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INTRODUCTION

- -

’ - . ‘. . --(

The purpose of this study is to determine the effect of. the installation
of an el@ctronic theft detection device on the attitudes which library users

have about booktheft. The subject of the study-is the user of the academic

LY

library and the goal is to begin to outline op:i.;aions and attitudes about

why people steal books{ar;d-p‘ossible solutions to the book theft problem.

The study is'explora_fory rather than e_%est{ng eEsPecific hypotheses. General

questions posed by the study arer do the. same pressures exlst for the vhgle

L

user populatlon, eg R does everyone have class assignments Whlch require the !
. _use of a‘ l:.br?ry s 11rn;ted resources? Are tﬁe most significant fattors ‘

‘affecting book theft 1r1$1de or bﬁtsule the library, or both? Tf both, how

do the %ﬁ(;}tors interact? Of varigus possible solutions, which 18 likely to be

most effective? More specifically, what do self-admitted- book thieves think

!x

"book theft, and were there any changes in attltude in users of a lerark_

b

L3
*

The theoretlcal framework of the study distinguished f;vé ﬁgctors (Wlﬁ'l

-{ varlables withln each factor) which possibly contrlbute to a h:;.gh {rate of bodk

psychq,loglcal pressures, and the general eriminal framewor}c of thefb
- Y

The library factor included such 1tems as 1nsuff1c1enf c0p1es -of highly
« desirable books, Circulatio;i\restric’tions, avqihbility of copy rgachines, fine

rates, and book selection policies. The variables within 'the‘a‘lca,derﬁic -dimension
. ' . . 3 : " Vot *

include aeademic pressure to succeed, class assignment requiranents on a ‘limited

collection, and the pressure of scholastic achlevement 1r1 assoc:!.atlon with |

- * LI

.freedom of access to persons who are not pernEfted to borrow.- The factor of

Izll.ndludual‘ persona l:.ty is exemplified by the desire to own. Var:l.ables within
:. i B . . I ° .r -, £
"lche so¢ial and psychological factor. include inadequate personal ;{ﬁinds te




- oy - R

purchasﬁ désired books, peer group pressure, revolt against large organlzatlons,

or a rebellious act to assert individvality. Finally, the general criminal

4, .

framewoﬁ of theft 1ncludes such considerations as whether or not the behavior

is systematic and habitual, or premedite%ed rather than spontaneous; is the ‘sl

5.9 ¥

\
deflnltlon of book theft one in whlch the behavior is not consldered as

seriously-deviant or illegal; and is it the user's opinion ;hat theoibrarian,
does not vxew book theft within the criminal context of.such words as "steal®,” ’
"thefli""-, "ﬂ'evj:aut". o

‘The basic’research plan was: (1) the development of’a questionmaire to
elicit the library users; attitudes about book theft and to obtain Eedkground
information about the populatior-l of library users (including the sub-populition

‘ c:fL bookn thieves'),. Each group of variables is given e emphasis in the .

to the V 2) the distribution of the questionnaire at . _
é/;)//;afiesfer about the same size (Commerce and Biological Sciences)
nd after the Commerce Library,inStalle& Checkpoint, an electronic

r “detection device. ~ The Commerce Tibrary was the experiment library

and Blological 801ences the control 11brany (3) the input of addi51onal

to determlne if any is mq; rtant than the other, and each factor is -

i
£

informatlon gathered as a, result Pf the two inventories of the Commerce Library, -

one before and one after the fnstallation of Checkpoint ‘at that library. (4)

f

the coding and keypunchingief questionnaire answers for manipulation by canned
. ' . - ) !
computer sgggist{bs programs. /5) the analysis of the statistical results.
) | - | \
- ‘. Yo ' M - :

The study began September 1973. The huestionnaires were distribited

»

-\ beginning January, 1974. Durﬁpg the course of the study, the researchers

L

‘advised a:n undergraduate horfors student in the development of a gpin-off

Iy
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- + ¢ VETHODOROGY

. Exp_r:.mental Medeﬂ.

.The exper:.mental model used in th:.s study was the Pretest Post'\:est

Corftrol Group Design (Campbell and Stanley; 1963). ThJ.s pri:cedure compares
the effects of a si’ngle-experimenta_l event with the non-occurrence of that

experimental event, testing befor€ and after that evént has occurred. This
d ’ ) ‘

L } . : n . .

methodo'logy calls for equivalent (experimental and control) samplesg chosen

s

randomly. The Sample Description section records how this was achieved for

this survey. According to'the mOdelk test sessious were run simultaneously

L2

‘at randomized times to equalize external variables not of direct concern.

» o ’ .
" Sample . ' S .
b ” ) ] : i . ’-.-——- ‘ L3 ) * '
. Since the'ln:del calls for experimental and c¢ontrol groups, major sample L'
. divisions were ‘made according to two’depa rtment libraries in a ldrge'

University system. The experimental library t:vas the site of“the theft de-

tec;ti;_n deVice iﬂstallat@'.on-. For the co;ltro1‘ 'siti:ation,'the department ’1iI:'-£‘ary
chosen was of comparable size ang: circulatior{ volume, but with no théft ‘
detection device. The clientele.of each library weré rqu_ltidisciplinai:y' (social
sc:.ences in the expenmental situation, life. s:.een:es ;.n the control -'sit-uatign)

but of suff:.c:.ent phys:.cal and subject distance that pqtentiél s%vej;ux:eslaonden'ts

-
w. . would not overlap. ‘ Yo ’ e

One thousand fifty—eight library patrons cc;mpriéed the saniplé Of this
nunber, 58.9% were in the expermem:aL groq:u QBO,é Tz.me,I 27.9%, Time I1), -

and 41.9% were in the control group (21 7%, Time 'f 20 2‘/-' T:.me H) Purther
AS

) . analysis euwinced representation from 72 departmeqife or colleges of thé ‘ .

University. Exmination of status revealed the following satuple composition:.

i -

\ freshmen, §.4% sophomores, 6 4%: juniors, 18.4%; Seniors, 3‘? graduate o~

S ents, 28.1%5% faculty, 1. 94, and other (lmsPecifl categories,'s..@%.

’

Infaddition, 78% of the-gar‘l;:.c:.pants.were men'and 26.74{we1:e women.*,
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- Instrumentation e

. - .
p R -, -

* The questionnaire was chosen'as the measuring device for ease in

F . ] .

gathering a l'arge amount of data and to faoil_itate study replication. The .

prototype questions were drawn from multidiseiplinary baokground readings.

£

These potential items ‘were then dx:ouped into the hypothesized five factors

of Lariables or theft causes supported by the literature. ﬁelevant referenoes

(see b;l.bliography} were studied for question construetion and arrangement on,
.analysis. Major coneerns were the- type pf information to be d::tsined and the
meaning of ind‘ividual questions for the, potential respondents. The question-
naire was altered to reflect these suggestions . . e p

The pilot suryey was preseflted to 25 library employees who were encouraged

to record problems and suggested changes on the 1nstrument " These ohanoes

. were 1noorporated and the revised pilpt’ given to the same 25 employees, plus
a freshman EnglJ.sh class of 20 students. .Their recommendations in J,tem wording
were added to’format changes proposed by the baok theft researchers and the\‘

resulting instrument distributed to the experimental and control samples in the

Time 1 period Time II survey d1str1bﬂ10%j; same '1nstrumerrt with one

modification; an added item,at the oonolusion queried respondents whether their

participation was initidl or a repetition of the fhetest (Time I).

