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ABSTRACT

R L !

In the spring of 1974, a questionnaire containing Alabama R2R’s 26 criteria for a
successful reading program was sent to a sample of educators and educator-related groups
in the state of Alabama. The purpose of the questionnaire was to determine the degree of
consensus among these groups about the importance of the 26 criteria for success. The re-
spondents ware asked to rate the importance of the criteria on a scale of 1 (extremely im-
portant) to 5 (no importance). The results of this round of the survey were then sent out
to the initial group of respondents with a request to again rate the criteria, knowing this
time how the other respondents had rated them. The results of the survey are as follows:
The total group of Round 1 respondents {N = 919) rated half of the criteria of extremely
high importance and half of high importance and were quite variable in their judgment
(The majority of the criteria had a standard deviation of 1.0 to 1.5.). In Round 2, the re-
spondents rated the criteria of the same degree of importance, but were only slightly
variable in their judgments (standard deviation of .5 to .99). After the second rcund of
the survey, a common population (those who responded to both rounds of the survey)
was hand sorted from the total pile of questionnaires to determine if there were any sig-
nificant differences between their judgments and the judgments of the total population.
There were none. It can be said, therefore, that the educator and the educator-related
groups in the state of Alabama rated the 26 criteria for a successful reading program of
extremely high or high importance and that they moved toward greater nomogeneity in
their judgment between Rounds 1and 2. Additionally, they rated the same criteria of the
same importance, those in the top half of the ratings being in the instruction and-facilities/
materials categories,
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I/INTRODUCTION

Alabama Becomes a Right to Read State

The first significant step toward uniting the resources of Alabama, both financial
and human, to achieve specific reading goals and objectives was taken on November 6-7,
1972, when the State Board of Education appointed Alabama’s first Right to Read Ad-
visory Commission.

When Dr. Ruth Love Holloway, National Director of R2R, addressed the first
meeting of the Advisory Commission on January 10, 1973, she indicated that Alabama
would soon be officially designated as a%ight to Read state, qualifying it for a grant of
$50,000 to establish an organizational structure at the state level. At this time, Dr,
Holloway addressed the specific goals of R2R and presented the strategy for accomplish-
ing them,

The Alabama State Department of Education responded by officially adopting
the R2R Plan of Action and made commitments to the implementation of its require-
ments as a means of being desicnated a Right to Read state. In compliance with the
Office of Education, the State Department of Education submitted a formal proposal on
January 17, 1973, which included a statement of activities proposed for the implementa-
tion of the R2R Program. On June 6, 1873, Alabama received approval of its propaosal
and notification of its $50,000 grant award. The purpose of this award was to coordinate
existing reading functions by building comprehensive reading programs through the skills
and competencies developed by staff training, The participating schools received no monies
for personnel or materials. For this reason, Alabama, at the request of the Office of Edu-
cation, applied for and received an additional grant of $62,000 to train at least one reading

director in every school system in the state.

Development of the Criteria for Success -
At the first training program in the fall subsequent to the twenty-day summer
training session, it was decided to 'try to identify the critical characteristics of a successful

reading program. This procedure, it was hoped, would provide state unity on the gaéls of
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R2R. Local educators in the 14 participating school districts, the state advisory commis-
sion, the task force, and reading specialists provided input for an initial set of 34 criteria
(see Diagram 1). These criteria were eventually refined into a set of 26 that were formaily
accepted by the participating groups. (See the Delphi survey instrument in Appendix A

for a list of the 26 criteria.)

The Delphi Study

This process of refining and adopting the criteria primarily involved getting group

ance. It was felt that such public acceptance was not an adequate basis on which to claim
agproval of the criteria from the entire state, particularly in view of the unique position
Right to Read occupies as a leadership program with no financial leverage to encaﬁrage
local program development. Strong private commitment to the criteria was necessary.

To obtain this kind of commitment, statewide consensus was sought from educators by
using a procedure that would yield reliable data utilizing a highly respected statistical pro-
cedure for determining consensus—the Delphi technique. The criteria were submitted to
3,500 educators throughout the Alabama public schools, using the Delphi technique for
obtaining group consensus.

The purpose of this monograph is to report the results of that Delphi survey.



II/THE DELPH| TECHNIQUE

The Concept of the Delphi

The Delphi technique can be defined as a process to elicit and refine group
Ejudgménts!

The technigue was originally designed by RAND Corporation for the i:urpcse of
using collective expertise to develop and refine policies, plans, or ideas that required in-
formed judgment. The end product is consensus on a given tapf;.

The process has three basic steps; The first step is mainly concerned with eliciting
the initial ideas, policies, plans, etc., which will be refined in steps two and three. This
step is usually conducted by a group of experts different from those responding to the
material. The séccnd step is the initial response of the ﬁarticipantsﬂ, The third step is tie
solicitation of a second response from the participants when they are given selected feed-
back on their initial group responses from step two. Step three, used once, or repeated as
many as four times, constitutes the refinement cycle that results in consensus. *

5

.. The steps in the process may be summarized briefly:
1. Elicit opinion. , _ ‘
Elicit the opinions of experts, participants, or a selected audience about ’
(a) specific, predetermined topic(s). '
2. Evaluate,
Ask the participants to evaluate a total list related to the topic’s) on the basis of
some criterion, such as importance or criticalness.
3. Re-evaluate.
Return the list to each participant along with a sur.mary of the responses for
each item given in step two and ask for re-evaluaticn or a reason for maintaining
the initial choice if the participant’s response va:ies from other participants.

of some type, often a questionnaire.

The process just described has three common features: A first feature is anonymous
response, that is, no respondent knows the exact response of any other respondent to any
This is achieved through systematic feedback to the respondents of the group 'respaﬁses

in each successive round. This systematic feedback is related to the third feature, statistical
4




group response: The statistics include such data as the mode, range, and location of a
participant’s response in relation to the responses of the entire group. In some cases,
means and standard deviations are included.

1. The effects of dominant individuals.
Group opinion is highly influenced by dominant individuals who usually talk
the most. There is very little correlation between the pressure of a group
member’s speech and his knowledge.

2, Irrelevant input.
Much of the avowed problem-oriented discussion in group situations is irrelevant
or biased because it is usually more concerned with individual and group inter-
ests than with problem solving: '

3. Group pressure toward conformity.
Face-to-face interchange and confrontation create pressure toward conformity
that can distort individual judgment, ™~ :

Value of the Delpiﬁ Technique

The Delphi technique has some special properties that tend to make its ’ué_g in social
systermns desirable. It is a rapid and relatively efficient way to get significant data from key
actors in a social system without having to use large amounts of time to determine key
or critical incidents in a system’s deizeic;pnnent, It overcomes the logistics problems of
conflicting individual schedules which rna’l;:e group meetings impractical, expensive, and
unrealistic. It requires much less individual effort to respond to a well-defined Suwe{f
instrument than to participate in a conference or write out a paper, psr'tir:ularljr since
attempting to achieve consensus in a face-to-face situation may prevent the participant
from giving his true viev\f@ The use of systematic procedures that are inherent in the tech-
nique tends to decrease the possibility of spurious outcomes. Anonymity and group
response on items of common interest and concern provide for a sharing of responsibility

while releasing respondent inhibitions.

