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ABSTRACT

In order to clarify the opinions of various fgroups
concerning goals for the School ¢f Fducation of the University of
Virginia, a questionnaire asking for suggestions oh major objectives
for the school was sent to 421 persons from groups arbitrarily
defined as representing the "power structure'" of Virginia as it
relates to teacher education. The 298 responses were reduced to 61
generic statements, which were then constructed into a second
questionnaire asking respondents to rank each item on a five-point
scale. The 262 responses from the second questionnaire were analyzed
to determine the mode of the priorities assigned to each item, and a
third questionnaire containing t*e original items, the group
consensus (wode) for each item, anc the respondent's original
rankings was constructed. Respondents were asked to reconsider their
rankings and state their reasons whenever they wished to remain
outside the consensus. The fourth questionnaire, containing the
recomputed mode for each itenm, the respondentt's prior ratings, and a
list ¢f major dissenting opinions gathered by the third
questionnaire, asked respondents to once more consider their
rankings. Final rankings were then computed on the basis of the
fourth questiornaire. (Analysis of the findings includes discussion
of t7frical response patterns of each group and presentation of
highest anu lowest ranked items.}) (RT)




[
L ]
L )
-
-
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It is a truism that many schools of education have for too long

i
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; attempted to be all things 1o all people. They have been prime targets

A}

for the pheﬁonienon of goal disx;lacement, f.e., the tendency for organi-

<

gations (o turn away from original goals.an to substitutec means for ends,

| It is »easonably obvious that giving the M.as_.f.er's dégree’ha's become an
end 5n itself,' and schools <;t education have long since fo.rgotten the goal
whi.ch originally called for‘ihat .degree progrm;n. Added to this conéept
. of poal displacement §s a second prevalent y nhenomenon which has been
L .Iabe'led problem dis place;nent. ~This is the substuution of organizaiional |
g _‘ . conc(_zrn for trivial problems in place of significant px*oble!ns because
Ahe significant problems appear unso.lvabl.e. Clearly, schools of ecdu-
_ ) ;;atfoia need to give fresh attention to the clarification élnd herarchal
: 6rderlng of goals if they are to iﬁcreasé thefr effecli\[cness: '
_it also appears that most s.chools.of cducation and, for that
fna@(exj, mc;st wiversities, Opcrat.e on tl;e apparent assumption that

persons inside the organization control {ts destiny. \While no one can

& deny the siguificant and essential influence of students, faculty, and
§~ o administration, it is equally fallacious and dangerous to deny or fgnore
8 . ¢Dr. Cyphert {s Dean of the University of Virginia's Curry

. Mcmorial School of Education and Dr. Gant is Director of the Depart-
.9 " ment of Adjustive Services, Norfolk City Schools,




- the po;vcrft1l impaot of forces and persons outsidc. of the organization
lon its welfare and mission, Perhaps one of the reasons why schools

- of education have not received the support they desire, on either a

" moral.or fiscal level, 1é that they have not assesscd acoux*dtely, if -
 atall, the judgments being made about. them by‘ others. The need for

" scientifically asses';ing the needs, desires, and opinions of clientele

was behind the exploration of the potomiahlies of the Delphi Technigue

by the School of )‘ducation of tne Univcrexty of Virgmia.

;.." . . Tho Delphi 'I‘echmque

,.'.‘ ' 'l‘ho traditional method for achievmg consensus is to conduct

‘ a vound-table discussion among influential indivxduals and have them

' arrlve at an agreed-upon group position, This procedure has a number

of objections., The final position is usually a compromise between

.divergent views, This compromise position often is derived under the |

"undue fnfluence of certain psychological factors such as specious per-

suasion by the group memier with the greatest supposed aothority or

*oven merely the lovdest voice, an unwillingness to abandon publicly

' oxprcs_scd opinions, and the Bandwagon effect of majority opinion. The

Delphi lechnique, on the other hand, {s a procedure in which an attempt
is mﬂdc to’ ovcrcomc these factors by not bringing the participants
(ogcthor in one place and by not reporting indivldual opmions.l