Questions were of the olosed-t'ype with an "other" option, allowing open-
ended responses. Question style was prJ.marily foroed choice with some multiple

options. Items were arranged in sequences with a logical progressmn, and
* -‘ - a ‘ . %

some questions were designed to be answered in tandem. Nominal level data were

- e . . . .

gathei‘ed for ease‘in coding and as a deterrent to respondent pattern establish~
] - - A

.ment in answer sequenoe , L ‘£ -

Questionnaires were distributed smultaneously to every ,J library patron in

e:-cper:unexrtal and oontrol l)!nes at forty-four randomly ohosen times for

L]

onesweek periods in each of two yeats. The first week of distribution

- 8¢ 7 - LT

ro- . L]




" {Time.1).occurred just prior to the installation of a theft detection device
i’ ¢ . . . .
{experimental event). 1In.order to examine the affetts of exposure to the®

*

device, the second distribution week (Time 2) was scheduled one year after ¢

. LY

. -
installation and continuous u§e of the theft detector. 'Questionnaire return
¥as via the honor system with collection boxes placed strategically in each

l;'.'bré’ry v — ]

Methods of Ana ]_y51s ' - ¢

o "

\

T'he researchers co'nplled a blbllography of current resq_urces on beok
.theft and white co llar crimef’ for comparison ‘with the finda'.’ngs of the present
.study'. I;r: add:".tion,_ann'ual profiles of both the exl-)erimental and' tontrol l
1ibre-ries fol'.both survey years ;vere' obteined for further data 'interpretation.

.

Members of the reSearch team fevlewed questlons assigned to.each of the

hypothesued fac'tors. This informatron was used to annotate a copy of the
£

. survey 1r1:strpmem:- (see‘Apem lix A). ‘ ) ) o .

| Questionnaire respond®s were coded and computer analyzed using the }
Statistical Package for the Soci:el ‘:‘;cienc‘es (SPSS.) Fol]_owlng first computer

. runs,\i‘key-stroke errors fa].lmg outs:.de the Qcceptable responses were corrected

where possﬂ:le and revised computkr runs were made. for all selected s@s of
data. | ' .- -

Prequencies wete obtdined for questions.in each of the folr samples , and

-
2

for total responses to questions in the combined fout samples. Fhe survey

L]

ifdstrument was then annotated with ?hese frequencies™o aid the, researchers’

iden‘tifyiﬁg questions displaying attitudes toward.the theft detection device.
Slgm.flcance Tests . o ’

" Because of the nominal nature of the data and 1nfornation de51red theo-

SPSS Crosstabulatibns Program was employed! By this meﬂiodo]_ocry, the cross- . -
L ¢

tabulatlons wcu]_d display a joing frequency dlstrlbution of cases on two or

more of the variables. These distributions could thgn be statist:.ca].ly amalyzed

- . ¥

L3
’ N . *

+ ; o . . | 9 . -‘f ) | . -

»




L)

(e

a

- N ) . ? .
. by certain tests .of significance '.such{‘as the chi square (1Z) sfatistie.
. .y i ' - ' .

» .,  CrésstabulatiBns were found for all variables between the paired samples

~and among all samples. Ifl addition 'erosstgbulations wii;\hin each, sa'nple and

PR

-

the co'nblned sa-nples for (uestion 28 (Do your‘frlends take books w1thou1:

c!’1ec1<1nb them out?) and Questlon 35 (Have you ever .taken a book wlthout checking,
e 7
. it out?) were obta:.ned for selected sets of data. Those items tested by \,

and yleldmg a 31gn1f1cance of p%. 05 (where p= =probability ratio) were, analyzed

.‘more extenswely according to the SPSS ‘gufidelines for cell 1dent1flcat10n and»

1
: 1nterpretat10n. (See Append:.x C for the questions whlch‘ attamed this .

- . -,
k_/iignificance level in‘the analysis.)

-

- — Ir & . Ll e 4
* Additional Analy,s;s . i
1 ! /
Since the researchers were interested in library Eagtors perceived by the

-~

respdndenta to 1nf1uence book tbeft, ‘those questions.labeled as l:.brary-related

*

and appearirk(gfgnificant in the acceptable range, p:2 .05, were examined inJ§

-

’ ~

still greater depth. Also, a eomparison wa s maae of the attitudes among_ thidves

and non—thleves regarc'l.'i.ncr the reasons «behlnd the book stea lin act) the most:
effectlve counter activities; and chanz,es in the attlf:udes after the ipstallation

) . i

of Checkpoint. S ‘. * .
\ . * - ‘ ’

R

In addltloni 'r‘arﬂcings by, selected ql'gestio were prépared for, analyses by.

[}
*

the \re&earch team hbrary Eactore éausmg ‘book theft (Question 19);. perceptlons
_(Questlon 8), SOcial factors .causmg book theft (guestion 21), school factors
cau51)~(g book theft (Questioﬁ 25); 1:|.brarz.ans étatemerrts about book theft

(Quegtion 26); objective factors { Question 27); subjec’tiveﬁ.factors’ { Question

34){ general attifudes, about bOOk loss (Questiori.38); metheds éffective in . .~

stopping book theft (Question 42); potential ‘5011:.11:3.01}3 (Questio® 43). -".L ,

-

'3




N ' E‘ootno{-es

" Any percentage diserepancies (i.e. not always totalling exactly 100)
may be explained by figure roundlings and m:.ssmg sample resppnses for !
' partlcular questions. ' . °
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. - ' gTHE OHI.O STATE UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES
. Clrculata.on Desk, Main Library

1358 Ne:.l Avenue Mall
’ i BOOK LOSSES IN LIBRARIES - A PILOT OPINION SURV*EY

Ld

-

b

) WINTER QUARTER, 1974 -

. -.\' 4

Please don't put your name on this paper.
for statisticql purposes only.

*

The results of the survey will be used

You may return this Questionnaire to the surveyor,

the desk in the Biglogical Sciencés Library, or the desk in any other Departmental

L:Lbrary, or the Clrculat:l.on Desk .Main Library.

\

L. Name of College or Department

coM BOS  coM  BOS ¢, , .
TOTAL ~ '74 174 175 '75 . College or Department Code Numbers
132 ° 17 49 30 36 0l= College of Arts and Sciences
302 151 0 49 2 02= College of Administrative Sc:l.ence
14 6 2 4 2 03= Graduate School (College) *
24 9 7 5 3 04= Division of Comtinuing, Education ¢College)
22 7 5 4 6 05= Non-0SU Student or other, alumni
46 4 20 7 15 06= College of Agriculture .
5 3 6 ., 2 Yo 07=' Gollege of Engineering &
7 6 0. 1 0 08=  Department of Sociclegy
1L 5 1% 5 0 09= Ddpartment of Accounting
2 1 07 1 0 ~ 1:0= Department of Management Science
22 15 0 7 0 11= Department of Economics "’
14 9 L1 4 0 12= Department of Geography |
"2 2 0 0 0 13= Department of Finance .
2 1 0 1 0 14=+ Department of Indus. & Sys. Engr.
6 14 1 4 . 0 15= Department of History
9 6 0 3 0 16= Division of Public Admlm.stratlon -
4 1 3 0 0 . 17= Department of Chemlstry
10 10 0 0 0 20= Department of Chemical Engineering ’
7, 5 o 2.0 21= Department of Political Science-
‘ 6 4 L0 2 0 22= Departmen'ﬁ:“.of Psychology
9 3 0 6 0 23= Commerce Library ‘ t
22 9 1 12 0 25= ‘§chool of .Home Economics "
1 1 0 0 0 26= Dept of*Early and Mid. Ch. Educ.
8 2 0 3 0 27= Dept. of Agricultural Econ and Rural Soc’.
10 6 » 1 2 1 28= College of Education
39 , 15 - s 1> 9 29= University College .
3 2 K N § 0 * 8l= Department of.City & Regional P!anning
"2 1 0 1 0 32= Department of Educational Dvlpt
L v 1. 0 0 0 33= Department of Ceramics Engineering
6 2 0 2 2 34= School of Journalism
19 0 12 0 7. 35= Department,of Microbiolog
5% 2 14 ~5 32 36= S8chool of Natural Resouz%gs
22 0 11 0o , 1 37= Department of Botany
69 0 36 1 32 38= Department of Zoology
1 0 1 0 0 39=" Department of Physiological .Chemz.stry
6 0 3 0 3 40= Department of Genetics
6 0 s .0 « 3 41=> Department of Agronomy )
20 0 16 0 4. 42= (College of Biological Science
3 . o 1 ‘0 2 43= Divigion 'of Landscape Horticulture
17 . 0 5 2 10 44= Department of Entomology
1 L 0 0 0 45= "Medical” :
7 0 -3 .0 2 . 46= Department of Plant» Pathology ) .
— w . v
) 15 *