Uses of The Delphi Technique

and sharing expert opinions about forecasts for the fgture; The technique sought to help 7

5




might occur based on the speculation of several experts.“ Since then, the DElphl has been

used in industry for forecasting technological development and in other organizations for

- examining decisions on policies in éducatign;publie transportation, and public health, — -~ — -

The Delphi technique has had wide épplicatian in industry, business, education,
and many other related fields. Many recent efforts have concentrated on the field of edu-
cation in areas such as forecasting, goal identification and selection, and determining
consensus. In the field of education, participant groups have included administrators,
alumni, community, faculty, stqder!ts, trustees, parents, and aévisar’y councils, to name
only a few. -

In most Delphi studies, the data have been organized and collected in a specific
manner. Based on the purpose of the study, a survey instrument is developed to determine
expert opinion on specific items. These items mfght be éancernéd with such things as
statements on goals or objectives or on future events. In most cases, the survey instrurnent
contains an importance scale on which participants are expeciéd to indicate the importance

of a goal, event, or other item(s), One common scale used i in Delphi studies is a five-point

- scale from 1 (most important) to 5 (least important). (The quder can be reversed, with 1

standing for least important and 5 for most important.) Most Delphi studies require the
‘parﬁsipaﬁts to respond to the same items on repeated rounds. After each of the initial
and subsequent rounds, participants are given feedback from the entire group. The feed-
back includes such data as the mode, rangé:ahgd location of a participant's score on a given
itern compared to the location of scores of the entire group. In some cases, addltmnal
feedback data also include means and standard deviations.
One of the expected results of Delphi studies is that mean scores on individual

items, as well as total scores, will tend to shift as rounds with the Delphi instrument(s)

are conducted. There is generally variation in the degree and direction of shift, depending

a stuay of institutional gaals using 252 persons in higher education, 27 of whorn were

faculty, mean scores shnfte:l between the first and third rounds on a survey instrument.

14
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Round 1 Round 3 Change
21 23
29 a
2.3 23
2.4 , 24
3.0 31
29 3.0
29 29
29 ! a

! 2.9 3.0

10 3.6 as
1 3.0 31
c . 12 2.8 : 2.8
13 3.2 3.0
14 29 29
15 2.4 23
16 33 ' a3
17 25~ 2.6
18 2.1 20

only .05.

Gosl Arse
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NOTE: The average changs tﬁyvg;él the mégﬁ w;s
While the shift in mean scores is often insignificant, the decrease in dispersion of

scores in many Delphi studies is significant. For the same group of 252 educators men-
tioned above in a study of institutional -goals, the standard deviation decreased for 18

items on an eighteen-item scale.

j ] ~ Standard Devistions -
* Goal a ; Round 1 - ' gmmd% B ) l’:hang;

.59 26 =33
.53 .18 =.35
.52 26 —.26
) .56 27 =29
59 21 -38
.76 35 =43
.67 . 26 —41
62 .19 - 43
.56 .19 =37
.20 =45
.19 -.36
24 =31
.24 =67
32 ’ =31
35 -33
19 =38
56 ° .25 -31
26 =31

DN DN BNy
i)
©

et R g —
LB I N R X
nhbpboning
I5TE2RY o om

‘This change is typical of most Delphi studies. The standard deviation generally decreases

between the first and subsequent rounds of interrogétiang
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Most Delphi studies indicate a variation in scores across individual items, It might
be expected that any study which uses opinion and speculation to forecast future events
or comment on desired goals or objectives would exhibit a wide range of scores. In subse-
- quent rounds, this range has a tendency to decrease, with the second round producing the
greatest change. Recent studies on the number of repetitions or rounds té get a higher
degree of consensus have tended to show, however, that most of the change occurs after
the first modal distribution is reported to all barticipants and that additional rounds fail
to produce any significant changes. As subsequent rounds are conducted, the change in
the range decreases. In sum, the responses to items on Delphi studies tend to vary con-

siderably for the initial round and to a Ié@sser degree for subsequent rounds.

Summary

The Delphi technique, then, is a method of determining consensus. Using some
type of survey instrument (aften'aquesﬁaﬁnaire), participants evaluate items on the
instrument {often with a number), indicating the degree of importance of a gi'veﬁiiter:i
based on their expert judgment. These responses are analyzed statistically to detérrnine
the degree of consensus. The statistical summary is then given 10 each participant who
again rates the survey items. Knowing the degree of consensus, the individual has the
opportunity to modify or retain his initial response. By this means, consensus can be ap-
proached without the inhibiting, conformity-inducing, time-consuming, and, sometimes,
time-wasting procedure of faceétg!fac!é discussion. In the rounds following the initial
pass, the greatest ehangés occur, Sometimes the mean decreases; usually the standard
deviation does. This technique czﬁginaied in business and industry and has had applica-

tions in other fields, including education, . .




HY/THE DELPHI STUDY

Background and Purpose of the Study

Alabama Right to Read followed a national mandate to further improve the
qualiﬁ of its reading program statewide. In carrying out this mandate, Alabama desired
to obtain statewide consensus on the goals of the program. A small group Df thase directly
involved in R2R—the advisory commission, the LEA R2R darectars selected LEA educa-
tors, and the R2R task force—had developed a set of 26 criteria which they thought,
based on their expert iudgment, could be fundamental goals of Alabama’s R2R éffcrt
But they wished to achieve consensus statewide for purposes of building cﬂmmltment to
and a base for evaluation of the state effart This need for statewide consensus was critical
because R2R monies were supplied for purposes of i Improving existing reading programs.
No monies were allocated to LEAs for staff; an additional grant from the U.S. Office of
Education did, however, provide monies to train one L.EA director in 14 partlclaatlng
school districts. In order to provide an effective brldge between the directors and the dis-
trict personnel, it was necessary tc achieve communication and agreement on the purpases
of the program. The Delphi offered a means for achieving such consensus.

To achieve this consensus, a sample of educators ﬁr@ugh@ut the state were sur-
veyed. The groundwork for the development of this statewide survey had a!ready been
laid in the development of the criteria. All that was required was the develnpment of a

survey instrument that could be used as the basis of the Delphi tEx;hmque,

Research Questions

The basic research question was: What degree of consensus exists in Alabama re-
garding the 26 criteria for success among the various major educator and education-re-
lated groups in the state? Specifically, What degree of consensus existed initially among

these groups? What change was brought about by the use of the Delphi technique itself?

17




Meathodology

In order to carry out the Delphi study, two steps were necessary: (1) construction

of a sample and (2) the development of a survey instrument.

Initially, fourteen categories of educators or education-related groups were identi-
fied. These groups were randomly sampled, ranging from a minimum of 10 percent of
the larger groups, such as teachers, to a maximum of 100 percent of the smaller groups,

such as local superintendents. The sample totaled 3,580 respondents. Table 1 presents-

LA

the details of the sample.

TABLE 1
ALABAMA RIGHT TO READ DELPHI SAMPLE
. Round 1
- N T;iai Number - ;W ﬁl;ra,_fzgrit ) ﬁumb-:r Parcent
Respondent Group Numbear , Sj?’nprleéi B Samplad Egggmﬁédr Bitgrnsd

1. Superintendent/Asst. Super, 126 126 100 45 36

. Elementary Principal 540 54 10 33 61
. MiddlelJr, High Principal 400 40 10 14 35
. High School Principal 440 44 10 3| 48
LE A Supervisor/Director 234 - B8 25 29 50
. Current LEA R2R Districts 14 14 100 9 B4
. Elementary Teacher 9,160 o216 10 - 378 41
. Middie/Jr. High Teacher 4,700 470 10 122 26
. High School Teacher 11,758 1,758 10 158 9
10. Higher Ed. Reading Instr. 30 30 100 16 53
11. State R2R Advisory Comm. 31 Nn 100 5 16
12. State R2R Tazk Force 14 14 100 3 21
13. SDE Consultant 50 285 50 9 36
14. Other — - 80t L - -

OO0 N D S L

Total/Average 27,297 3,580 131 g8 26

90nly 902 of these ware usable. )

A total of 3,580 forms were sent out on February 7, 1 974,.with a request for return by
March 5, 1974. Of the 919 (25.6%) returned, 909-(’253‘3&) were usable. The sample in-
cluded all levels of educational management, teachers, and those directly involved in the
R2R effort (the districts, advisory ggrﬁmission, task force), c;c:msultants, and reading in-
structors in institutions of postsecondary. education. These 919 responses constitute the

total population response of Round 1, i.e., all those who responded.