The Delphi technique eliminates complelely commitlce activity
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-and reblaccs it witﬁ a c-:areft.nlly deéighcd prog.x;am of sequential i;ute.rr‘o- )
gat:ons interspersed with in.form;xtion and o.pinion feedback. The
' questxonmg usually is conductcd best by a series of questionnaires. . |
Helmer belicves the principles involved in the technique’
‘can be explained best by referring to an e.\:ample. 2 He provided such-

an explanation as follows: AR o
When inquiring into. the future of automation, each
member of a panel of experts in this field was asked {o
cstimate the year when a machine would become
available that would comprchend standard IQ tests
_and score above 150 {(where "comprahend' was
Interpreted behavioristically as the ability to respond
to printed questions possibly accompanied by diagrams),
" 'The initial responses consisted in a set of estimates
spread over a sizcable time-interval, from 1975 to
2100, A follow-up questionnaire fed back to the
respondents a summaty of the distribution of these
responses by stating the median and--as an indication
of the spread of opinions--the interquartile range
(that is, the interval containing the middle 50% of
the responses), The respondent was then asked to
" reconsider his previous answer and revise it if he
- desfred. If his new response lay outside the inter= "
quartile range, he was asked to state his reason for
- +thinking that the answer should be that much lowenr,
L ox that much higher, than the majority judgment
of the group, : . :
R Placing the onus of justifying relatively extreme
- . . responses on the respondents had the effect of-causing
. those without strong convictions to move their estimates
closer to the median, while those who felt they had a
good argument for a "deviationist' opinion tended to
retain their original estimate and defend it.

In the next round, responses (now spread over a
smaller interval) were again summarized, and the
respondents were given a concise summary of rcasons




presented in support of extreme positions, They
.. were then asked to revise their second-round
responses, taking the proffered reasons into consider-
ation and giving them whatever weight they thiought
was justificd., A respondent whose answer still
remained oulside the interquartile range was required
" to state why he was unpersuaded by the opposing
argument, In a fourth, and final round these
crilicisms of the reasons previously offered were re-
submitted to the respondents, and they were given a
_last chance {o revise their estimates,’

L L]

.+ - .'The Delphi technique was used.by the United States Air I‘orce
- for developing consensus among a group of experts concerning a i‘ore-
< cast of the international situation between the years of 1966 and 2015,

A consensus was developed on most questions through the use nf
. padp

the technique, Although there was no way of validating. the specific

" forecasts, the resulls were consxdercd {o be of interest to thosc who

- were concer ned about futurc dcveIOpmen.s ‘in the field of mternat{onal _

- relations.

“A study.oﬁ;. short {erm prcdictions was conduéted with twenty
. graduate business tudcnts at the Univer sity of Califomia in Leos
Angeles during the fall of 1965, 'Ijhe studonts were asked}o forccast -
the gross national product, defense expé;ld{tures, ax;d fourteen other

: ‘l.n.ls.ine‘ss im!exes;. The students had arrived at a general consensus

after a series ot four quesiionnaires. 'I‘he forccasts wcre chechd

- later with the actual happemngs. Although the consensus of the students
varlcd greatly from what nctually occurrcd in certain indexes, they
' l
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achicved accuracy of ten per cent or better in most cases. It was
significant that the consensus, predictions were better on thirteen of

the sixtcen items than the prediction of twenty graduate students who

. 6 | .
were not involved in the process, - ' . “*

..* - The Institute of Government and Public Affairs at the

University of California in Los Angeles used the Delphi technique in

‘an (fttempt to gencrate some useful perspectives on changes in
6 . R .
American Education.  Adelson, Alkin, Cercy, and Helmeéy
' summax fzed the values as follows

\Vhatcvcr the vnlidity of the formal r«-sults, the be-
,;..". havioral results of the procedure are very instructive,
t ' _ The principal one is that the participants in the exer-
. else found it very difficult, in some cases painful, {o
. . muke the requircd choices, to forcgo ''desirables" for
- "nore desirables. " It shouid be remarked that these
_« = were all people with a vital and informed relation to
- the field. They were people familiar enough with the
- ' deeision process in one seiting or another that one
.« .- . migh. have thought them to be adept at and comfortable
RN " +with the need to decide. And perhaps they were. But
" " -+ they were operaling on a new scale, and since they took
the exercise seriously, and felt a degree of responsi-

S . bility for the quality of the intended result, there was
- e much soul searching and argument. There was also
AR ready capitulation by some of the participants who

. appetred to feel either that their opinions were not
. worth much, or else that the information available did
- pot justify very deep fnvolvement, Unless they had
T _ strong objectives or objectims, these people let the
L others decide for them., Nevoitheless, the authors
got the impression that the piotedure was looked on
by almost &)1 of the participants as potentially very
useful in cducational planning at all levels.