3 . w

o

W




_COM

L

228

=

1047 318

287

214

13"

T

Y

. BOS COM  BOS: COLLEGE " OR DEPAR‘I‘NENI' CODE NUMBERS
TOTAL 74  '74 '75  '75 k!i ‘
8. 0 4 0 4 -~ 47= Division of B:Lology .
8 1 4 1. ¢ 48= Department of Horticulture
4 0 1 0- 3 9= Department of Agricultural Bdueation
4 2 1 0 L ° §0= School'of Social Work
4 0 L 1 2 51= . Division‘ of Dental Hygiene
7 0 5 -1\l 52= Sthool of Allied Medical Professions
2 0 1 0 .17 83= - Depaxtment of \Biophysics
2 0 1 0"’ L = Department of Animal Science
1 0 1 e 0 55= Department of Poultry.
2 1 1 .0 0 56= Department of Physics
2 0 2 0 0 57= Department of Dalry Science ,
1 1 o "0 0 - 58= Departmeyt of Civil Engineering
2 L 0 1 0 59= Division of Physidal Education
2 0 1 1 0 60= Department of Sci-Math Education
L 1 0 0 0 61= College of Dentistry
1 0 1 0 f o0 62= Department of Dance .
4 0 1 1 .2 63= Department of Anthropglogy .
2 L 0 1 0 64= College of Law
/\\‘-{T 1 0 1 65= School of Nursing
t2 "1 0 1, 0 66= Div. of Hospital and Hea].th Services Adm.
3 L 0 2 0 67= Department of Compu]ker and Info Sciende
1 0 «0 0 1l 68= 1Inst. of Polar Stydies - '
4 o ° 0 b 4 ° . 69= Coliege of Pharmacy Lo
1 0 0 0 L 70=  Physiology k
1 0 0 0 L~ 71= Botany and Zoology '
1 0 0 0 1* 72= Geology - ‘ \
L 0 0. 0 1 73= Developmental- Bio].ogy \ -
1 0 0 0, 1l 74= Pathology R
1L - 0. 0 0 1 75= Biosciences Library |
3 0 0 0 3 76= Environmental Biology

Responses to thie fol .owing questions indicate the factors number * of

respondents (N)
The factors
A

AumHoOS

checking answers, and the per cent (,g) of total respondents

Acadanic factors'
Criminal factors

Library factors
Social factors
Test question |,

o w-unn i

4

Demographic information
Individual, personal fact&rs

>

}'




L3 . [ .
3Se .check status:” . L

,* .
Freshmdp-

e
ke
~
iy

. Junior Co . .
, - Senior g !
» - Graduate School

.« Faculty

e Other; please specify

Male
Female

.
ALl

About how many times do you'use the librafy:

15 (1.4) a. WNever N
(33:2) b. 1 per week

92 - {8,7) ¢. 1 per month .
(14.6" d. - Other; ‘please specify
236,81 * e. More than 1 per week

E | B

. 5. Have you had ass:.gnments which’ directed you to -

- use the library: s .
. (86.‘}() e a. Yes T 31./. . .
.(12.6) ‘3 No o e o 5

\ 6., If you have had such assignménts, did t!oley:.

a. Havé a reading list with books frow#the ,
libraty mclnﬂeg

b. Have,no read:ung list and. left the choice
of books to you.

¢ * Both

Does the library collection have erough books and

magazines to’complete class assignments? 7

) _g____—“',_!tl!-— . _640__(60.5)

~Yes -
L% « 182 (17.2) No ‘ (
L~ 161 (15.2) - .Undecided _
d . se check any of the following which are true:
g"[. 97 (9.2} Books do not circulate for a long enough ftime :
- L 15 - (L.4) Cannot borrow encugh books at-a single tfme
' J L 23 (2.2) Cannot renew bgoks
* YL .4 19 (1.8)° Can only renew books ofie time .
H "L N 168 (15.4) Cannot check out magazines -
vy BT 275 (26.0) Books which are needed do not circulate .
i .. L 136 (12.9) Other; please specify . .

) ‘ o 14

Jophofiore - S -




[

* FACTOR

cwoTo

== o

ooou

)

-

il

.

N ol ol =533

e

N (%)

10 (0.9)
£ 162 {15.3)

178 (16.37

604 (57.1)
01, (9.5)

250 (23.6)
. 254 (24.0) .
337 (31.9)

’| I
798 (76.4)
252 « (23.8)

177 (16.7)
449 (42.4)

28 « (2.6)
"135.-(12.8)

'435 (41.1) -
2 .

(2.4)
65 (56.1)

5 (0.5)
199 (18.8)

a,w’ 3
998~ (94.3)

13 (1.2)
38 (3.6)

127 ({2.p

ngﬁﬂ

o *

- - §
-

\ w

9. 1what is the main use you, wake of the l:bbxary

a.. -Leisure. reading books .
-b. Class assignment boo}ts , . .
¢. Btudy hall S
d. All/more than 1 of the abo‘(e oW T
e. Other; please specify C .

ta

19. How many books do you check out of the lEbrafry?.
a. None , . .
b, 1 per week ‘
¢. 1 per month ' RN
(d: Other; please specify ‘

-11. Do you use any other libraries?
a. Yes
b. Wo "4

: L
12, * If yes, what sort of library was it? ™~

a. Publie Library i
b. Other CoLlege/Um.versﬂg Library
c. Other:; please specify

d Both a and b above

you have read:

/¥, Jonathan Livingston Seagul

b. Return of Atlantds N -
c. Go Ask Alice

d. The Goat-~Faoted God

e. Body-language ‘

public use? /

[ N N\ ) = ) ! I|I .
a. Yes : S .
'b’o NO ) ;. h e ’

é. Don't know .

14a If the 11brary does have ph’otocopylng machlnes,

.a. The mdchines are notfkept in good repair
.- b. Too expensive to copy -long articles .
i c. The quality of the reprodnctlons is bad
d. Other: please specify

Does the library have photo opyin%' machines for =

please check any of the follong which ate true:-

-

e




[ L5~ Does the library have a formal or er.tten .
, policy stating disciplinary measures and
/ R . penalties for those who take books?
L/C, 406 (38.4) ‘a. Yes
L/C. 78 7.4 b. No .
CL/C . 561 (33.0) ¢. Don't know
Lo 1 | S

. ) 16. Do you think that book. losses are a serious
i ' ~ problem in your Library?.