Only ihe 919 respondents of Round 1 were sent a survey form in Round 2, A
total of 599 résponses were returned. These constitute the total population response for .
" Round 2. »
A common population (those wﬁa responded to both rounds) wasﬂidént'ified after
B the Round 2 results were sent in. This popuiation totaled 525, not 5§99, This was due to
the failure of some respondents to fill in tﬂgjiﬂg on the form or to the fact that a -
person different from the person the form wa: sent to filled it out. These responses could
be counted for the total population but not for-the common population.

LS

The Survey Form

The survey form used in Rounds 1 and 2 consisted of a listing of the 26 criteria
for success developed and refined by the R2R directors, LEA educators, the R2R task
force, and the R2R advisory commission in the fall of 1973, A copy of the instrument,
on which is marked the summary results obtained in Round 1, is attached as Appendlx A.
This marked form was sent to the respondents for Round 2.

The instrument asks the respondents to indicate the degree of impaﬁancé of each
criterion on a five-point scale from extremely high importance (5) to no importance (1).
A category of ““don’t know’’ (0) was also provided as a possible response. The format of
the items was like the following example:

o - E:traméty High Mad, Low No Don't
High Importanes  Imp. Imp. Imp. imp. Know
20. Provisions sre made for teaching every student 5 4 3 2 1 0
at his own instructional tevel and learring rate. :

Respondents were asked to circle the number which best expressed their judgment,
In discussing the results of Rounds 1 and 2 of the survey, the following terms and

definitions are used:

4-5 Extremely high importance
3-3.99 High importance '
2-2.99 Medium importance
1-1.99 Low Importance
Less than 1 No importance

11




On the item above, the mean Round 1 respc:nse was 4.62, In dlscussmg the respanses this
-report uses the convention *according to the general (nr tntal) graup af respandents, itis

of extfe.nely hzgh importance that this cnterlnn be part uf the Alabama R2R pragram ”

unless $ecif|ed otherwise.
The measure of dispersion (the spread of scores about the mean) of responses used
in ﬂ'ns report is the standard deviation (SD). In discussing differences of opinion or dis-

persion, the following conventions are used:

sD Mesning
" Abovels @ ” Grestly variable
1.0t0 15 Quita variable
.50 t0 .99 Slightly variable
Below .50 Good agresment

Again using item #20 as an example, the SD of responses on dedree of importance for all
respondents in Round 1 was .85. Using the conventions in these instances,. it can be said
that “our respondents were slightly variable in their views on thei wnpertance af crlterlan _

\

#20,” N

20




IV/RESULTS: ROUNDS 1 and 2

A copy of the Delphi survey instrutnent is included as Appendix A, Summary

statistics covering all items are included as Appendix B. Individual statistics for each of the

14 respondent groups are included as Appendix C. The results of Rounds 1 and 2 of the
survey are discussed in this section. First the total population responses are discussed,

then the common population; then the two populations are compared.

Total Population

Round |

The mean (average) responses for Round 1 are half in the very high importance
category and half in the high importance category. This means that half of the criteria are
considered of very high importance to the Alabama R2R educators and half are considered
of high importance. The range of means is from 4.62 to 3.18. The majority of thé standard
deviations (20 of the 26) are in the quite variable category (1.0 to 1.6SD). Of the remain-
ing six items, five are in the slightly variable category (.50 to .99SD), and one is in the

greatly variable category (above 1.5). The range of standard deviations is from 1.60 to .70.

Criteria Judged of Extremely High Importance

The criteria in this group are 1, 3, 8, 10, 12, 15, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, '25, and 26.
By rank they are as shown in Table 2. Three ties i,ﬁ rank occur: Individualized }}Zsiﬂsi‘ii@ﬂ
and Positive Environment are tied for first place with a mean of 4.62; Scope and Sequence
of Learnings and Supplementary Reading Materials are tied for fourth place with a mean of
4.35; and Training of Content Area Teachers and Individual Student Record-Keeping
* System are tied for seventh place with a mean of 4.21. The range of means is from 4.62
to 4.02, - ' -

13




TABLE 2

Criterion

Rank No. Mean

1.5 20 4.62 Individualized Instruction

1.5 2 4,62 Positive Environment

3.0 22 4.37 Teacher Usa of Various Reading

' Methods and Techniques
4.5 1 4,35 Scope and Sequence of Learnings
4.5 23 ’ 435 Supplementary Reading Materials
6.0 10 4.28 Variation of Student-Teacher Ratios as
Necassary

7 2 421 Training of Content Area Teachers

7.5 3 4N Individual Student Recard-Keaping System
] 5

]

- Criterion Deseriptor

415 Supportive Media
3 A1 Media Center
11 18 ) 4.08 Sharing of Instructional Methods
12 15 4.07 LEA Director of All Reading Activities
13 26 4,02 Central Location for Reading Materials

Criteria Judged of High Importance

The criteria in this group are 2, 4, 5,6, 7, 9, 11, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 24. By rank

they are as shown in Table 3. There is only one tie: Report to Parents and Coordination

with Preschool Program are tied for sixteenth place.

TABL
CRITERIA JUDGED OF HiGH IMPORTANCE
ROUND 1 TOTAL POPULATION

m
(A ]

Criterion I
No. __ Criterion Descriptor

14 2 3.85 Coordination and Articulation of Ail Special Reading Pro-
grams with the Basic Curriculum
15 14 3.83 Media Center Staffed by Professional and Supportive .
Personnel '
16.5 . 18 3.82 Report to the farints
16.5 4 3.82 Coordination witn Preschool Program
18 11 3.8 Continuous Staff Development
19 g 3.79 Complete LEA Testing System
20 24 3.73 Materials Recognize Variations in Race, Culture, Sex
21 7 3.69 - Incentives for Staff Development
22 19 3.61 Jr.-5r. High Teacher Knowledge of Developmental Reading .
23 6 3.56 Continuous Reading Program . '
24 17 3.42 - Report to the Community ° )
25 13 3.40 . Trained Volunteer Helpers
T 28 5 318 Adult Basic Education Reading Component
22
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Standard Devizion in Round |

When the standard deviations for Round 1 are considered, it is possible to define

further the answer to the questu:n “How much consensus exists about the 26 criteria for
| success in the total population in Round 1?”

As indicated earlier, the respondents judged half of the criteria to be of extremely
high importance and half to be of high importance; but they are quite variable (1.0 to
1.58D) in their views on all but six criteria (see Table 4). For i:hcse six, they are slightly
varied in their views about five {.50 to .995D) and greatly varied for one (SD above 1.5).
The criteria about which there is slight vanatmn are 20, 21, 22 23, and 25. Of these, faur
(20, 21, 22, and 23) are also the tap feur in rank. As a group, they comprise all but one

of the total criteria in the i mstru;t_mn category.

TABLE 4 )
STANDARD DEVIATION
RQUNB 1 TQTAL PDP‘ULATIDN

) ;SB Category ) B Nﬁ. of Itims B Item Nos. B -
"> 1.5 Greatly variable 1 19 , N
1.0-1.5 Quite varisble 20 1-18, 24

5= .09 Slightly variable 5 20,21,22,23,25 .

<.5 Good agresment _0 .
. B Tol - 26
Discussion .

The results of Round 1 show that the total population who responded to the
survey judge half of the criteria to be extremely important and half to be highly important
and that they are quite variable in their judgment. The criteria which received the strongest
support are the criteria in the instruction and facilities and materials categories. Ta explain:

The 26 criteria were grouped by category when they were developed. The_break— ,

‘down and the number of criteria in each category are as follows:

‘ Criterion ,
Nos. . “ ' Category
1. Qrgamzatlan and Adrmmstr;tmn

1-9 A. Program - e g
10-15 ’ B. Staff e e 8
16-18 C. Community. Rnlatlmﬂ 3
i5-22 il. instruction 4
23-26 1. Facilities and Materials 4




In Round 1, the distribution by category of veﬁ( hlghl\,7 éi,.nj;'pé}fté&and highly sup-
ported criteria are: ' '

* Very Highly - Highly " Row
- - Supportsd . Supported. ~-Total -

Organization & Administration
Program
Staff
Community Ralations
Instruction
Facilities & Materials

Column Total

ﬁl\um-mu
 Bleanvua
Blosweao

Round Nl
Sample

Only the 919 respondents to Round 1 were included in the second mailing (see
Table 1 fora breakdown by category), Of vthesei 599 (65%) responded, a high return rate.
This rate is higher than the 26% return of Round 1.

