 5.12 k.39

T  Obtained Correlations
Community vs. Teachers .8071

Community vs. Administrators .6L413
Teachers vs. Administrators .7665
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1w Hish- Affictive- htfeetive-
Tool-akill Co-nitive Conitive Personnd Interpetive

. Table 3. Teacher Q-nort and Ohservalion Summnry Dheel Ly Coalepory of Chjoclive,
Q-cort leans )
I jeacher #1 3.80 L.15 G.05 6.95 3
3.6 s k.30 5.70 6.15 5
4.85 h.0% k.15 5.70 6.
g 4
‘.
’

.35 y.GO 4,00 5.70
h.85 3.05 © 5,65 6.15

T

peancy

Grend Means 4.29 3.0 5.55 6.13 5.12

e 1

:n‘-hi‘

Cbservations
T Teecher #1 24.0 15.0 11.0 1.0 0
B 2 25.0 12.0 12.0 9.0 0
o 3 17.0 0.0 £.0 18.0 13.0
. h 18.0 3.0 550 1k.0 7.0
' 5 24 .0 4.0 16.0 17.0 9.0

-
=
D

Grend Meens 21.6 7.2 7.8
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Table h. Correlution hetweeon Teacher. ierceived s:d Practiced Priorities Luned

Upon Category Vynten Per Weacher.

Correlation Prtween
Perccived and Praciiced

Prioritincs

-h2
: -.6613
6873
-,0316
5T89

Teacker #1
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CONCLUSIONS:

The following arec some tentative conclusions that may be offered

as a result of the findings:

1. Of the total of fifteen respondents, fourteen or 93% did,
in fact, assign priorities that differentiated emong the
five categories. Evidently, the sample had little diffi-
culty in meking these differentiations
The reported correlations listed under "Table 2" can be
interpreted as meaning that when all three groups are
compared, taking a pair at a time, the groups all tend to
agree as to the rankings of priorities of educational
objectives, given the five categories. However, the great-
est agreement is to be found between community members anad
teachers, This can best be explained as a result of the

higher comparative weighting given by these two groups to the

%
”
7
iy
&
I3
s
T
Y
%
3
13
2

e

category of "Affective-interactive."
As a total group, the category of "Affective-personal
was rated highest. In fact, each specific group rated this

category as highest as did three of the five individual

e L T B T JRIC

community members, three of the five individual administ-
rators.

When one examines what the teachers practice, as measured

by the observations, compared to what the teachers state,

as measured by the‘Q-sort, there is no discernible pattern.

The mean of correlations between stated and practiced is

found to be .03 which is not significantly different from

zZero.

=T3-
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In summary, it can be said that the perceived priorities

of the community members, teachers and administrators tend
to agree. However, the teachers, as a group, seem to have
found it difficult to actuelize their priorities in their

instruction.
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‘ e Thank you for the coopcration in helping us conduct part of our study
ol ' Everyone in the district was most hospitable.

o I am enclosing & report of the findings. These include:

--8 11sting of the items that vere included 1n the Q-sorh
entitled "Gth Grade I'on-Content Objectives,"

--a description of the categories of obJectives.,

o -=Table 1 ~ © summary tuble showing the obtained means for each

: parent, teacher, and adwinistrutor over each category of ob-

; Jectives and the grend means' for each group. Included also

f T will be a desipnation, per respondent, as to whether there was

{ a significant dlffercnce ut .05 umong means. Thet is to sey,

| ) were the assiged pricrities differentiated among the five

; . categories? B

‘ --Table 2 -~ a statistical, Pearson Product Moment Correlatmn,

1 . analysis compuring ilhe grand means per grcup over the five

‘, . , eatepories and the rosulient significance level.

-~Table 3 - a swamary table showing the obtained mean per teacher
for categories in the Q-cort and frequency of observutions per
category.

: --Table 4 - a statistical, Pearson Product Moment Correlation,

analysis comparing zach teacher's mean per category in the

Q-soxrt to each tecacher's observed {requency of catcgories

within the classroom ond the resultant significence level.

A reliability index for each teuchier between observers is also

reported. This reliability index is given in terns of percent
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1
of agreement betweoen the observers.
~--a suwzury of the statisticel anulysis and conclusions thercvof.