L. .
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-' o Irmalcmcnt\nrz The vaev

011(';0 the decision to use the chp}n techinique for cla1 1fg;ing the |
;)pinions of clientele concerning goals for lhe School of Education was’
; reached, a series of concrele tasks and decisions necessary for imple-
: mentahon began to cmerge. o N "t
The snlcctzon of the sample to be involv cd in the survey involved
o rdther arbxtrary defining of the ' power structure of the Commonwealth
of Virginia as it rélntes {o tcacher .eduéat.ion in general and {he School
of Education in particular, It was decided to include six major cate=
gc;r‘i.cs of pcrso;m includiné personnel fré’m {he University of Virginia
: Cai;‘:pus: 1) the fncu}ty of the Scheol of Xducation and sclcctcd. student
ieadcrs from the gra;]uatc and undergraduate po£mlations, ond 2) those
pexsons in leadership positions such as ée'ans, the Prcsidcnt's Cabinel,‘

.. and the elected members of the University Facully Senate. The off-
campus elements incorporated into the sample inclusled: 3). educators,
{.c., élcmentary and secondary school teachers and administrators

'. wino hield elective office in statewide pro.fession,nl. o;~ganizauom. Also.
fncluded were the deans of the 3tates' major schoﬁls of education,
4) organizational leaders, not necessarily professional educators,
B -. such &5 the officers of the Virginia School Bonrc.ls Association, the

' Vh‘gmla PTA, the State Council of lhgher Education, 1he State Board

of Educ:mon, 5) persons of paramount {nfluence {n pohtical circles,




4 .
.

*

e.. g ,. the cducatiox.x committces‘ of the Virginia lfousc and Schafe,
U, S, Senators and Répresentativés, the Govc;rnor, ctc. 6) ‘The
sccojud 151‘gest group, reproéonting another significant community '.
“element, included lcaéing newspaper edito‘rs and person;s dealing with
) .education fn such groups as the Virginia AFL-CIO, N.A, A.C.:gP. ,

: ¢
Virginia Farm Bureau, and the Virginia Chamber of Commerce, In

v

' additi'on,‘ it was decided to seck perspective by including a'scventh
group of sclected teacher educators of ila'tionai reputatio‘n from
‘across the nation, The ia;?tial sample, 'tl.mn, i.ncluded a total of 421
persons categorized as fon.ows: 1) 89; 2} 68; 3) 41; 4) 48; 5) 73;
6) 62; ) 30. No person was informed of the classification which was
.f.!:a basis for his blch.:sio.r.., or of the grouvps and ‘oth.er mdiyidu.als in-
+ yolved in the. survey,

L}

It must be emphasized that this sample in no way resembled

‘& ranﬁom selection such as §s used in national opinion polls; Each
person was chosen because he repreécnted &'significant s.cegmcnt of the
power structure relating to the Scho'.o.l of Education, It was assumed
throughout the study that what thos.c persons in positiens of influence

' beliéve will happen or shm.ﬂd happen is the best indication of what

actually will occur in the near future,
. * «(V‘NDL‘(

To the best of our knowledge, the léchrRQlledilnd been used
primarily to seck reactions to items devised by those exccuting the

O




study, However, because seekimf reactions to items which viere the

products of profes sional cducators might scvex'ely stereotype and

~ delimit the range of po.,snblc targctb {o be _consulcrcd, it was de-~
cided to solicit items from the same population that would be asked

" to rank items. Respondents were asked to suggest prime targets on :

which the School of XEducation should concentratle its energies and

resources in the next decade, Xor this purpose, a questionnaive was

| devised for collecting items in a usable formn, (Sce Exhibit #2.) It

| attcmpled to define the nature of the statements desired, It was also

dcsigned to limit the length of individual xesl)onves since a pilot

.attempt had shown that respondents tended to incorpox atc scveral

. ideas in each suggesuon, making thc combining of similar items a

most difficull task, Qucstionnmre I was accompanicd by a peréonalizcd

lefrer explaining the purpose of the survey and the activities involved

. In the techrique, (Sce Exhibit #1,)

- Questionnaire I was returned by 298 persons or 685 of (he

-sample. Over 750 individual suggestions for targets were received.