Survey Form
The survey form shown in Appendix A with the mean responses from Round 1
entered on it, was sent to the respondents on April 1, 1974, with a requeét to return by

April 26, 1974.

Overview ..

but one where the change is so small as to be negligible. The standard deviation decreased
for all criteria. Both of these changes indicate a greater consensus from Round 1 to
Round 2.

Criteria Judged of Extremely High Importance
The criteria in this group are the same as in Round 1, with the addition of one, -
#14, which moved up out of the high impﬁrtaujnge eai*eg_ary. By rank they are as shown
16
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in Table 5, which also compares the ranks with those of Round 1 and shows the amount
of change in the mean from Round 1 to Round 2.
The major change in rank here is the resolution of the ties from Round 1 for items

20and 21, 23 and 1, and 3 and 12. The means of all criteria all became more positive,

TABLES |
CRITERIA JUDGED OF EXTREMELY HIGH IMPORTANCE
ROUND 1 vs. ROUND 2 TOTAL POPULATION

Rank Rank

Round1 ARound 2 Item No. Mean  Changa __ Deseriptor

20 4,74 +11 Individualized Instruction
473 . +11 Positive Environment
22 4.62 +,25 Teacher Use of Various Reading Methods and
Technigques
3 4.58 +23 Supplementary Reading Materials
4.5 .7 8 . 1 4.48 +11 Scope and Sequence of Learnings
b 4.42 +16 Variation of Student-Teacher Ratios as Neces-
sary
4.34 +.13 Individual Student Record-Keeping System
4.33 +.19 Supportive Media
7.5 9 1 4,30 +.08 Training of Content Area Teachers
10 10 4,29 +.18 Media Center =
11 11 18 417 +,09 Sharing of Instructional Methods
12 12 i5 4.15 +.09 LEA Director of All Reading Activities
13 13 26 4.14 +11 Central Location for Reading Materials
14 14 14 400  +.17 Media Center Staffed by Professional and Sup-
: N portive Personnel »

1.5
1.5

R —
i
e

%
-

7.6 7

Average Change +.14

Criteria Judged of High Importance

The criteria in this group are the same as in Round 1 with the exception of #14,
the criterion that moved up into the extremely. high importance category. The rankings
show more shifting than the items in the extremely high importance category. The average

increase in mean (+.08) is again such a small percentage as to be unimportant (See Table 6).

Standard Deviation in Round 2

The slight increase in mean value for most of the criteria, while not significantin
itself, does indicate a movement toward greater consensus which, when considered with
the changes in standard deviation in Round 2, is significant. Standard deviation

for all items decreased in Round 2, with an %;erage decrease of .34. A comparison of

17
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.Reund 1 Round 2 Item No. Mean Change

TABLE 6
CRITERIA JUDGED OF HIGH IMPORTANCE
ROUND 1 vs. ROUND 2 TOTAL POPULATION

Rank Rank
Descriptor

14 15 2 ] ] +.05 Coordination & Articulation of All Special Reading Pro-
grams with the Basie Curriculum
19 16 9 3.90 +.11 Camplete LEA Testing System
16.5 17 16 3.87 +.05 Report to the Parentz
18 18 - N 3.87 +.06 Continuous Staff Development
16.5 19 4 382  +.00 Coordination with Preschool Programs :
22 20 19 3s +320 Jr.-8r. High Teacher Knowledge of Developmentsl Reading
21 21 7 3.79 +11 Incentives for Staff Development
20 22 24 3.78 +.05 Materials Recognize Variations in Race, Culture, Sex
23 23 E ae7 +11 Continuous Reading Program
25 24 13 345 +.06 Trained Volunteer Helpers
24 25 17 339 +03 Report to the Community
- 28 26 5 3.34 +15 Adult Basic Educstion Reading Component

Average Change +.08

TABLE 7
STANDARD DEVIATION: ROUND 1 VS, ROUND 2
TOTAL FOPULATION

F!m;rﬁ;i N Ro ru:.l
SD Category 1 - 2.

. Item Ne.

> 1.5 Greatly variahle 1 1] . -
1.0-1.5 Quite variabie 19 3 51319
5= .92 Slightly variable 6 23 #ll others
< .5 Good agreement _o 0 -
Total 26 . 26
L ]

the number of items in each of the four standard deviation categories is shown in
Table 7 above.

In Round 2, the 1 item in the greatly variable category moved into the quite, vari-
able category and 17 items from the quite variable category moved into the slisgfhtly vari-
able category. The range of standard deviation in Round 2 is from 1.08 to .566; in Round 1,
from 1.60 to .70, a decrease of one full category amount at the Qpper end point (1.60 —
1.08 = .52). The standard deviation in Round 2 indi’caté; primarily slight differegcas of

opinion for all items.

Discussion

The overall positive change in means (though in itself insignificant) and standard

"deviation, when taken together, indicate an increase in the degree of consensus about the

i8

26 e e i




26 criteria for success among educator groups in Alabama from Round 1 to Round 2. The
lack of change in the means is not untypical of Delphi studies. The change in standard
deviation is more common.

What the change in standard deviaﬁgn means essentially is that the divergence of

the scores from the mean {(or the spread of scores about the mean) has decreased. This

This greater consensus is the goal of the Delphi technique. It means, in the case of
Alabama’s R2R effort, that the total group of educators feel that most of the 26 criteria
for success are judged of high or very high importance and that there is only slight variation
about this judgment. Such consensus is necessary to successful program implernentatién and

operation.

Round 1 ' -
Sample

The common population consists of those 525 respondents who filled out the
survey form in both rounds of the survey. This list of 525 was established by hand sorting
through the total set of returned questionnaires. This procedure was followed in order to
determine if any significant differences existed between those who responded to both
rounds of the survey and those who responded only to Round 1; that is, if any bias
existed in the common population.
Overview

The mean responses for Round 1 are half in the very high irripartance category
and half in the high importance category. The range of means is from 4.70 to 3.23. The
standard deviations indicate a fair amoéunt of difference of opinion about the mean:
1 is in the greatly variable category, 15 are in the quite variable category, and 10 are in the

slightly variable category. The range of standard deviations is from 1.57 to .56.

19
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Criteria Judged of Extremely High Importance

The criteria in this group are 1, 3, 8, 10, 12, 15, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, and 26.
These comprise half of the 26 criteria. By rank they are as shown in Table 8. One tie

occurs—Tor first place—between numbers 21 and 20, Positive Environment and Indi-

vidualized Instruction. The range of means is from 4.70 to 4.07. v
. TABLE 8
CRITERIA JUDGED OF EXTREMELY HIGH IMPORTANCE
ROUND 1 COMMON POPULATION
Criterion .
Rank No, Mean - ' Criterion lin:nptar
1.5 21 4.70 Fasmve Environment
1.5 20 4.70 individualized Instruction
3 1 443 ) Scope and Sequence of Lesrnings
4 22 4.41 Teacher Use of Various Reading Methods and T-d'mlaua
5 23 4.37 Supplementary Reading Materials
8 10 4.32 Variation of Student-Teacher Ratios as Necassary
7 12 . 4,76 Training of Content Area Teachers
8 3 4,22 Individual Student Record-Keeping Syrtem
9 8 4.18 Media Center
10 25 4.17 Supportiva Media e
1 18 412 Sharing of Instructional Methods -
12 26 4.08 Central Location for Reading Materisls
15

4.07 LEA Director of All Resding Activities

Criteria Judged of High Importance

The criteria in this group are 2, 4, 5, 6, 7,9, 11, 13, 14, 16, 17, 19, and 24. Thay
comprise thé remaining half of the 26 criteria. One tie occurs—between numbers 9 a-nd 16,
Complete LEA Testing System and Report to the Parents. The range of means is from 3.99
t0 3.23. (See Table 9 on page 21.)