/ . . ' . - ‘
L/C 637 (60.2) . a. Yes - L -
L/C ¢ 56 (5.3 b. Mo v
L/C 359 (33.9) " ¢. "Don't knoy
17. What is the worst resuit of the loss of o

library materials which have not been
properly checked out:

8/L/C 52 (4.9) %. - Logs in terms of money
S/L/C - 826 (78.1) b. Depriving other borrowers ,of the use of
o ' . .* material - o
! s/L/¢ 18 (L.7) c. Other; please specify i " -
. 8/L/¢C 143 +(13.5) d. More than L above ~
18a. .Do you think that removing a book from the
‘ _ library without having it properly checked
’ out violates any moral code or standard?
» /¢ 430 -(87.9) a: Yes g . i
. ~8/¢ 51 (4.8 4 b, No toab sl ’
.. 8/C "66 (6.2) " ¢, Undecided-
S , ‘ ‘ ]
18b. Would you define the act as illegal?
¢ 83 (79.0) . 4. Yes ”
¢ 114 (10.8Y - b, No -
¢’ 97 (9.2) . ¢. Undecided - :
t . ) 1 . \
, i8¢y Is it a form of larceny-for which a person
- - " could be prosecuted? -Larcény is defined as
7/ "the unlawful taking away of another's
property without his conse d with the
. - intention of depriving hiff of.it"?"
LA C .. ~ 729 (68.9) ‘a. Yes
, €7 146 (13.8) b, No ;
: C CO1e6 (15.7) é. Undec:l.ded P
N .
) . To19. There may be many factors in the lz.brary which
1 “ cause-a person to take books without properly
. : . L . éhecking them out. Please check any ‘of the
' . [ followilig which-are true: . -
, . s N
540 (51.0) a, Not enough copies in high c‘réuhan'd
436 (41.2) ’ b. Circulation restrictions ,
154 (14.6) ¢. .No photocoPy machines available”
ve 42  (4.0) d. Not enough books in a really interesting

o . arpa such as astrology
43 (4.1 19ve. L:Lbrary policies are formulated ‘for l:.brarians.~

' \ . . b




e

-
r

oo e,

L/ /T

LG/

L/

oW w

§/1

L/C/T
WL/ C/T

L/C/T

A/S
A/S

L/C
L/Ct
L/C

N

99
75
77
194

T 424

539
33

475
77

194

235 ..
22T

LOO

881
40

765

353
68

49

215
783
22

(%)

19

(7.
- (7.

(18.

(40,
.9)
(3.

(50

(44.

(18.
,(22.
1‘(1f20.

(9.

(83,
(3.

(72.

(33.

(4.

. (8.

(20
(74

4

1)
3)
3)’

20,

L)

1)

21.

22.

5)
3)-
8)

23‘

24.

.3)
0)
(2.

1} .

. b. 15 out of 100

. Please estimate about how much the averagerbook ,.~_

d. Rules are designed for selfool admlnistratlon, 7

-e. Other: please specify =

.library to process a repracement copy of a
" book whlch has bze

17

not for students

. The fine rates are too high

It takes too long to check out books
. Don't know how to check out a bodk

. Othet

H;:I"U’Q Hh

Please estimate how many books are taken
each year without being checked out properly:

<

L}

a. )l out of 100

¢. Other ~
~ , :

There may be many soecial factors which o
cause-a person to.take books without properly ~
checking themgput. Check gny of the following
“which are true: -
a. Not enough money ‘to buy desired books !
b. Take books to be part of group or to gain

status-’
¢c. It is OK to take books since they are publie

property and belong to everyone
‘d. It is a challenge - -
e. Other: please specify ' oA

costs: ‘ v

a. $3t00 . ‘ ‘ '
b. $15.00 ¢ 2 5
»¢ . Other -
% o .
There may be factors about the library which
cause a person to take books without checking *
them out“properly. Please check any of the
following which are true: :

a. Teachers give a331gnments ‘which requi}e e
everyone to use the same material .
b. Pressure to get good grades . ' -
¢. School is a drag and taklng books is a form
of rebellion

not for students

Please estimate about how much -1t costs the L .
n taken

a. $2.00\
b. $12.00 _
¢. Other . b- ' - e

20

-+




~ 422

N T
™
317 (30.0Y
518 (49,0
720 (68.1)
iza  (12.7)
42 (4.0)
326 * (30.8)
113 {10.7Y
71 (6.7)
24 (2.3)
120 (LL.3)
903 = (85.3)
\ k|
(39.9)
16- (1.5)
488 (46.1)
57 . (5.4)
326  (30.8).
444  (42.0)
41 (3.9)

s

T

26.

25‘

27

+

'There may be factors in an 1nd1v1dual“s make—
up which cause him/her to tdke books' without

A properly charging them out. Check any of the

followlng whlch are true: |, o

_a. Wants to own the book itself J;ather than .

. the infomation infit
*b. Wants to add books{ to personal co Llection

c. Yants £o'have bookd handy for’ future, '

" reference

d! Porm of rebellion .

e. Thinks it will help h /her to be part of
the group

f. Does not think 1t is wrong kind of .
behavior

g. Parents want good grades and taking the
books helps to accomplish that

hi Other; please specify . .

N \ .

Which of the following ;tatetnents do you think _

your librarian would make about books which
are taken without belng properly checked out?
a. It is not a serious problem. People take
“the book s,. but : always return them eventually
b. 1f students do tdke bHoks it is the fault of
« their teachers who give everyone the same
assxgnment and do not chieck to see’if the
library has enaugh books to go around .
c¢. This is a very setious. problem. It is dis-
honest to take books and depriwves %veryone"
of their use
d. I would like to buy more copies of p0pular
books, but the la.brary buﬂget is net large
enough .
e. Other " =
Please check one of the following to indic,a:e}
which is the most likely reason for 'student
te take books qlthout properly chargmg them
out : -

a. lerary factars
books «din high
strictions

b. Social factors;
t'o -gain status

¢. School factors; fol éxample,-elass assign-
ments or academic pressure

d. Individual make-up; for-example, wants to

. own books or have them for future reference

.\ -
for example, riot enough
marid. or circulation .re-

example, a cha llenge‘ or

. &. Other- please specify

21 o ' /)

18’




v R J 7 e -
- h &
le (%) - . - - l ) ) ‘ . :.a- r . . {
L , i q' " - - : -t ‘) ’ é
. - 28. Do any of your friends take books w:l.thout%- -
- o ' properly check:f them- out? . < ,
wf ° . + R . “Q“J' o .- -
194 °© (18.3) ,8. Yes el 2 . .
267 . (27.1) boto - 0 o I
. %588 (52.7) ' e..Den't know N .
' - 29, 'If they do take books what sort %o£ bodks ‘ ’
. ‘-are taken" .« : IR AN I "-e%\
Y(10.3) . a. Reference Book > u ‘ ' . / ) -
(6.5) b. Reserve l?,ook'ga ot 7. .
.6) - ¢. General Cire tmg Book T - .
-8) d Recreational Regdlng 4T ~
.5} tgther, please spec:.
30. Are the books ;eturned even‘f:ua“l.lﬂy" ol A
0% . a. Yes_ | = . R X
6) . b.No e . - J
.8) ¢ ¥Sometimes ; = N 2.:' v o -
. (0.9} d. bon't know . 7 . ; \ )
\.\. " é . / ,c; e -
3L. Do you think students continug tostake books . ‘
AN without checking them out prppgrly once they T
y ﬁi] . have started" o ] % 0 ) .
. . A \ . .' N . 3 . - . & .
. 1/¢ Y648 (61.2% "a. Yes T see ..
- I/C, 42 (4.0} b. No - . S A
I/C - .3‘19. (30.2% - .e. Don't know L <y T T
L ’ o 32. If yourwere in the library anﬂ obse ed a
. T oo ' fellow student- leaving Avith a: bopﬁﬁl’ich you
. , L ‘ .. knew was yot checked , would-ybu refort | g .-
e ’ . , that fact |to the libra ian" g ' ” .
c . 296 . (28.0)  “a. Yes ‘ B '. ,‘f,""' i ' -
C 366 (34.6) . -b. No . LTI e .
c 3717 .(35.1}y . e. Don't know R - . i
B ‘8‘-:
' . ) N 33. Would you approach the person &nd’ remlnd 'hi&
; , - . her to check out the book? . i
’ N - - “ ‘;’ ¢t . %
1/C/8 297  (28.1) d&. Yes .- -, A "
[ 1/¢/S, 433 (40.0) . b. No L SR R
' 1/¢/8 - 318 (30.1) e. Don't know - ° PRl : £ .
- ‘ . . m.‘ ’
s 34. JIF you were doing to-take a boolo without, properly .
BN checking it out, which of the follow{ng wo%d, be
A the most likély ~cauge? | - .
} I I I "":. ’ . -2
L 444  (42.0) Q.. Library factors? for/ example,, not- enough -
‘ "~ copiles of bookt in h:.gh demand or c:.rculavz.% .
restrictions PR X
g -‘l« ) -7 R P —.- ) ) L4
\ \




L] S/C
/¢

Cose

sjc
. 8/¢
, 8/C

10§
40
94
32
29

§99 .