Once you have hud a chance to examine these materials, if the district
wishes, I would be happy to meet with all those who have participated in
order to eluborate upon the firndings.. Also, if eny participant wishes to
know specifically his findings, I will be more than willing to discuss these
with him privately.

I look foruard to mecting with you apain. If you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to eall.

Cordially yours

Pierre Woog
hMdminicstrative and Research Associate
Burean of Educational Evaluation

tc
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Table 1. Q-Sort Summary Shect of lMeans by cutegory of Objective.

Low-~ High- Affective~ ffective-
Tool~skill Cognitive Cogmi‘_civc Personal Interactive
Comuruni ty
1% k.95 4.80 3.75 5.75 5.75
o% 5.40 : 3.85 3.95 5.85 5.95
3 k.85 4.30 3.80 5.85 6.20
L% ;.15 5.15 5.85 5.70 .15
5% .20 ;.05 .95 6.55 5.25
Grand Means h.T1 b.43 .46 5.9% 5.46
Teachers
1* 5.25 3.55 5.15 6.25 L.80
o% .35 L.4s 5.90 5.55 L.75
3% 5.80 .00 5.50 5.35 4,35
L 5.20 5.20 5.30 5.05 .25
5# 5.70 3.60 k.75 5.30 5.65
Grand Means 5.26 .16 5.32 5.50 4.76
Administrators
1 s.4k0 . .65 5.25 5.60 ;.10
2 5.05 k.75 5.60 5.30 k.30
3% 3.10 L. %o 6.30 6.35 .85
4 3.75 5.25 5.55 5.30 5.15
5 # L.55 3.45 5.90 6.25 .85
Grand Means L 5.76 4.65

.37 . }4.50 5.72

4

¥Significant priorities made in terms of categories,
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Tnble 2. Su:mazy Tuble of Crand Means of Community, Teachers and
héministrators by Category of Objective and Derived

Correlations:

Community Teachers Admiristrators
Tool-skill ©ohm ' 5.26 4.37
Low-cognitive L.h3 4,16 4,50
High-comitive 4,46 5.32 5.72
Affective-personal 5.94 5.50 5.76
Affective-interactive 5.46 4.76 4,65

Obtained Corrclations

Community vs. Teachers 405

Community vs. Administrators .3ks5

Teachers vs. Administrators .640
78—




Table 3. Teacher Q-Sort mnd Ob:iervation Lunztary Sheet by Category of Objective.

t -

l Léw= High- Affeetive- Affective-

Tool-skill Coyrmitive  Cornitive Persour)  Internctive

Q-sort Means

cop Teacher #1 5.25 3.5% 5.15 6.25 h.80 - -

2 k.35 R Y90 5.5% 4.75 .

3 5.80 k.00 5.50 5.35 h.35

o ] 5.20 5.20 5.30 5.05 k.25

e 5 5.7Q 3.60 k.75 5.30 5.65

- Grand Neans  5.2% 4.16 5.32 5.50 4. 76

P :

; ;

’ Observations

Py, Teacher #1 23.5 7.0 10.5 13.5° 3.5

L 2" 10.0 16.5 14.5 9.0 9.0

¢ b 3 12.0 9.5 9.0 3.5 0

‘ L 3.0 29.%9 6.0 0 7.0

Pl 5 17.5 19.5 16.0 4.0 8.0

S Grand Mcans 13.2 16.4 1.2 6.0 5.5

¥

i

: :

{ .

"g %Only orie observer's results were used in the first of the two observation

! periods.

i

g1 .

! - . =79+ .
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Table 4. Correlation Betwzen Teachers Perceived and Practiced Priorities
Basad Upon Category System and Percent of Reliability Per

Teacher.
Correlation Between Reliabilitly of
Perceived and Practiced Observation by
Priorities Percent.
Teacher #1 ~ 453 76.9
2 .018 . 68.6%
3 .380 T70.0
h ! .152 88.0%
5 -.546 77.2

¥Based upon the results of the second of the two observation periods.

~80-
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CONCLUSIONS

The following are some tentative conclusions that muy be offered
as a result of.the findings:

A. Q-sort Findings

1. Of the total of fiftcen respondents, ten or 67% did, in fact, assign
priorities that differéntiated among the five categories.