Discussion

If we consider the original grouping of the criteriav into categories of organization
and administration, instruction, and facilities and materials, as shown in the Discussion
section for the total population, the degree of support by categcrv for these cntena is
exactly the same as for the total ngulatmn because the same criteria are in the “ex-
tremely high” and "*high" importance categories for each group. This weuld seem to

indicate general agreement between the total population and the common population

"about which criteria were of ihe highest importance.

20 R
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TABLES
CRITERIA JUDGED OF HIGH IMPORTANCE
ROUND 1 COMMON POPULATION

Criterion .
Rank Na. Mean _Critsrion an:npmr
14 2 . 3.99 Cmrdmatnan and Aﬁmulatmn of All Spacxal Fleadmg Fru—
grams with the Basic Curriculum
i 4 3.91 Ceordination with Preschool Program
16 14 3.89 : Media Center Staffed by Professionsl and Supportive
fPersonnel
17.5 9 3.85 Complets LEA Testing System
17.5 16 3.85 Report to the Parents
19 1 : 3.84 Continuous Staff Development
20 24 .77 Materials Recognize Variations in Race, Culture, Sex
21 7 375 . Incentives for Staff Devalopment
22 19 3.68 Jr.-Sr. High Teacher Knowiedge of Developmental Rndmﬁ
23 6 355 - Continuous Reading Program
24 17 3.47 Report to the Community
25 13 3.42 Trained Voluntesr Helpers
26 5 3.23 Adult Basic Education Resding Component
TABLE 10
STANDARD DEVIATION
RDUND 1 CﬁMMON FGPULATIDN
SD Category No. of Items Itsms o
> 1.5 Greatly variable 1 19 '
1.0-1.5 AQuite varisble 15 2.4,5,6,7,8,8,10, 11,13, 14, 15 16,
’ 24,26
5~ .99 Slightly varisble 10 1,3,10,12,18,20,21,22,23,25
< .5 Good agreament _o
Total 326

Standard Deviation in Round 1

The standard deviation for the common population, as it did for the total popula-
tion, makes it possible to determine more clearly the degree of consensus which exists
about the 26 criteria for success in the common papulatign;in Round 1.

As indicated earlier, the common population respondents judged half of the
criteria to be of ex:trernely- high importance and half of high importance. They are greatly
variable in their agreemeﬁt about 1 of thies;e, quite variable in their agreemént about 15, -

and slightly variable about 10. The range of standard deviations is from 1.57 to .56.
Discussion

The results of Round 1 of the Delphi survey for the common population indicate
~ that the respondents consider half of the criteria of extremely high importance and half

21
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of high importance and that they are only moderately variable in their judgments, They
are quite like the total population in their degree of consensus, except that they show less
variability in their judgments because they have only 15 criteria in the quite variable SD
_category, compared to the total population’s 19; likewise, they have 10 criteria in the

slightly variable SD category, compared to the total population’s 6.

Round 2

The responses of the ::Qn;,man pepulation in Round 2 show little change in judg-
ment about the degree of importance of the criteria. Where changes do occur they are
primarily positive, although not significantly s0. The standard deviation decreased for all
criteria.

Criteria Judged of Extremely High Importance

The criteria in this grcgp are the same as in Round 1, with the addition of one,
#16, Report to the Farents. By rank they are as shown in Table 11, which also compares
the ranks with those of Round 1 and shows the amount of change in the mean in the Round
2 responses. Ali means increased positively, but not significantly. Average increase is +.12.
A number of criteria moved up in rank; noteworthy are those whose increase in mean
score is almost twice the average. These are criteria numbers 22, 23, and 26, As these

moved up, others moved down.

Criteria Judged of High Importance

The criteria in this group are the same_déeﬁin E{pund 1, with the exception of #15,
which moved out of the very high impértan_ée category. All: é}fteria shifted in rank except
#23 which remained 23rd in rank. A number of ties emerged in this round: criteria
numbers 16 and 9 tie for 16th place; criterias 4, 7, 19, and 24 are tied behind the 18th
ranking criteria. All but three criteria increased in mean, but by insignificar’;t amounts.

The average increase is only +.04,

30
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TABLE 11

CRITERIA JUDGED OF EXTREMELY HIGH IMPORTANCE
ROUND 1 vs. ROUND 2 COMMON POPULATION

Hank Rank
Round 1 Round 2 ItemNo. Mean Change Descriptor

21 4.77 +07 Positive Environment
20 4.77 +.07 Individualized Instruction
22 4.63 +.22 Teacher Use of Various Aeading Methods snd Techpiguss
23 460  +.23 Supplementary Reading Materials

1 4.48 +.05 Scope and Sequence of Learnings .
10 4.45 +.13 Variation of Student-Teacher Ratios as Necessary
25 4.37 +.20 Supportive Media .

3 4.33 +11 Individual Student Record-Keeping Systern
12 4.32 +.06 Training of Content Ares Teachsrs
10 8 4.28 +.10 Media Center
11 1 18 4.19 1 Sharing of Instructiona! Methods
12 12 26 4,17
13 13 15 4.16
12.5 14 18 4,00

Average Change +12

L

WO N RN b L)

LEA Director of All Reading Activities
Report to the Parents

| TABLE 12 ~~
CRITERIA JUDGED OF HIGH IMPORTANCE
ROUND 1 vs. ROUND 2 COMMON POPULATION

R,a’i;k ) ﬁaﬂk o
Round 1 Eaur{dri ltiﬁ} Nﬁf; Mﬂéﬂw Gha!jgﬂ  Deseriptor

14 15 2 3.91 =08 Coordination & Articulation of All Special Reading Pro-
grams with the Basic Curriculum

17.5 16.5 16 3.30 +.05 Report to the Parents

175 16.5 9 3.90 +.05 Complete LEA Testing System

19 18 " 3.87 +.03 Continuous Staff Development

i5 205 4 3.82 =.03 Cogardination with Preschool Programs

21 20.5 7 a.82 +.07 Ingentives for Stalf Developrent .

22 205 19 382 +.14 Jr.-Sr. High Teacher Knowledge of Developmantal Raad-
ing

20 20.5 24 382 +.05 Materials Recognize Variations in Race, Culture, Sex

23 23 & d.e8 +13 Continuous Reading Program

25 24 : 3.48 +.06 Trained Volunteer Haipars

24 25 3 340 -07 Report to the Cammunity

26 26 5 332 409 Adult Basic Education Reading Component

Av&,r@g& Ghangaw ] +.04

Standard Deviation in Fﬁigqnd- 2

The slight increase in mean value for most of the criteria, while not significant in
itself, does indicate a movement toward greater consensus which is significant in the

Round 2, with an average decrease of .29. A comparison of the number of items in each
of the four standard deviation categories is shown in Table 13.
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TABLE 13
STANDARD DEVIATION: ROUND 1 vs. ROUND 2
COMMON POPULATION

- " Round Round -
- 8D Category ) 1 2 Itsm No.
> 1.5 Greatly variabla. 1,' B o o -
1.0-1.5 Quite variable 15 3 5 13,18
.5= .99 Slightly variable 10 23 all others
< .5 Good sgreement 0 0
o Total 26 28

fn this round, the 1 item in the greatly variable category moved into the quite
variable category and 12 items moved into the slightly variable category. The range of
standard deviations in this round is frdm 1.05 to .47 (1.57 to0 .56 in Round 1), a decrease
of one full category at the upper limit (1.57 — 1.05 = .52). Thus, the sta'ndérd deviation
in Round 2 indicates primarily slight differences of opinion among the common popula-

tion about most of the criteria.