507
143
486
385

342

* o 86

e 37.

" (56.6)

. (47.9)
T(18.8).
1(45.9)

J

(3§.i)

(32.3)

(8.1)

. 4 '
. People in general may have certain attitudes -

d. School factons: for example, class assign-
ments or academic pressure

‘O

e. Other' please specify ' /\

Have you ever taken a book frOm a l:.brary *
without checking it out properly'?

a. Yes N
b. No .

Did you eventually return it to the lG.brary?

a. Yes . ) -

b o ’ . ‘I
c. Don'\t know \>

What sort-of book(s) was it? {Check!any which
apply)

a. Befétence Book

b. Reserve Book" :
¢. General Circulating Book A
d. Recreational Reading

e. Other: please specify

about book loss which could be important in
stopping the<taking of books which have hot

been properly checked out. Please check any

of the fo Llowi'ng which are True: P

,a. A student who takes books does not, thmk

that the behavior is abnormal
‘b. A student who tdkes books\doee—Jnot think,

that the behavior is illegal
ey “The Librarian does not speak of book loss
“ in tgrms such as dishonesty or theft —

+* d. The student's friends do not speak of book

loss in terms such as dishonesty or ‘theft

e. The student's friends do not think that the
behavior is abnormal

f: A student who takes books does not feel

there is anything particularly wrong since.
public officials in-governpent and big
business gain large sums through illegal

means
g. Other pl.ease speci_fy poe

A . f ‘ N
;253 L ' )

. - 20
t
b. Sacial _factors; for example, a challenge \
. or to gain status
‘c. Individual make-\p; for example, wants to >
own books or have them for future reference i

L]
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© " PACTOR N (% '
39. Ts 2t desirable to attempt to identify and
’ stop a student who takes.books from the
libdary without cliecking them out properly: «
C <768  (74.3) a. Yes s
C 100 (9.53) b. No .
C 120 (LL.3) c. Don't know "
C 21 (2.0 d. Other ' -
- - 40. Should such students be punished in any miray?
. . ‘ LY
C 604 °(57.L)‘t a. Yes . o L -
C .9 (o1} . b. No :
C. 285 . (26.9) ¢. Undecided ®
_ C 51 (4.8) d. Other; please specify
ey . .
” 41. Would, there be less book loss if penaltles\
. - were heavier? - V4 . —_—
c . 427 {40.4) © . a. Yes - / . ~
c ¢+ 327 (30.9) b. No e o
C - 283  (26.7) ¢. Urdecided e o s
« . ] . R ' s ) :
o - 4la, Would there be less book loss if students ~
8 . knew .there was'; stricter surveillance over
- books leawidg the library? .
€ _+ 846 (80.0) . . Yes ~
C 78 (7.4) b. No .
.\ C - 114 (10.8) c. Don't know i}
42. - Please check one of the following metbéds
: which would be most effective in stopping
7 a person from taking books which are not
properly checked out from the library.
L. s (15.6) a. Publicity campajgns ¢
B 234 (26.8) b. Exit guards
L " 58 (5.5} ¢.. Student body honor system o
- L 19 (18.8) - d. Charging-desk,at entrance to provide .
. . ‘ visual contro '
~, L 679. (64.2} e. An electronic system that would give an
: - l alam if anyone tried to leave without
ot - y properly checking out a book
58 (5.8} f. Other; please specify
_ " 43. How might the bock loss problem be solved?
T A 1207 (11. 33 a. Change the school pressures
L 260- (24.6) b. Change the library policies ,~ .
¢ 347 (32.8) c. PubLiclze the fact that it iwas wrong and N\ -
. {llegal to take books >
- 579 (54.7) | d. Tdentify and stop those -pe0ple who do it
P 107 . (10,17 e. Other: please specify | ‘
[} o8 i ‘ .
- .

£ ‘ 24 . . | ‘.Q




-]
578 (54.6)
-
342 (32.3)
‘78 (7.4)
7 (0.7}

3

31 '2.9)
468 (44.2)
\ F] *

-

\kt. Librarians have proposed two wafg.the& could

1

handle-the book problem. Please check which

one ygﬁ think would work best:

a. Concdentrate- on preventing books from being
taken - '

b. Use loss as an indicator of areas in'which
the 'library needs to improve its service

¢. Both *

d. Other . «

45. Have you filled out this questionnaire before?

3

. .
a. Yes .
- .
b. No . . . .
. . %
»
*
* - -
-
*
. : -
L3
*
» . - -
*
.‘ * -
*
. . .
Ll
* L
N -
- ™
. -
*
\ . .
-
»
L
*
- » : + T
. _
4
L3 r"
.
-
i/ -
>
. *
A
*
[
Ny
ok “
L) . ’
- *
-
- ! . ~
L)
L -
. ¥ .

22
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APPENDIX B . .
- . . st
- " .
Significant Questions on® \ . \ v
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TABLE 6 : MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE 1970, 1965 and 1955

GRADE 7 SAMPLES (N g7 = 1031, Nigqq = 1147, Nygoo = 917) :
¢ . )
. : 1970 1965 . 1955 Significance
Test 31 of Difference
Sb . X S.D. X S.D. X S.D. | Between Means
Intelligence Test  {104.64[14.24 [ 102.21]12.61 | 96.26] 12,42 p<.0S
Wesé~Knowledge (10 min)| 42.04{14.02 | 42.96[13.87 | 44.18 14. _ p<.0s )
R?gg;;feggzsgzﬁgi“g 37.80[13.93 | 35.49[11.33 | 34.84] 10.35 p<.0S o
Addition 44.17| 6.96 | 44.80| 5.79 | 43.62| s.s5 p<.0S
Subtraction . +l48.03{10.12 | 49.98| 9.87 | 47.96|  8.72 p<.0S
Multiplication - 31J39‘ 5.96 33.22| 4.86 | 32.55| 4.94 p p<.0S .
Pivision 31.28) 9.25 | 33.39] 8.31 | 34.37| 9.14 p<.0S
Spelling (Words) ° 36.52{11.17 | 43.27| 8.14 - - | p<.05 '
Spelling (Sentences) 26.77[13.06 28.14|11.00 - - p<.0%

I3

Table 6, predic;abl} corroborates the patte of results evident from an
inspection of the median scores. . For reasons already discussed the 1960 means
could not be tabled. A univariate analysis of variance establishéd that on
each test the difference'Petween the lgygest and smallest year-group mean was
statistically significant, ‘ ’
. ' . & -

Apart from the mean differences, the relative size of standard deviations
is of interest. In every instance the standard deviations of the 1970 sample,
irrespective of the sizerﬁf means, is larger than the standard deviations of
the 1965 and 1955 samples. The standard deviation is a measure of dispersion
of scores. This means that in th% 19?0ﬂsamp1e pupil test.scores were

“more widely spread about the mean.
& .