2. The community members, as a group, assigned priorities that dif-
ferentiated bet;er among the five categories than either the teach-
ers or administrators.

3. Overall; there wes agreement among groups that the least import-
ant category was "Low-cognitive", while the category of "Affect-
ive-personal was most important.

4. As a group, the community certainly gave highest priority to both
Affective categories, while on the other hand, both the sdminis-
trators and teachers were of the opinion that the categories

-of "Affective-personal" and "Migh-cognitive" were of highest

priority; The category of "Tool-skill" was found to be import-

ant, comparatively speaking, only for the tecachers as a group.

These findings are reflected in the obtained correlations among

the groups. Although there is some indication of agreement between
eacﬁ pair of groups when all are compared, the greatest agreement is
found between the teache*s end the administrators with neither group
shoﬁing‘any particular amount of agreement with the community. This
finding is most interesting when one considers that of all three

;roups the community was the most able to differentiate among the

categories.

-81-
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B, Q-sort Findinszs Comnared to Chservation Findines

1. Table 4 indicates that those priorities that the teachers
differentiated among the five categories were nol reflected
in the classroom in any discernible pattern. Based upon
the observations, as a group the teachers seemed to i)ro:x:pt
many more behaviors on the part of the children that were
w.ithin the categories of "Pool-skill" and "Low-cogniti.ve"
while as a group their Q-sort results indicated the categor-
.ies of "Affective-personal" and "lligh-cognitive" as being
most important.

In summary, it can be suaid that the teachers scem to have found

it difficult to actualize their perceived priorities in their

instruction.
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T HEMPSTFAD,  LONG ISLAND, NEW YOKK 11950
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SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
Department of Educational Psychology

Thank you for the cooperation in helping us conduct pzrt of our study.
Everyone in the district was most hospitable.

I am enclosing a report of the. findings. These include:

--a listing of the items that were included in the Q-sort

. entitled "6th Grade Non-Content Objectives".

-- a description of the categories of objectives.

--Table 1 - a summary table showing the obtaincd means for each
parent, teacher, and administrator over each cgtegory of ob-
Jectives and the grand means for each group. Included also,
will be a designeation, per respondent, as to whether there was
a significant difference at .05 among meens. That is to say,
vere the assigned priorities differentidted among the five
categories?

--Table 2 - a statistical, Pearson Product Moment Correlation,
analysis comparing the grand means per group over the five
categories and the resultant significance level.

--Table 3 - a summary table showing the obtained mean per teacher
for categories in the Q-sort and the frequency of observations
per category.

--Table 4 - a statistical, Pearson Product Moment Correlation,
analysis comparing each teacher's mean per category in the
Q-sort to each teacher's observed frequency of categories
within the classroom and the resultant significance level.

A reliebility index for each teacher between observers is also
reported. This reliability index is given in terms of percent

.-83-
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Page 2

of agreement betvween the two observers. .
~--a summary of the statistical anelysis and conclusions thereof'.

Once you have had & chance to cxamine theseo muterials, if the
district wishes, I would be heopy to meebt with 21l thosze whe have
participated in order to eleboruie upcn the findings. Also, if any
participant wishes to know specificully his findings, 1 will be
more than willing to discuss these with him privately.

I look forward to meceting with you agein. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Cordielly yours

A LS LA i €7 8 03 ear e, e min i g -

Pierre Voeog
- Administrative and Research Associate
Burecau of Educational Evalualicn

e e g
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Enclosures
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Table 1. Q-Sort Summery Sheet of Means by Calegory of Objective.

é Low High- Affective- Srfective
} Tool-skill Cornitive Cornitive Persona? Tnterrnetive
; Community
oL 1* 5.45 k.95 5.95 .70 3.9%
; -4 5.70 .55 5.65 5.80 3.30
T 3% 5.55 .60 h.95 5.60 4.30
. L* 5.20 . 5.00 3.75 5.25 5.80
% ‘ 5% 5.65 N ) .65 3.15 5.65 5.90
f Grand Means 5.51 4. 75 5.6k 5.40 k.65
; K Teachers
. 1 5.65 .05 5.25 5.15 h.90
2% b.45 3.35 4.70 6.35 6.15
Lo 3 5.00 }.05 5.70 k.90 5.35
Nk L L.45 3.85 5.70 5.90 5.10
{ - 5% 4.15 k.25 5.10 6.00 5.50
i |1 Grend Means b.Th 3.91 5.29 5.66 5.40
i Administrators
ol 1% 5.45 3.35 4.45 6.25 5.50
{ 2% 3.60 5.h0 6.00 5.75 h.25
3% 3.95 - 4.85 6.75 5.30 4.15
L 5.05 L. k45 5.50 5.45 .55
5% k.30 4.05 5.95 5.75 k.95
Grand Means L. 47 L. k2 5.73 5.70 4.08