Discussion

The overall positive change in means (though in itself insignificant) and standard
deviations, when taken together, *ndicate an increase from Round 1 to Round 2 in the
The lack of significant change in the means, as was mentioned in the discussion of the
total population respondents, is not untypical of Delphi studies. The change in standard
deviations is more common. This change in standard deviation indicates that the re-
spondents in the common population are less spread apart from the mean in their re-
sponses. This indicates greater consensus overall among the group for the respective
criteria. in other words, it could bé said that the common group of educators feel that
most of the 26 criteria for success are of high or very high irrip@rtance and that there is

an.ly slight disagreement about these judgments.



V/CONCLUSIONS

The Total Population vs. The Common Population

The total population (all those who responded in each round} was compared to
the common population (those who responded to both rounds of the survey) to determine

who did not. A major question is what dif'férence existed in the two groups in Round 1,
since in Round 2 the total and common populations are nearly identical.

The data show no significant differences between the two groups; the several dif-
ferences which do exist show the ccmr;oﬁ population to judge the criteria of very slightly
greater importance than the total population and to have less disagreement about their
judgments. These differences are shown by the differences in the means and the standard

deviations, respectively, for the two groups. To illustrate:

ROUND | MEANS

Common Pap.

Total Pop.

High Mean 4.70 4,37
Low Mean 333 3.18

Range EL 7 119

place slightly higher importance on the criteria. These differences between the high and low
means are not equal to even one of the smallest standard deviations, so they are not significant.
As far as the standard deviations are concerned, the data show the following:
ROUND 1 STANDARD DEVIATIONS

SD Category - ) é?}‘j!ﬁ!ﬂﬂ Pug o Fﬁial Pop.

Greatly variable B | 1
Quite variable 15 19
Slightly variable 6
Good agreement . 0

Total "2 26

P !Im °

In this round, the common population pléced only 15 criteria in the quite variable cate-
gory compared to 19 for the total population. Furthermore, the common group placed
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only 10 criteria in the slightly \;fariable category compared to 6 for the total population. In
every case, the common population had a lower standard deviation, although all deviation
differences were within 0.1 of each other for each criterion.

Some interesting similarities Exist!between the two groups. Both groups placed
the same criteria in the same category: each put half in the extremely high importance
category and half in the high importance category. While each group did not rank the
criteria in precisely the same order, they did put them in roughtly the same quartile (top
half of extremely high importance, bottom half of extremely high importance, top of
high importance, and bottom of high importance). This means that the two groups agree
about the degree of imp@rtanée of the 26 criteria.

Thus, to reiterate: there is no significant difference in ratings or standard deviations
between the total and common populations of the Delphi survey. Equally important,
high or very high importance and disagree very little about their judgment. They have also
ranked the criteria in roughly the same way, placing their strongest support in the criteria

in the instruction and facilities/materials categories.

Summary and Discussion

This Delphi survey, undertaken as part of the Alabama R2R program in the first
year of its inception, was intznded to provide input to the project staff, feedback to the
respondents, and information to other states undertaking a R2R effort with the pc:ééibility
of duplicating the effort in their state. The instrument consisted of a listing of the 26
portance of the 26 criteria on a five-point scale (5 = extremely high importance, 1 = no
importance). Two rounds of the survey were completed in the spring of 1974 as reported

The detailed results obtained in Rounds 1 and 2 of the survey are given in earlier
sections of this report. Only a few of the more general observations are discussed here. .
Since there was no significant difference between the total population (all respondents)
and the common population (the 525 persons who responded to both rounds of 1;:he

survey), ...s section will highlight the major survey results,
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only 10 criteria in the slightly variable category compared to 6 for the total population. In

every case, the common population had a lower standard deviation, although all deviation

'differences were within 0.1 of each other for each criterion.

Some interesting similarities Existrbetween the two groups. Both groups placed
the same criteria in the same category: each put half in the extremely high importance
category and half in the high importance category. While each group did not rank the
criteria in precisely the same order, they did put them in roughtly the same quartile (top
half of extremely high importance, bottom half of extremely high importance, top of
high importance, and bottom of high importance). This means that the two groups agree
about the degree of imp@rtanée of the 26 criteria.

Thus, to reiterate: there is no significant difference in ratings or standard deviations
between the total and common populations of the Delphi survey. Equally important,

ranked the criteria in roughly the same way, placing their strongest support in the criteria

in the instruction and facilities/materials categories.

Summary and Discussion

This Delphi survey, undertaken as part of the Alabama R2R program in the first
year of its inception, was intznded to provide input to the project staff, feedback to the
respondents, and information to other states undertaking a R2R effort with the pc:ééibility
of duplicating the effort in their state. The instrument consisted of a listing of the 26
criteria for success developed by the Alabama educators with a request to rank the im-
portance of the 26 criteria on a five-point scale (5 = extremely high importance, 1 = no
importance). Two rounds of the survey were completed in the spring of 1974 as reported

The detailed results obtained in Rounds 1 and 2 of the survey are given in earlier
sections of this report. Only a few of the more general observations are discussed here. .
Since there was no significant difference between the total population (all respondents)
and the common population (the 525 persons who responded to both rounds of 1;:he

survey), .18 section will highlight the major survey results,
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Implications of the Study

Perhaps the most significant part of the study results point to the level of accep-
tance on the part of all support groups. By knowing this level and the degree to which
consensus was achieved, the R2R staff knew where most of their efforts would need to
be applied. In cases where there was a low level of acceptance of criteria by subgroups in
the state, special orientation efforts could be conducted to increase the level. In instances
where certain criteria hrad low acceptance and others had high acceptance before or after
Round 2, R2R staff were very much aware of this kind of subgroup opposition.

Since the development of R2R programs is based en the criteria and their accep-
tance and operati’:maﬁzatién by all subgroups, the degree of acceptance takes on a far
greater importance in the development process. The acceptance of the criteria implies the
need for a massive reorganization of reading efforts in most school districts. Such efforts |
will require the cqmplete support of all district personnel. Realizing that even one group
in a district would actively oppose any of the criteria is an indication that a critical ele-
ment of the R?R program may not be implemented. On the basis of the Delphi data, the

R2R staff can better evaluate where its statewide efforts need to be placed. Time and

input. That is, when intervention and orientation strategies are used to educate subgroups
about criteria which they oppose, the degree to which their attitudes and opinions change
round for those criteria about which there is concern,

The last and most significant aspect of the study concerns the ability of the instru-
ment to provide an overall perspective statewide for the development of a major reading
program, From this perspective, an entire reading effort can be faunched with a knowledge
of the degree of acceptance of its major components as well as wh,eré -fhE major obstacles

and development efforts.

S
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ALABAMA RIGHT TO READ PROGRAM
ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Dear Colleague:

A few weeks ago you received a letter requesting you to complets a questionnaire regarding criteria for a
successful reading program. The response to that questionnaire was extremely favorable, and we appreciate tha time
you spent in working on it.

As wa indicated in the initial set of documents, all responses have been analyzed, and we are now resdy 1o
begin the second phase of the study. The original questionnaire has been modified to inciude the average response
from individuals in your group for each of the criteria. With this average which you will find printed on the question-
naire, wn would like you to repeat the original process and evaluate the criteria a szcond time.

In arder for this study to be valid, it is critical that you complats the questionnaire again. We féel that the
time you spend in complating the questmnnmre will be rewarded by providing infarmation for Alsbamas to develop
one of the finest Right to Read programs in tha country.

Your cooperation in this etfort is grestly sppreciated. Please return the questionnaire before April 26, 1974.

R*mhsra' McBride, nirécmr

Please return questionnaire by April 26, 1974, N\

Fill in or complete the following

*1. Last Name ______ — First Initial ________

2. Schoal e — — '
3. School Address ______ — : .

4, School District I — —

Circla the code number below that precedes the category of respondents to which you belong: e.g., 4.1, Superintendants
or Assistant Superintendent.