In Brder to provide a more complete comparison of performance across . ‘
all four year groups frequency distributioné were computed according to the
manner adopted in the 1960 survey. The achievement test scCores were trans-
formed into Grade Point Averages for this purposélwhile the infelligence
test results were transformed into standardized I.Q. test scores. -

+
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DIVISION
Grade Norms 1955 1960 . 1965 . 1970
Less than 4.0 3.4 4.1 " 2.3 a.1
4.0 - 4.9 4.3 5.1° 4.5 9.5
5.0 - 5.9 24.7 18.2 23.1. 32.07
6.0 - 6.9 20.9 18.9 24 .4 21.73
7.0 - 7.9 23,2 20.92 24.8 18.13
More than 7.9 23.4 32,7 20.9 14.52
MULTIPLICATION
Grade Norms 1955 1960 1965 " 1970
Less than 4.0 2.0 1.5 1.4 2.8
4.0 - 4.9 4.5 4.8 3.8 7.89
5.0 - 5.9 33.8 24.3 20.0 40.0
6.0 - 6.9 24.4 18.3 17.7 18.2
7.0 - 7.9 19.7 24,3 25.2 24,17
More than 7.9 15.6 26.7 32.0 15.7
ADDITION
Grade Norms 1955 1960 1965 1970
Less than 4.0 9 .4 .6 1.0
400 - 4.9 707 5.3 403 6.1
5.0 - 5.9 20.3 12.7 12.5 19.61
6.0 - 6.9 24.5 17.9 19.3 22.3
7.0 - 7.9 22.2 13.5 24.8 18.6
More than 7.9 24.4 50.2 38.5 32.29
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which each original test score is multiplied, are called discriminant

weights or coefflclents and these (slightly wodified) will be tabled

below.
4 ¢
The equation, r
~
Yl = a xl + A, xz + a5 X3 ------ a X

3 . . .
is called the discriminant function. Yl is a discriminant score,
a; ... a are the discriminant weights, and X, PR X are the test scores
(Xl = 1.Q., '= Word Knowledge, etc.). *

With three groups (SUCh as the %?SS, 1965 and 1970 year groups) two
functlons may usually be extracted Thus one or two functions may succinctly
descrlbe the year group difference§ where seven tests results were initially

l{ © used. ThlS is one of .the real values of multlple discriminant analysis.
By examining the mean dlscrlqyﬁant scores for each group (these are known
D - as centroids) and by examining the relative welghts assigned to the different
&&rlgbles a deeper understanding of the group differences may be gained.

‘-\...‘l
[

In the analysis of the 1970, 1965 and 1955 year groups two statistically
significant,functions were éxtrécted. "The chi-square test of 51gn1flcance
for dlgkrlmlnatlon by the first dimension yielded a ‘value of 471.99,

r \ s;gqlflcant wE11 beyond the .00% leyel, while the second dimension, with
PR \ a chi&square value of 74.08, was also significant beyond the .001 level,.
* The first vector (or function) accounted for 87 per cent of the predictable

variation betweén the thrée'year groups, while the’ second function accounted

for the remaining predictable variation. ; .

Correlations between the generated discriminant scores and the original

seven test scores are shown in Table 10.

It can be noted from this data that the 1.Q., reading comprehension and
division tests have the highest loadings on the first discriminant function
nd, largely characterise the d}mension measured by this function. The
bility to s cessfully co:BIepe the 1.Q. and reaaihg comprehension tests,
distinct from the division test tend to determine a pitpil's score on .

the first function. C, -
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7.

Grade 5 and Grade 7 Comparisons

»
aail

As identical reading comprehension, word knowledge and, arithmetic
tests were administered to both the Grade 5 and Grade 7, 1965 and 1970

samples, a further basis of comparison was available. The results are

shown 'in Table .
TABLE 12: COMPARISONS BETWEEN GRADE S AND GRADE 7 MEAN SCQRES FOR 1965
AND 1970 YEAR GROUPS ~ )

v

-,
-

165" Yo 1970
Word Knowledge: Grade S 25.97 25.86
Grade 7 |  42.96 42.04
Reading Grade 5 24.43 < .08
Comprehension: . de 7 35.49 | .37.80
Addition: Grade S 37246 | 36.67
Grade 7 {  44.80 U as.7 .-
Subtraction: Grade S 36.31 37.28 . :;
. Grade 7 [. 49.98 48.03 [\
Multiplication: Grade 5 27.44 24.11 )
- . Grade 7 33.22 31.89
o )
Division: Grade 5 |, 24.26 21,42
~ Grade 7 33.39 31.28 N

- x

-

The statistics in Table 12, apart from allowlng some direct compariSOn
of Grade 7 and Grade 5 standards (as measured by the partlcular test
administered), permit mQre accurate estlmate of perfprmance trends and

. . v
interactions. .

3

For example both the reading comprehension and word knowledge tests
indicate substantial differences between Grade 5 'and Grade 7 samples.
This difference apart from confirming the fact that students acquire

considerable skill and knowledge between the Grade S and érade 7 level,

e P SR,

‘iarhalso indicate that for Grade S students ‘the tests are too difflcult
The Mgan Gnade 5 word knowledge score was only one quarter of the total

possible score.

? s
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, A further use of the Table above i to determine whether the trends
-for 1965 and 1970 are consistent for Grade 5 and Grade 7. .In technical
terms this quest:on may be framed by ask:ng whether Xhere is an enteractlon
» :betﬂeen grade and year of survey Probably the most significant interaction
-~ ~ treid concerns the reading comprehens:on results r:I‘he relative. 1mprouement

iR Grade Z,readgng is not apparent at the Grade S level. There is.no .

correspondlng interaction of thig type in the closely related ‘word knowIedge. .
¥ ' .

Explaining this result is a speculative matter. Of course there, is the

-99551b111ty that the relative gain is due to sampllng error. 4Qr, the effect

T} o fmay . déil be due to some factor (such as experience of Grade 7 teacﬁers or a
e ) currlculum innovation) which has not been considered in the survey.

i'\‘/ Lyt “j';,"r
-, ~ The 1960 Peak - %

The relatively outstanding performance of'tHe 1960 sample deserves some
discussio Was that year the highwater mark of rade 7 achlevement in the
paslc skills tested? What alternative explanations exist? A first point of
verificatidn might be an examination of sampling procedures. Anomaliés “in

-

i the selection of pupils may,have introduced bias,

The 1960 report does not elaborate the procedures adopted in drawing
the sample. It simply states that "During the_ last week in Octoher 1960,
1,000 children in Grade 5 and 1,000 children in Grade 7 classes throughdut

A0

the State were given a battery of tests". (p.1)} However official records,
indicate that based on location and class of school, a proportionate_random
sample was selected. In other words, sampling proceduregfwere comparablee,//
to those adopted in the other surveys. - ..

<

A second possible source of error coyld,nave beentthe marking and scal-
ink procedures adopted for the 1960 survey. However,, the arrangements
adopted for the 1960 survey were comparable to those adopted for the other
surveys. Listswith full instructions for adminlgierrng and mark:ng tests
were sent to schools. The class teaeﬁeri then adm:nlstered the tests mark- °
ed them from keys provided, entered results on the scoring sheets prov:ded
- .and .xeturned to Head Officp all tests, both used and unused 1nstruct10ns
/L and gnarking keys. 1In the 1%60 surbey, Er the first tlme automatic data
processing procedures were utilised and fbasic dnalyses, following full
specification, were contracted to I.B.M. .Thus while complete standard-. °

isation of test administration procedures could not be totally ensured,
Q . '
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there appears no reason to suggest why any anomaly might have occurred in

1950 rather than in any other survey.

-

The relatively high average test scores of %he 1960 subgroup must
stand as reasonable estlmates of that particular sample's performance lor
several pf the tests, notwlthstandlng that statistical tests are not
possible, the difference$ between median scores for that year and the
other survey years seem of sufficient ma%pitude to rule out the caprice

of sampling error as an .explanation of events.