*

These were reduced {o 61 generic statements by the Project Advisory
Gro’up.'. This group, consisting of five knowledgeable persons, cate-
gorizcd the raw stalements received and constructed generjc state-

ments which encompassed related ideas, "
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Qucstionna_ix;c 11 contained a random listing of.{he 61 ite.ms,
together with a five-point grid for rating ea;clm item on a high-low
i);‘iority continuum, Its purpose was to. differentiate between the items.
fn the list fn hicrarchal fashion. The instrument also included one
bogus it.'em which was .deviscd by the stud.ydirector. This was
insexrted to test the hypoﬂnmesis that, through a pro.ce.ss of ins;artihg |
bogus ftems and distorting the respondent's rcac.tion {o them, it
would bc.possible to mold Opixﬁon as well as te collect it. Question-
najre iI (See Exhibit 3) was mailed 1o the original sample of 421,
Two hund.rcd sixty -two responses were r.cco‘ived. .

The responses from Qucsiio:maire II were processed in a
con';putcr to determine the distribution and mode of the prioritics
assigned to each item. These d:.ua w;zre essential for the construction
of the next {nstrument '\vhich differed from its predecessor only in
the fact that it reported both the group consensus and the fndividual
respondent's prior rating for each.item. (Sce Exhibit #4.) Each
rtz.pliex* was asked to re-rate all ftems in Jight of ‘the additional infor-
mation concerning group feeling., It was not nccessa‘ry for him to
‘¢hange his ranking on the parts of Que.;;tiommife 111, However, for
tll {tems where the participant wished to remain outside of the conf
. sensﬁs, he was asked to succinclly state his pri.mary rcason for 50

doing.
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. 'I‘hé' ratings .on thstiox)n-aire IIT were computed to'dctcrminc
. any ch:;ngqs which had occurred in the diétribption of prioritics,
Questiomnire IV was ihcn constructed, (ArsiFlolxsbilp) It con-
tained, as before, the mode for cach item and_'.t’hc respondents! pri.or
rétixxgs. However, also included in the pack‘ct mailed {o participants.

was a listing of the major "dissenting opinions" gathered by the prior -
: ot

i 453 oo

instrument. (See Exhibit¢. %) These 3,623 minority opini.ons were

| synthesized int6 218 generic stat.cments By the I’roject f\dv’isory Group.
The ;‘e.*:ppndcnts were asked-fo arrive at their final raiings, based u-pon
their ox\:m values aﬁd a knox'vlcdge of botﬁ 1T_1ajoi‘ity and minority views.

_ This final ranking of items was {abulaied on {he base of 262 relurns

‘or 62 percent of the é'riginal population., Of theée, 194 had ch:"mged

. ratings on Questionnaire IV,

Conclusions Regarding The Technique .

’ The'reader sl;ould be écutely aware of several diﬁ'erenceé
in the way this st.udy applie:d the Delphi '.l‘echnique froin its 1.1$c in
.i)rcccding studies., First, the ﬁ‘eqlmiqu‘e_ };as usuzﬂly’bcen used with
groups of fifty or fewer respondents, rather than with the four
hundre('l involved in this survey, Second, most partic;'ip:mts in prio.r
studies .havo felt some greater degree of expertise in the ficld being
surveyed than did'participants in this survey. Third, and .pcr}mps

- * ..

.



" most significant, the.chhnique has generally been used to predict

what will happeh i‘a_thcr than to scek agreément concerning what
should happen. Fourth, consensu.s in this study was defined as the
mode of the distribution.of ratings on cach goal, where other studics
involviﬁg thi;s Technique have &efined 'cc.msensus as the interquartile
range.. It is Speculatéd that item three above was instrumental in the
response divergence which necessitated the .choice of the weaker
concept of mode as the agreeme:'u‘c indicator, © ,
However, several significant generalizations cpncerning the
1).eil)]1i 'I%clmique in aclion grow out of this e:q)erienée with it. The

following items scem particularly relevant to its use in projects

" similar fo the one described herein.

. -~ 1, -On Questionnaires I and II, several members of the

sample declined to participate on the grounds that only professional

,educators had the knowledge necessary to arrive at valid responses.