Code Numbarz Category
41 Superintendent or Assistant Supsrintendant
4.2 Elementary Principal '
4.3 Middle or Junior High Principal
4.4 High School Principal
4.5 Local Education Ageney Supervisor o7 Director of Instruction
4.6 Current Local School District Right to Rasd Director
4.7 Elementary Teacher
4.8 Middle or Junior High Teacher-
4.9 High School Teacher
4.10 Higher Education Reading Instructor .
4.11 State Right to Read Advisory Commission B o
4,12 State Right to Read Tak Force
413 SDE Consultant : E -
414 Other — — _— —
Specify '

Al information provided by the respondents is confidential,

-3t
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ALABAMA RIGHT TO READ
DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE

Please circle the number of the categories beiow that are most closaly related to your judgment of the importance of
each criterion, :

Array of Criteris for a Successful Reading
Program (additional can ba listed on
final page).

edium

| = Maong

L%

Mean response
@ o Extremely high
@ 1o pon't know

-~ ‘a- High
MW Low

[A]

1.  Each LEA teacher of resding uses a scope and sequence 4.3

o

of learnings designed to insure the acquisition of

reading skills, -~
2.  There is coordination and articuiation between all 38 5 4 3 2 1 1]

federally funded, volunteer, and other reading and

language arts programs with the basic reading eurriculum,

3. Acontinuous recordkeeping system of reading progress 4.2 5 4 3 2 1 0 i

s maintained for each individual student,

4. The LEA works cooperatively with existing pre-school 3.8 5 4 3 2 1 0
components to coordinate and articulate reading pro-
grams. L, -

o

The LEA has an aduit basic education reading ecomponent. 39
3.6

oo
e
WX

Cd
i

6.  The LEA has a continuous educational pragram which in=
cludes provision for summer instruction in reading.

&
u
w
X1
ol
L=

7. The board of education of the LEA has an incentive 3.6
program for teacher staff development in reading.

8. Each school in the LEA has a media center which is 4.0 5 4 3 2 1 0
operated on an open basis and is readily accessible to
students and teachers.

[ %]
-
=]

9. The LEA has complete testing system which includes 3.7 5 4 3
the usa of criterion-referenced measures.

L
Ty
L]
L]
ol
=]

10,  The LEA varies tha student/teacher ratios as necessary 4.2
1o meet the objectives of the reading instructional pro-
gram.

2]
i
ol
o

11.  The LEA has a continuous staff development program 3.7 1 4
in reading for all teachers, administrators, and sup-
portive personnel. . .

o
B
L]
h
-
L =]

12.  The LEA provides training to teachers in the content 4.2

adjust instruction to the varying reading achievemeant
levels of their students.

E,Jw
o
o
B
w
(X
ol
o

13.  The LEA has trained volunteer helpers in reading
instruction.

14,  Each school in the LEA has a media center which fs .
staffad by professional and supportive personnal.

2]
oo
]
.
]
[X]
o
=]
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18.

19,

2,

23.
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Tha LEA hes a director of all reading activities who has
the authaority, responsibility, and tima granted by the
superintendent and board of education to organize, im-
plement and coordinate a comprehensive reading program.
Each LEA has 2 reporting system that fully, accurately and
specifically communicstes a student’s progress in raading
1o parents.

Tue LEA introduces, explains, and periodically reports
the reading program to the school community ~

The LEA shows willingness to share instructional

methods and materials which have proved effective in

- reading programs.

Teachers of reading at the junior and senior high school
Frovisions are madea for teaching every student at his
own instructional level and learning rate.

development of positive attitudes toward reading.

Every teacher demonstrates a knowledge of various
rethods and techniques used in tha teaching of reading
to make provision for the differences that exist among
students.

Appropriate supplementary reading materials to support
Materiais are utilized which recognize diffarant races,

cultures, and saxes.

A wida variety of supportive media on all levels of
learning is available and readily accessible.
Instructional and practice resding msterials are filed
in & central locstion in each school for use by all .
teachers a6 nexded.

Mesn response

4.0

38

4.7

4.7

4.5

4.4

4.2

5

= 3
£ . s § ¢ 82 %
s = = 3 2 8
5 4 3 2 1 o0
5 & 3 2 1 o0
5 4 3 2 1 o
5 4 3 2 1 6
5 4 3 2 1 o0
5- 4 3 2 1 o
5 4 3 2 1 o
5 4 3 2 -1 o0
5 4 3 2 1 o
5 4 3 2 1 o0
5 4 3 2 1 o
5 4 3 2 1 o0
5 4 3 2 1 o
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ROUND 1

CRITERIA RANK, MEAN, AND STANDARD DEVIATION

TOTAL POPULATION

Rank

Criterion.

Ngi

Mean®
e

Standard
~ Daviation

=
e

1.5
1.5

45
45

7.5

20
2
22

1
23

4.62
4.62
4.37
435
4.35
4.26
4.1
4.21
4,15
4.1
408
4,07
4.02
3.85
383
3.82
3.82
3.81
3.79
373
3.69
3.61
3.56
3.42
3.40
3.18

0.85
0.70
0.96
1.03
0.79
1.08
1.09
1.00
0.95
1.18
1.00
1.21
in
1.26
1.25
1.15
1.23
1.22
1.25
1.22
1.31
1.60
1.31
1.16
1.35
1.45

o 0 ‘
R

88§
NG @O

&8

8 mportance:
4ta0b extremely high
310 3.99 high
210 2.99 medium

. 1101899 low

Protal N = 919,

42
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ROUND 2

CRITERIA RANK, MEAN, AND STANDARD DEVIATION
TOTAL FDFULAT!QN ,

Criterion " Standard ,

~ Rank Ne., ~ Mean® Deviation . NP

0 . A74 062 "~ 595
1 4.73 0.56 590
2 4.62 '0.60 §90 -
3 4.58 0.64 589

. 4.46 . 0.74 587,
4.42 0.73 -
4,34 0.76 589
4.33 0.64 587
4,30 0.80 592
4,29 - 0.75 - 590
4,17 0.68 592
4,16 0.82 584 | = -
414 0.78 590
4,00 0.83 592 .,
39 0.86 587
3.90 0.84 587
3.87 0.83 593
387 0.90 591
3.82 0.85 582
3.81 ~ . 1.08 . 59§
380..... JEUSSURRRNY ¢ X ¢ \~ S - -
a.78 0.97 589
6 3.67 . 0.84 587
3 3.45 1.03 591
7 .
5

LN T A ]
oy

- Y

ol
L5
=T - o - L R T

p—
NN
[
sl
AN

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

M o e
ANDa.

339 092 593
3.34 100 584

bTotl N = 599,

ERIC
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ROUND 1

CRITERIA RANK, MEAN, AND STANDARD DEVIATION
GﬂMMQN PGPULATIQN

 Criterion _ :Standard ,

Rank No. | Mean® . _Daviation Nb

1.5 21 ~ 4,70 0.58 522

1.5 20 . 4,70 0.73 s

3 . . 1 443 ' .89 516

4 22 4.41 94 521

5 23 ) 437 .75 - 521

6 : 10 4.32 09 | 522

7 12 4,26 .89 520

8 3 4,22 a8 523

9 8 4.18 108 522
10 25 417 B - ) | 519
1 18 413 : 95 Cos20
12 26 4,08 1.02 . 519 e
13 15 407 1.22 519 |
14 2 3499 1.13 523
15 4 g 1.12 521
16 14 389 114 520
17.5 9 385 . 1.21 522
17.5 16 3.85 1.07 522
19 " 3.84 1.15 522
20 24 3.77 - 1.17 519
21 7 - 3.75 1.21 519
22 19 3.68 1.57 - ' 522
23 6 255 1.26 * 519
24 17 347 1.08 523
25 13 343 ) 1.31 521
26 5 3.23 : 1 41 620

8288 note a for qu nd 1 tntal populstion, : -
bTotsl N = 625. '
. - 39 ,
44
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 ROUND 2
CRITERIA RANK, MEAN, AND STANDARD DEVIATION