*Significant priorities in terms of categories.
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P
F : Table 2. Swmmary Table of Grand leans of Community, Teuzchers and Administrators
- by Category of Objective und Derived Corrclations.
Community Tenchers Adrinistrator:s
: Tool-skill 5.51 h.7h hh7
1 Lov~-cognitive h.75 3.91 L. 42
High-cogritive 5.64 5.29 5.73
Lffective-personel 5.%0 : 5.66 5.70
{ Affective~interactive 4.65 5.40 b, 08
. | i
} : o
B Obtained correlations
b
. K Community vs. Teachers - 354
y Community vs. Administrators .45
T Teachers vs. Administrators 198
§ i
§ |
%
A
g L]
i
i
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Table 3. Teacher Q-Sort and observation Surziary Sheet by Category of Objective.

Tool-Hkill

Low
Cornitive

High
Copnitive

Afleetive
Peorsonszl

Aftective

Q-sort Meauns

Teucher#l 5.65
h.ks
5.00
L. ks
.15

Grand Means L.7h4

k.05
3.35
4.05
3.85
4.25

3.91

5.15
6.35
4.90
5.90
6.00

5.66

Intervetive

h.90
6.1%
5.35
5.10
.50

5.40

Observations-
average # frequen-
cies over two
cbservations.
Teacher #1

Grand lMeans




i
4
1y

Ta Ty

e

e e

T

TR T e g i [T S Y e, b A

R N T

.,;-’.‘.._._,";...4.

S DU

<ror

- N e,

Y

rrIC |

i
¥

Tablc h. Correlsticn Between Teashers Perceived ang rracticed Prioritics Ruascd
Upon Cutegory System and Percent of Heiiw 1lity Per Yeacher.

Correlaticn Lutween Reliubility of
Perceived and Practiced Obrerviticon by
Priorities Percoent

Teacher #1 _ 2h1 88
-.105 90
.190 9¢
.102 &5

W D
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The following are sore teptative conclusions thul may be otfered

as a result of the findinge:

A. Q-soxt Pindings

1.

Of the total of fifteen resrondente, eleven or 735 did, in raci,
assigu priorities that diffcrcnt.iato;:d among the five categorics,
Overzll, there was agreement among grouns iliat the least importent
category vaz "ILow-cognitive", while both categorics of "High-
cognitivé" and "Affective-personzl" were agrecd upon us being
important. The other two categories, ''Tool-skill" und "Affect-
ive-interactive'" found little agrecment among groups. For in-
stance, if 5.0 is used as a cut-off point, that is to say over

5.0 signifies "impcrtence" and less then 5.0 signifies unimport-
ance", we find that all the community respondents indicated that
"pool-skill" wes “iuportant" , wvhile more than half of the

teachers and administrators felt that "Tool-s}';ill" was "unimport-
tant". In the instance of "Affective-interactive", the same

mixed pattern emerges with a shift of groups. As a group,teachers
Telt this was an "important" ca.tegory., grend meens 5.4, while

both the community, gran.d meah 4.65, and the administrators,

grand mean 4.08, felt this category wes "unimportant".

The above findings lead to the reported correlations listed under

‘"Pgble 2" which can be interpretcd as meaning that, although all

.

three groups tend to agree in terms of their priorities as dif-
ferentiated by the ca.t_c-:g,oi‘ies, there is higher agreement between

-89..
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conmunity meubors and administrators than either group with the

teachers.

Q:_sbrt Findings Comprired to Obsoervation Findingz.