While this study procce'ded on the assumption {hat lay citizens are
as competent to determine goals of public institutions as are pro-

fessionals, the message is clear that prospective participants must

L ad

"be made to feel that their response is valid so that they will take

part, . L .
. 2, The I:)articipants in the study expressed considerable

intcrest in the Delphi Technique.. Numerous requests for infor-
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| _ .mation concerning the Technique were made by those.i'nvolvéd in tilc
study. Bascci' on these i‘cqucsts, more Ul(—ll.l twenty packets of material
related to the Delphi Technique were éistributed. Those requesting -
such ma'tcrials.includcd laymen as well as educators, Many of the |
respoxadé:ﬁs indicated that .it took considerable time to complete

- each queslionnaire, but .b'ccause oi‘.the importance'of the étudy 'a.nd
becauée of their interest in the technique being ?uiilized, they were
willing to partic'ip'atc. The p}*ojcct’direcfor received numerous
letiers from both lay and professional persons included in the study
req'ue.;;tihg rapid dlissemination of the ﬁn.él rc;s'ults of the study.

3; The number of goals on which a person agreed with the
consensus ratings va.ricc.l greatly. The degrec of ag.reemcnt with the
consensus rating on all the goal‘.s by individuals ranged from less than
twenty percent to agre'crnent with one l;undred percent of the consensus
ratings, Persons agrecing with a ng.‘gé percenfagc of the éonsensus_
ratings and those agreeing with a small pevecentage were found in
e.\'rer:y designaled group'in'g. The dif.ferences in agreement within a

_ group were greater than the dii‘fcx;cnces .iu agr'eement-b.etween the
- .lgr.o.ups. .
| 4. The Project Adv‘isofy Committce felt somewhat un-

" comfortable with the possible distortion which could occur when

» .
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) original rc‘Sponscs from individual participants were transliz.ltt‘zd intlo
gcnerai generic statements, as was done with {argets following
Qucstionnaire I and with dissenling opiniorlxs following Que stionna.ire'.
‘I.II. However, all participaling groups, with. the exception of a vocal
| minovrity \\I/ithin the School of Education facufty, felt that the true
_ intent of individual answers had been capturgd in the generalized
statczﬁents. .. :
| 5. 'I‘her;e is considerable administrative work and problems

associated with the Techni.c'lue. Individual records for cach reSpondrnt
must be maintained to determine changc.s and prior ratings, The
synthesizing of free responses inio comrﬁunicable generalizations is
| a tremendously time-consuming activity. Tl;e preparation anél mail-
mg of sever.al generationg- of ciuestionnair(:as, as well as the tabulation
. of data, is no small {ask. .The amount dfadminiétrativc \'(61‘1: is
'dire;:tly .associated with the size of the group being involved, - |

.. 6. The initial resl)on.se to the bogus item was predominantly
négative. .Aﬁcr the conséns;us wz.zs'distoried and reported as pésitive',.
and the reasons given for assigni;ng th(lz.itcm- a low p_rio'rity we-re
" aitere:d and reported back to the rCSpondchts as reasons'for rating
it high, the {inal épnscnsus showed this ifcm rated considerably above
average, although not among the ten highcs:t ra.nkcd lal‘gc;s. The

L

hypothesis that the technique can be used to mold opinion as well as




to collect it was supportcd The bogus item rca(l 'I‘mphaulzmg the
productlon of-'docto;‘al graduaies wlo can 1mprovc the programs in .

-

Schools of Mecdicine, Law, Nursing, and Engincering, "

P ijittcn cox;aments by the respondents were often returncd .
with the questiml‘naires.’ These comments .provided intercs‘ting high-
lilgh_ts to the study. For example, when re:.;po-ndents disagreed with
the consensus rating of a goal, they tended to make a comment in
wh'i‘ch the consensus was attribu.’.ccd io a group of which they were not"
a member which they beliéved to be included in the study. A typical
statement was : "The consensus rating on thi's goal indicates that too
rrn.:my administrators are included in this study'." |