~ COMMON POPULATION

- Criterion » Standard’
Rank No.. Mean® Daviation nb
) 15 21 ~ an 047 - . 616
1.6 20 4.77 T '0.588 v |
s a 22 4.63 0.61 516
4 23 4.60 0.58 . 516
5 : 1 T a4 0.67 515
6 PV [ I 4,45 0.68 ' 516
7 25 4,37 0.58 513
B 3 4,33 0.76 5156
9 12 4,32 0.75 - 518
10 8 4,28 0.76 516
1 18 419 0.66 520
12 26 4,17 0.75 518 =~
13 15 4.16 0.82 512 s
14 14 4,00 : 0.83 518
15 2 39 0.86 815
16.5 ~ 16 3.90 0.80 519
16.5 9 3.90 0.79 - 514
18 m - - 3.87 0.87 517
205 4 382 _ .08 817 |
20.5 7 3.82 . 0.91 514
20.5 19 3.82 1.05 522
20.5 24 . 3.82 96 515
23 6 3.68 a1 514
24 13 348 . 1.00 - 518
25 17 . 340 90 519
26 5 3.33 1.0 511

82ee note a for Round 1, total pépulitiér;i
BTotal N = 525.

ERIC
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CHANGE IN MEAN
TDTAL PDFULATIDN vs. CGMMDN PDPULATIDN

T, o Total Fapul:tmn Eummnn Papulltiﬁn'

Criterion Round Round Round Rnund
No. 1 2 Change 1 2 -Change
1 435 446 ¢ +11 4,43 4.47 +.04
2 ags 39 ~+05 - 3.99 39 =07
3 4.21 4.34 . 413 422 433 +11
4 3.82 3.82 —.00 be -] 3.82 =,
5 118 334 +.15 323 3.23 +10
8 356 - 367 N | ass . 368 +13
7 3.69 379 +11 a.7s5 ) 3.82 +07
8 411 429 +18 418 ) 4,28 +10
9 379 - 3.90 +11 3.85 3.88 +05
10 4.26 4,42 +.16 4,32 4.45 +12
1 3.81 3.87 +.08 384 387 - +03
12 4.21 4,30 +,08 4,28 4,32 +08
13 3.40 3.45 +.06 . - 343 48, * T 404
14 - 3.83 4,00 +.17 389 4.00 o wN
15 4.07 4.18 +,09 4.07 4.18 +.09
16 3.82 3.87 +.05 385 290 +,05
17 3.42 3.39 —.03 3.47 3.40 T - —.08
18 4.08 417 +.09 413 4.19 +.06
19 3.61 a.81 +.20 3.68 3.82 +14"
20 462 4.74 +12 : 4.69 4,77 : +.09
2 4,62 4.73 +12 4.70 4,78 +.08
22 4,37 4.62 +.25 4.41 4,63 +22
23 4.35 4.58 +.23 4.37 4.60 +.23
24 173 378 +.05 3.77 382 _ +,05
25 4.15 4.33 +.19 T 417 437 +.19
26 4.02 4.14 ‘ 1 4.08 4.7 +.08
Average Change +11 . - Avarage Changa +.10
41

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



CHANGE IN STANDARD DEVIATION
TQT’AL FDPULAT!QN s, CQMMDN PBPULATIDN

Tuﬁl anulltinn Earnmun Pﬁpullﬂﬂn
Criterion Round Round " Round Round
No. 1 2 . Change 1 2 Changs
1 1.03 0.74 =29 0.89 0.67 . :
2 1.28 0.86 -.40 1.13 - 0.B6
3 1.00 0.76 =24 0.98 0.76
4 1.23 0.85 -38 1.12 0.85
5 1.45 1.00 ‘=45 i41 1.01
6 1.3 0.84 -.47 1.26 . 091
7 1.3 0.92 -39 1.21 0.91
8 1.18 0.75 -.43 ) 1.08 0.76
9 1.25 0.84 -4 121 0.79
10 1.08 0.73 . - 35 0.99 0.66
11 1.22 0.80 =33 1.15 0.87 : -
12 1,09 0.80 -.29 0.99 0.75 '
13 1.35 1.03 -32 1.31 1.00 .
14 1.25 0.83 —-42 1.14 0.83
15 1.21 0.82 =40 1.22 0.82
18 1.15 0.83 -32 1.07 0.79
17 1.16 0.92 -.24 1.08 0.90
18 1.00 0.68 =32 0.95 0.66
19 1.60 1.08 -52 1.57 o w-. 105
20 0.85 0.61 -.24 0.73 0.55
21 0.70 0.56 -.14 0.56 0.47
22 0.95 0.60 =36 0.94 0.61
23 0.79 0.64 ~.15 0.75 : 0.58
24 1.22 0.97 -25 - 1.17 0.95
25 0.95 0.64 =31 o 0.58
6 1.11 0.78 —33 103 0.78
Averags Changs  —.34 . Averags Change

47

42
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Appendix C: Individual Statistics




TOTAL POPULATION MEAN RESPONSE
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Criterion

Na,

TOTAL POPULATION STANDARD DEVIATION

1

| ﬁg!ju_ndant Graup |
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0354
0517
0.354
0.756
084
0.886
0,74
054
0517
0354
0.756
0.35
11%
112
1,768
0507
0517
0856
0.7
0107
007
0463
0.744
0.75
1,165
075

1038
1247
0591
1212
1603
1393
1.304
1.264
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1233
1293
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1n
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1367
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1.064
1870
0753
0625
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0906
14%5
10f6
1215
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1360
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1474
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12%
1209
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RE
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1365
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1.208

M 05 100
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11180801 08
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D36 1304
0599 083
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0651 0817

0515 134

0500 1642
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000 1.0%
0957 0517
150 0707
050 051
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0967 053
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00 0

00 0s

00 . 0417
0500 054
0816 1188

(0500 1035
05T 103 1,
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No.

I

L= T I v TR 6 TR . I, TR . TR
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o BB R RS E S S o o o o o2

04816

0.8531
040m
06660
0.8023
08321
07017
08382
0.6681
05298
0.5298
0.5606
0.7528
07319
0192
05542
0.6835
06011
07319
0.5662
04710
0.5621

- 04no

03840
05537

0,5568

0.7483
06m
0.8660
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05774
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05758
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00

14142

03
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04410
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0.5
05270
04410
05175
05270
00
03332
0500
04629
07265
05270
04410

06912
05698
07447
06405
0771
07525
09244
05852
09522
05316
07512
056203

09305

10619
08094
09604
09447
056
05002
0.8462
04761
0530
04790
08240
06211
08522

W



COMMON POPULATION MEAN RESPONSE
ROUND 1
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COMMON POPULATION MEAN RESPONSE
ROUND 2
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DATA ANALYSIS

All data analysis performed for the Delphi study was done on an I1BM 370/168

computer. The means, standard deviations, and sample sizes (N} were obtained from a

(STPAC),

STPAC is a collection of statistical routines that has evolved with the development
of Penn State’s Computation Center. The programs originated from a variety of sources;
however, they hzve all been modified so that they run under a single control program using
standardized control instructiicﬁsraﬁd,jnput conventions.

STSUM is a FORTRAN IV program written by a member of the computéﬁan center
staff, It is designed to be used as an independent pfécessing program for computing sum-

. or treatments, and the rows rer;ire’sent the Dbsewat%cnal units. In our data analysis, we

have 26 variables, representing the 26 items on the questionnaire. The number of treatments
or observations is the number of respondents, These observations vary in number for
various groups, but in the common population (those 525 individuals who reségnded to
both the first and second questionnaire), the number of observations is conséant.

Computational formulas used in STSUM are the following: 7

1. Number (N) = number of observational units for a variable
N
2. Total = sum of ohservational unit values for a variable = SiLliM X

sylvania State University, University Park, Pennsylvania.
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