1. Table b indicates that those priorities that the teu.c)@r;s dif-
Tercntiated omong the five catecgories were not rellected in the
clus;room in any 'discerniblc‘ pattérn. Cverall, the teachers! _
prac{:ice seems to rangc Irom cither being unrelated to their
perceived priorities to being somewhat in the opposite direction.

2.

If one compares the teachers' Q-sort results to thet of the
émumunity, the resultant correlation is .35_1& (sec Table 2)
which tends to show minimal agrecment. However, if one com-
pares the teachers' observed behavit:"r, given the five cé.'l;e-‘-
goﬁés, to tliat of the community Q-results,. the resultmﬁ .co-
relation is JT27 . |

If oﬁe follows the same i)rocedure between the teachers'
Q-results, the c;brrelation is 498 (see Table 2) while the co-

relation between the teachers' observed behavior and the edminis-

trators' Q-result is .3939.

In summary, it can be said thet on the basis of perceived .-pri-
orities as differentiated by the categories, there is some lack
of agreement tetween the teachers and the other two groups .

However, when one examines not what the teachers perceive but

practice, there is a high degree of agreement between the

teachers and the community but not so between the teachers and
the administrator:.

The most constructive path to agreement among all groups
would seem to be some dialogue relating to the "Affective-

=90~

£6



interactive" category wninh the teachers perceive as importont but
do not scem to inplement. At the same time, a clarificslicn as
to the inperience of "Tool-skill" category is necessuary. BRolh

teacchers and adninistrators do not runk this cotegory as & high

priority in the Q-sort, while the commmity does. However, in

sractice, the teachers do strecs the ecatepgory.
> Y

Obviously, uny interpretution from these findings tends Lo

!-.-.:u-w:‘

become rather complicated. It would seem that a thorough

S PR AL A S

discussion recalted to the finding: eou*d he most heneficial,
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SCIIOOL OF EDUCATION
Deperiment of Lducationa! Psycholngy

Thank you for the cooperation in helping us conduct part of our study.
Everyone in the district was most hospitable.

I am enclosing a repbrt of the findings. These include:

--a list of the items that were included in the Q-sort
entitled "6th Grade Non-Content Objectives."

—-a deseription of the categories of objectives.

~-Table 1 - a summary table showing the obtained means for each
parent, teacher, and administrator over each categony of ob-
Jectives and the grand meuns for cach group. Included also,
will be a designation, per respendent, as to whether there vas
& significant difference at .05 among means. That is to say,
vere the assigned pruor-ties dlfferenclated dmong the five
categories?

--Table 2 - ‘a stathtlcal Pcarson Product Moment Co:relatlon,
analysis comparing the grand means per group over the five
categories and the result significance level.

--Table 3 - a summary table showing the obtained mean per teacher
for categories in the Q-sort and frequency of observations per
category.

--Table 4 - a statistical, Pearson Product Moment Correlation,
anelysis comaring each teacher's meun per category in the
Q-sort to each teacher's observed frequency of categories
within the classroom and the resultant signiiicance level.

A reliability index for each teacher between observers is also
reported. This reliebility index is given in terms of percent

-92-




Page 2
April 26, 1972

of agrecement between the two observors.
=-a sumnary of the statistical analysis and conclusions thereof'.

Once you have had a chance to examine these naterials, if the district
wishes, T would be happy Lo meet with all those who have yarticipated in
order to cluborate upon thke Tindings. Also, if cay participant wishes to
know specifically his findinges, I will be more than willing to discass these
with him privately.

I look forward to meeting with you agnin. If you have any questicns,
please do not hesitate to call. , |

Cordially yours

Picrre VWoog
Administrative wnd Research- Associate
Bureau of Educational Evaluation