- Comments \.verp submitted by the participants that in'.dicatcd '
'they were concerned about .the. implementation of the go'als ratéd in
‘_ the stud&r. An anxiety conéerning the implémentation of .a goal was
particularly app'arcnt wlllcn an individual diéagrced strongl_s.' \Viﬁl the
-conscnsus rating. Although such a concern was expressed .by. the
r.es[)ondents generally, persons ho'l.ding administrative poéitions
tcndcd to express a belief that estabhslung the goals of-an organi-
zatlon by such a process was Justzhable and was worthwhﬂe. Teachers
and cmployeces, &s opposed to employers, expressed 0p1mon., that

indicatlcd a belief that establishing orgz}nizational goals by the des-

" ¢ribed procedure could interfere with their personal goals.,
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e 8. It is zpparcnt that virtually all (99%) of the res]:;ondcnts! B

change in Opi)i.ion rom thc.ir-initial rating of the items occurred on
&Questionn'aire II1 which informed them of the initial "consensus''.
reached by the tozzl group. On that instrumént, the mean ambmit of
movement was one and one-third scale points .in the dircction of the
prin'tcd consensus. The magnitude, of this mO\.remex.Jt is significant

.at the .01 level, On Questionnaire IV, by way of conirast, the move-
ment averaged less than 1/10 of one scalc; point‘, -and was alrost
(;qually divided bewvween movement toward and movement away from
con.sensus. The movement on Questionnaire III toward the printed
. consensus had been anticipated, but the expected movement away from
'con.scnsus.on Q::estiozméire IV_, as the result of-having initial access
o the minority opinions, failed to m:;terizi'lize. With hindsight, one

can sceriously cuestion the need for going beyond Qucstior{n.éirc III1,

~ The University Family was the group making the grcat.cst
ngs

change in ratings throughout thic study, while the Off-Campus -

Educators grotn modified original ratings least, . .

. .o A L Substanlive Findings And Gene_rglizations

" The da:a from the survey were analyzed in several ways.

.Obviously, the primary interest centered around the goals which

"power structure' population, These

received highes: priority by the




p forméd the basis for .faculty délib;n;a(ions and d-ccision's concerning
immcdiatc targets for the School. The dgta were also inspected fo
dcterminc diffecrences in values ﬁe(wcen classifications or respondents,
as wc'll as their varying tenclc;11c1efs toward change, A data summary |
was distributed to participants. (See hxlubﬂgﬁ)

' 1 In gencrai, the targets rankeq highcst by rcspondenfs were
c':oncerﬁed wifh increasing the -qu‘ality of lhe c.;ducators graduated by the
School., the improvement of the School's Q:urricula,' and the discovery

| anci dcvclopment of the knowledge ncédcd to bring about this greatcer
quality, (Prio» 1ty 12 wa‘c; calned by De.vc_loping better methodology of |
te;J.clailag through rescarch on such topics as motivation, study skills,
_indi_vi.dual diffcrgnces, child development, crcativity., the leal:ning

' proceq.,, constru'ctivc t1'1i111{i_ng;'cost, .co.mmunication, cducating the
phy,lcally handicapped, téaching large grloups, and discipline.";

_ Priority #3 - "Preparing educators to function effectively in innovative .
programs which aca]. with constantly c]iangin’g cducationa]: problems. "
P.rio_rity #4 - "Develol)iné knowledge concernini tl.le.effcctivc preparation
of teachers."; Priority #6 -~ I.'-Devcloping’ programs of 'n.ationally re-

* . cognized excellence, "

2. Two iteins among the "tOp ten' dealt alimost exclusively with
problcmf‘ of increas sing the quantitative “upply of tcachel.;. Priori.ty

fiX was given to.the tmgct of "Increasing the numbcr of t‘llcntcd young

people who cnter and remain in the teaching profcssion" and priority
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18 was awarded to "Attracting more men into clementary cducation, "'

Nonc of the fen Yowest ranked items was relafed to questions of

3
.

tecacher availability. . o .

3. Goals which suggested that the School of J2ducation should

: éxtcnd dircet services 1o the State's clementary and secondary schools |
were generally not fa\"o_red. Such items appeared only once among
the highest ranked targets (Priority #10 - "Developing&nore equally
balanced school divisions'") and appeared f.J"crmellt])' ;'n'nong‘.thc‘:
ten lowest rated itevns., (Prjority f/61 -:"'P_r(:paring plans which
8chools could use for goal deﬁnitién"; priority #60 - "Preparing

interdisciplinary courses jor high school adopiion"; priority #59 -
TP Y : '

ssisting schools to develop hetter school buildings through such
means as standard construction elements"; priority #56 - "Promoting

uniformity i1 basic subjects throughout the State'; and priority #54 -

."Devc-:IOping guality courses for adoption and adapt{on by clementary

" and sccondary schools, ") T
o 4, Targets which implied an increasing dirccet leadership