The Intelligence Test Results >

~ The mean intelligence test scores showed a consistent upward trend
rover all survey occasions at both th; Frade 5 and Grade 7 level. On none
of the skill tests was this pattern repeated. The simplistic conclusion
that follows is that children are becoming progressively "brigﬁter",

though not necéssarily more able to read and compute.

The 1865 report noted this trend and suggested that“factors to be
con81dered were the exclusion of 'special schools" and the lapse of time
since the norming of the Australian Council for Educational Research's
Intermediate D Intelligence Test in 1949. While a renorming would have
adjusted subsequent survey averages closer to the theoretical '"average
100" this event would not help explain why in this particular intelligence
test progressively over each f1ve year period ‘children havg successfully
completed more test items. )

For some reason ¢hildren appear to ;;Ebming more adept at responding
to the¢ items that compose the Australian Council for Educational Research
Intelligence Test, Whether this facility is attributable to more than test

wiseness (practicq and eXposure to comparable types of tests or test itéms)

or, whether the schools have been progressively incorporating into their

curricula cémponents that might form the basis of an intelligence test,
* is open to question. An inquiry following the 1970 test administration
indicated that many children had completed a form of the Australian Council
for Educational Research Intelligence Test early in the year under the

ditrection of Departmental Guidance Officers. However, both hypotheses

»
-
.

segﬂ\plausible.

37
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A Eg;a}ex1ng aspect of this trend, assumlng that it represents a real
gain in 8b111ty to respond to 1nte111gence tests, is that it has not been
agcomapn}ed by 51q}lar patterns of performance on the skill tests. It has
already been noted that most of the tests are at least moderately inter-
correlated. For the Grade 7 sample the correlation coefficients ranged
from 0.40 for addition to 0.72 for reading comprehension. This cirsumstance
makes explanation more difficult. This phenomenon seems worthy of further

investigation. .

The Relationship Between School and Other Factors to School Achieveﬁent,
®

»

-

Need for Caution

[
. . . . -~
It has already been discussed in this Report that the survey is not

an appropriate means of determining the influence {or causal rclatipnship)
between school orgénisational factors and school achievement. This view
can be easily demonstrated in Table 13: Mean Grade 7 Achiéfement Test
leferences According to Certain School and Other Factols. Results from
the survey-in 1965 and 1970 have consisténtly favoured class sizes of
forty or more pupils. .The 1960 survey found that the highest levels of
achievement occurred in classes of fifty or more chilgrénl Does this mean
that the Education Department should rush towards increasing class size?
Obéiously not. There is no substantial evidence that class size, of itself,
contributes to higher or lower school achievemenht. It could well be that
more skilled tgachers are found in larger classes, a deliberate strategy
effected by the_sghool principal. ThlS hypothesis, like many others ‘that
would be advanced is largely speculative. The survey at least cannot
substantiate or dismiss these explanations. In a similar manner there
is-little td be gained in attributing causal influences to" the relation-
;hips that occur, say between location of school and achievement. This is
not to say that the results in Table 13 are nec®ssarily of no use. As .
deseription of achievement according to the vﬁriéus categories they are a
valid record. Yet even as description the usefulneés must be qualificd.
For example what is served by knowing that pupils in metropelitan schools
did "better" than children in country schools at multiplication though
worse at division. It seems absurd to think that there is some underlying
quality of country schooling which inhibits multiplication skills yet
facilitates division shkills. Presumably, differences of this type arc

largely due to sampling error.

924
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' TABLE 13: MEAN GRADE 7 ACHIEVEMENT TEST DITFFFRENCES ACCORDING TO CERTAIN SCIIOOL AND OTHER FACTORSlr

L

3

A

x|

. . - Class Size? [Class Grouping3) Streaming Class of School
) \?fxf::ozg?I;Ofs) EfcizégnrOfMgtzgoi (+ favours (+ favours ’ (+ favours (+ favours
t Test ) s,00¥ b ﬁ 7| larger) grouped) streaming) | Class 1)
- 55 63 70 55 65 70 65 70 65 70 65 | 70 55 65 70 | &
w - ‘
. Intelligence Test +0.26|-0.391+0.51 1+43.22[+3.21§+1.37 [+2.79+5.71 -1.421-1.44 -0.121-1.31 ] -1.95|-1.07|-2.44
) Word Knowledge +1.67]~1,45 —1j40 +3.15]+3.19 -0.51 +2.95}+6.80 -2.35|-1.75 +0.75]-1.04 | -4.19}-1.,711-1.26
’ Reading for Meaning |-0.46|-1.75{-2.25 [+2.97}+0.61|-0.85 [+1.19{+7.34 | -0.44 {-2759 -1.18(+1.90 | -3.43}-1.91|+0.65
Addition - -1.38}-1.13-1.25 {-0.91|+2.78{+1.45 |+0.44}+1.59 | -0.56 | -2.59 |+1.694+0.50 | +0.50|+1.58-0.88|,
L Bubtraction -1.17|-0.34|+0.05 | +0.51+3.17 |+1.38 {+1.32}40.73 | -1.81 | +0.12 [+2.63|+0.88 | -1.70|+1.51{-1.64
Multiplicéiion -0.27]|-0.33{-0.30 | +0.99|+1.941+0.54 |+0.90]%1.86 | -1.04 }-0.61 }{+1.68[+0.05 | -1.12|+1.71}-1.41
Division © j-1.12{-0.84[-1.13 | +2.30(+2.97 |-0.06 |+2.18+2.74 | -1.44 | -1.75 [+2.40%-0.44{ -3.38(+0.85(-1.81
‘ Spelling (Words) N.A.|-2.39(-3.43 | +3.,40142,13 [+1.96{+3171 -2.34 { -1.67 4+2.921-1.53 Nﬂé. -1.231-2.33
| Spelting N.A.|-2.47 ’ 3.90+2.88 |+2.04 501 | -1.80 |-1.03 |v2.78]-2.12| w.a. 0.3 ©
(Sentences) AL . R ] _1+3. +2. +2. 45. . . +2. . AL . i
) 1 bifferences are expressed in terms, of raw score units.
2 The mean differences reported in this column are drawn from comparisons between class size -
1 . categories '"31-40" and '"40 of more pupils", where sub-sample sizes were in 1965, 274 and
. 722 pupils respectively and in 1970, 526 and.439 pupils respec}ively. These two categories
contained mearly 90 per cent of the total sample of pupils. *
3 The mean differences reported in this column are drawn from Comparisons between pupils . ~
‘ instructed in either single grade classrooms or classrooms which contain pupils in two
grades. Pupils in classrooms containing more than two grades contributed to less than
five per cent of the total sample. 1In the 1965 sample 871 pupils were in single grade -
classrooms and 18" in rooms contdining two grades. In the 1970 sample 716 pupils were -

39

in single grade classrooms and 201 pupils in rooms containing two grades.

- g
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Sex Differences ’ : ) .

The superior pe?formance of“girls in certain tests of educational N
g .achievement is well noted in the literature. A relativélx faster rate of
cognitive and emotional developmeat is said to be one ¥actor accounting
* for this phenomenon. Table 13 shows on most tests marginal advantages in a
favour of girls. HoweVer: it should be noted that many of the differences
iq mean performance between the sexes are very slight and could be due to
sqmpling error. The occasional superior performance of boys, for example
in word knowledge in 1955 and quEraction in 1970, sugéests the néed for
some quaiification\of clear cut statements of expectation of superior

a

performance on the part of girls. J

- [

Location éf School

- ]

In 1965 the pattern of survey results showed a consistent‘advantage
favouring the metrqpofitan schools. In 19%0 the situation was less clear
with most differences, excepting thg spelling test results, Qf a very small
. 'magnitude. The position is now such that, in terms of the test battery
. employed in the survey, it is not possibie t0 make unqua11fied statements

regarding superlor metropol1tan or éhuntry performance.