‘hs
Enclosures
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§ P Table 1. Q-Bort Swmmary Sheet of Means by Cateyory of Objective.
‘ o Lov~ High Affective Affective
A | Tool.-skill C~wnitive  Cosmitive Personal Intoractive
*a Community
T 1# 5.65 5.35 5.55 5.10 3.35
| 2% h.85 5.70 5.80 .70 3.95
©3 5.35 L.hs5 b5 4.95 5.80
ROt ] 4.60 5.25 5.00 5.35 4. 80
LI 5% 5.70 4.35 k.30 6.00 .65
o Grand Means 5.23 5.02 5.02 5.22 k.51
L }
%‘ Teachers
vl A 3.85 h.ho 6.h0 6.30 ) .05
P 2% h.55 3.60 5.30 6.80 k.5
- 3% 2.h5 k.10 5.90 6.35 5.70
R og- I b.hs .25 5.30 6.35 5.22
E . 5% " %00 - k.60 L.50 6.h5 5.35
. Grand Means - 3.88 4.19 | 5.48 C6.s 5.01
e , -
. Administrators ' ,
1% h.25 _ .65 6.0 5.95 3.75
: : a% 5.10 L.05 4,95 5.85 5.05
3% k.55 L.65 6.45 5.05 4,30
e . L 5.15 h.T5 6.25 5.35 '3.50
| 5% - 3.50 3.T0  ~ 6.95 . 5.70 5.15
3 Grand Means 4,51 .36 6.20 5.58 4.35
E:
r
e
%‘» * Bigrniticant priorities in terms of categories made.
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Table 2. Summary Table of Grand Means of Community, Teachers and
Administrators by Category of Objective and Derived
Correlations. '
Community Teachers Administrators
Tool-skill 5.23 3.88 ' h.51
Low-Cognitive 5.02 k.19 L.36
High-cognitive © 5,02 5.48 6.20
Affective-personal 5.22 6.45 5.58
Affective~interactive h.s51 5.01 . 4.35

N Obtained Correlations
Community vs. Teechers .0l
Community vs. Administrators .349
Leachers vs. Administrators .713
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Toble 3. Teacher Q-sort and Observetion Summary Sheet by Category of Objective.
' Low High Affective Affective
Tool-skill Copnitive Cognitive Personal Inteructive

R R e e A S A R are oo s s SRS

Q-sort Means '
Teacher #1 h.ho 6.40 . h.05
3.60 - 5.30 6. ' h.75
h.10 5.90 . 5.70
h.25 5.30 5.22
4.60 " k.50 . 5.35
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Grand Means

4,19 5.48 - 6. 5.01

Obscervations
Teacher #1
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Grand Means
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Corrélation Between Teechers Perceived and Practiced
Priorities Rased Upon Cutegory System and Percent
Reliability Per Teacher.

R

Correlation Between Reliability
Perceived and Practiced of’ Observation
Priorities by Percent

Teacher #1 -.622 82
. .T2L , 9l

-.967 ' .82

214 80

-.h99 8k
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CONCLUSBIONS

The followj re some tentetive conclusions thot may be offered
as a result of findings:

1. Of the tlotal of fifteen respondents, twelve or 807 did, in
fact, assign priorities that differentisted szrmony Lhe five
categories. If we assume thet es a result of chence, cone-
half or 7.5 of the group would have differventiated, given

. Lthe five categories, then our obtained number, or 12, , is

‘ significant. This is to szy that the total group of fifteen
was @ble to assign priorities in the Q-sort as Qifferentiated
among the theoretical catcgories. Althoush, as o group,
these priorities were made, it is interesting to rote per
group that all the teachers did, four of the five administre.
tors did, and three of the five coimmunity merbers did. This
leads to the second conclusion.

ne

Ot the threc groups, the community seemed to have the most
difficulty assigning priorities that dirferenticted among,
the five categories. This fact is reflected in the vari-
ability within each category and the asbsence of a dominant
priority for the group. On the other hand, both teachers and
administrators made more definite choices wherein the "High-
cognitive" category and the "Affective-persona)." category
were given top priority by the groups, although the order
was reversed for each group. In addition, it is interesting
to note “het the category cf "Tool-skill" was ranked lowest
Tor both administrators and teachers while it was ranked as
highest, rclatively for the comnunity.,

3. Based upon the above observation, it comes as no surprise that
teachers and administrators tend to agree overall as to the
priorities of instruction as assigned to the Tive categories
while neither group agrees significantly with the members
of the commnity. .

L. When teachers' stated priorities of instruction were com-
pared to observed priorities of instruction, no relationship
was found. The mean of correlations betwecn stated end prac-

tices is found to be ~.21, which is not significently differ-
ent from zero. :

5. In summary, it can be said that the perceived priorities ol
the, professional staff scem to agree. However, the teachers

seem to have found it difficult to actualize their priorities
in their instruction.
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