role for the School of Education in its relationships with other Schools
“'of Education in Virginia received consistently low priovity. No such

items were included among those ranked highest, yet iwo of these

“relatively fow items appeared in the lowest ranked category. (Priority

11 .y . ’ . ) V] . . .- » s .
162 - "Xliminating competition among institutions of higher learning
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+in Virginia''; priority #57 - "DC‘\'Clupil.lg a lulmowllcdge base which .sc'ts tlu;
i.'unctior.-s.'") Only the item ""Preparing instructional materials for use
bj'tcac}‘;crs in colleges and univcrsitics" rece_ivcd.a ranking abo{'é
the mean, _ - A T '
. 5. Respondents were able fo difi‘erentiate- ;dmong empﬁases they
_woul-d or would not like to see in the curricula of the School. To
illustrate, a high priovity of #9 was given to "Preparing teachers and
administrators at the graduate lc.vel without requiring prior experience'
whillc the item "Modify the curricuimn of- the échool of Education to
give greater aliention to ﬁcgro history, océupational_ orientation .of
chiidrcn, and citizcnéhiﬁ education" was ranked #58. "Develo.ping
teachers - th international perspective" and "Developing programs
applying ¢.ys. n© nnal).rsis to cducat.ion"' also appeared among the ten
lowest rated goal_s.'
6. When one cxalmincs the highest and lowest targets: rankcd. _
b;-f eilch subgroup, he discovers that. no subgroup rzmki_ng corresponded
'comblctely with the fotal study con'scnsus'. (.)f either the highest rated
or 16wést rated items. The closest subgroup-total g1;oup agreement
came when nine of the ten ‘highcst ranked consensus items appear |
among the {op rated items of the Sch.ool of Educ:ation facully subgrouy. .

> .

The least sung;oup-total group agreement occurrced when only three
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of the lowest rated items of the Prominent Qrganizations members
. subgroup appeared on the consensus lowest ranked list, This subgroup,

as a whole, was in less agreement with the overall consensus than was

any other category of respondent.

1 7. It is interesting to note those jtems which generated the

preatest amomt of disagreeiment among the survey participants,

(X0

Item #.35 ("Preparing teachers and administrators at the graduate
level without requiring prior'o.\'pei‘icncg " was ranked z;mbng.the top
ten targqté by the growp as a whole, but was ranked among the lowest
prioriticé by two of the sub'groups, those in politic.al life and those
who é_rc leaders in educational organizat-ion.sl. The major suppoft for
this item cume from‘ .the S.chool of Education and the Universit.y Family.
| It.exi'm 31 ("Pro.moting imiforrx;lity in basic subjects throughout

the state. ') fell in the consensus list of téim lowest ranked items.

" However, it was rated among the top ten goals by politicians and

leaders in prominent non-c¢ducational organiéations.- The National

- Panel, the School of Education, and the -University Family gave lcast

support to this target. - o
Item {140 ("Elimizllating combctition a'mong-r institutions of

. .

higher learning in Virginia, ") was the lowest ranked consensus item

-

- . of the sixty-two in the entire survey., However, it was among the

Y o

. 'y N »

hii;hest {en rated items of the Off-Campus JZducators subgroup.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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: "i‘hir: was the only sub[.;ro_up {o pgive épbstanti’al support to thi.s. target..
o Ttem 160 ("Developing more equally balanced school divisions, "y,
the onc sérvice-qrichtéd tarédf appearing among the consensus lcgdex;s, '
I_was_ rated among the lowest desirable goais by the National PPancl,

| Off-Campus Educators, "the School of Education, and the leaders of
Educational Organizations constituted this tgrgct’s chicf syupport.

In conclusion, the data generated by .this study al*;a quite
usable for éssistinhg in formnulating the future targets of th‘c'_Sc‘hool of
Jxducation, ‘Thesc data also have face validity, yet they differ sig-
ni‘fic;mtly from the cmphas'es postulated prior fo ihe study.. Given.

. sim'ilar opportunities, the experiment would be repeated. In addition |

- .to the satisfaction of ].)1anning one's future with t.he assistance -of data,

‘a ;')leasant change in gducational circles, the survey made the influential
per.s'oris in the Commonwealth aware of the School's exist.ence and vested

- Jdnferests in its future accomplishments,
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