L

Class Size

L3

In Order-‘to examlne the relat1onsh1p between class s1ze and achievement
fige categories were arb1trar11y decided: 0-10, 11-20, 21 30, 31-40 and more
than 40. The large majority.of Fhe sample, for 1965 and 1970 (comparable
data, from 1955 and 1960 were not available) were accommodated in categories
of "31-40" and "more tﬁgn 40":\ Consequently only these two categories werc
ntilised in subsequent ahalyses. As Table 13 indicates, without exception

+ differences between mean performanées of children in these categories
favoured children in the larger class size. In the 1970 samplé these
Hiffefences_are of considerablg magnitude, particularly in the tests

containing a "verbal" component.

The 1960 report, discussed a similar trend. It noted that "The best
performance in both grades (Grade 5 and Grade 7) were obtained by children
- in classes of 50 or over. On the composite scores in both grades, this

group had less retardation and more accelerated children than any other

.group™. (p.13) .




Class Grouping

A grouped class_in this study refers to a multi-gradgﬁ;lass; a class
where a single tea&he} is responsible for the supervision of two groups
(or more) of students each largely and cohesively pursu1ng separate
objectives and curr1cula The situation occuTs in thosc s1tuat1ons
where because of insufficient numbers to justify the formation of separate
classes a singlé teacher is given instrUCtional/responsibility for more

than* one grade.

It should be noted that class grouping, along. with other variables

»
employed in this survey, is a-rather coarsely grained variable. It does
not necessarily provide any picture.Pf what instructional st;ategies are
adopted in the classToom, and & great many different procedures may operate

. : . - ,
under a guise of 'mixed grades' or whatever nomenclatuge is used. Eo

Relatively few students are enrolled in Goverﬁﬁéﬁ%Lschools in this
State which operate with a m{xture of more than two grades-id one class-
room. Hence, the statistics derived for classes of three and more grades,
In both the

1965 and 1970 surveys the class containing four grades tended to do better

because of the paucity of numbers, tend to be unré&liable,

than the more grade-homogeneous grbupings. When it is borne in mind that

the sub-sample size for the 1965 -and 1970 was 41 and 11 respectively then
the need for caution becomes apparent. Consequently Table 13 contains
statistics which relate to classrooms with single grade or collectivities

e . N
of two grades. Results favour hy small margins ungrouped classes with
-

.

the single exception of the subtraction test.,

a
o
t

+ Streaming ’ o

' The division of children into classes according to general ability
(streaming) has been 2 contentlous 1ssue for many years. Various education-

al advantages are atrtributed to instruction in either streamed or unstreamed

class grouplng.

The literature tends to be equivocal.

Table 13 does not yield any more conclusive a picture.

Unfortunately,
In both the 1965 *

‘ and 1970 surveys there were superior performances for both the streamed and

unstreamed situations. To add to the inconclusiveness on some tests In

1970 the 1965 pattern of performance was reversed.

Q S ' ’ ]
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It does ngt seem possible to make generéiised statements favouring
streamed or unstreamed conditions. FurthermoTe to conclude that streaming
favours the development of subtraction computation skills yet not multipli-

cation skillss seems a fatuous statement.

A

Class of Schoo!

.For administrative purposes schools are divided by the Educqfion
Department into variousicategorias.' Class TA schools are the largest with
enrolments of approximately 700 cﬁildren. Class.IV schools are the small-
est and are usuélly remote, one teacher schools with enrolment§‘of perhaps
20 children. Thus in some respects "class of school” is a proxy variable

for "school size',

In Table 13 compa}isons are shown in terms of Q{fferehcés between
performances of pupils in Class TA and Class II schools. Thus the iy
comparisons are between children attending the largest and the middle
range of primary schools. To have util}sed Class IV instead of Class II
schools in the,cepbarisop_would have in essence repeated the metrop?litan-

»

country comparisons.

The results are not clear cut though a clear majority of comparisons

favour the children attending the smaller Class II\schoolsl .

-
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CONCLUSIONS : ¢
AL ALl A - ) .
. The 1955 Survey -

3 ] .

The 1955 survey concludes:

1. The main purpose of the survéy was to enquire into the amount

of retardation. This was seen to be very slight in reading, Y
3 whereas there appears to be a definite retardation in
- arithmetic.

The conclusion continues:

It seems possible that there might be some connection betweeh
the methods of instruction used and the amount of retardation.
For some time reading has been approached from the point of

A 1nd1V1dua1 differences. Children are heard read individually
and generally are divided into three or more reading groups
in primary. schools, to the extent that this is standard
practice. This is not so to the same extent for arithmetic,
If individual differences can be cohered for arithmetic bya..
some form of groym instruction as is done by reading it

. B should be possible to accomplish this within the present

’ organisation with ¢lasses existing at present.

2. Because of the naturesmf the tests involving number combinations
and tables, the ¥undamental processes, it would appear that
- these need constant repetition and revision up to Standard VI~
in arithmetic.

-

The report concludes on an optimistic note: . s

3. Care must be taken to see that the satisfactory standard of
reading is maintaiped and that the small percentage of
retarded readérs is eliminated. .

-

In terms of conclusion three, it could be argued that by 1970 the *
. schools were meeting with some success. The number of children reading
below their grade average had been reduced (though not eliminated) and

the overall, standard appeared to have risen considerably. b .

L

The situation in arlthmetlc was more -confused. Gains had been

< achieved in addition and subtracthn ‘while losses had occurred in
K ’ multiplication and division,

. » q : ) * e - ."
. Tee 1960 Survey 84 -

]

i Performance of children in the 1960 survey was.summarised as’

}f follows:

ERIC PR &
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The results seem to indicate that a large reduction of retardation
in reading has occurred over the five years between 1955 and 1960,
and an increase in those children who were considered accelerated
has also become obvious. Arithmetic shows some improvement but not

Y to the same marked degree as in reading (p.1I). s

The improvement in reading was explained in these terms:

It seems p0551ble that durriculum requirements and methods of
! instruction used might bear some relation to the amount of retard-
. ation. For some time teachers and research wofkers have paid a
lot of attention to catering for individual differences in read-
ing. Over the last five years individualized reading schemes,
- the recognition of the necessity to give children readers designed
¢ to cater for their individual abilities, reading readiness
programmes and a greater effort on giving children instruction in
specified reading skills have all helped produce these results
(p.12). . tQ‘“‘j:,\

As 1n 1955 arithmetic results were categorised as "poor" even though some

o

overall improvement had been noted.

Although improvement- in arithmetic has taken place, this has not
been due to any organized effort to produce these results.

In arithmetic, more material is needed to give children the
opportunity to gain a knowledge of number by being able to
understand it, rather than to develop it through rote drills
and abstract experience. It has been said that the, fundamental
processes are of utmost importance in being able to manipulate
numbers. If this is so, the poor results in arithmetic as
measured by the tests used in the survey, will only be obviated
by an effort to produce an approach to number based on under-
standing and a recognition that individuals should be able to ,
_ progress at. their own rate to the limit of their capacity.’ The
Cuisenaire method of teaching number may be_ a solutiom t0 some

of these problems (p.12). { //,4-~u

The 1965 Survey

The report of the 1965 survey is confined largely to a description
.,of results -and contalns little,-if any judgmental observation regardlng

standards of reading or arithmetic.

The emphasis of the 1965 survey was primarily to determine the
influence of selected factorﬁ'such as location and size of school, school

organisation, class size, bus travel and sex of pupil upon pupil achievement.

The réport offered no recommendations for further action. { )

7
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The 1970 Survey

1. Llarge scale longitudinal studies, such as the Survey of Primary Scho&l
Achievement inherit par%icular proEleméaof sampling énd“test reliability
.and validity. These are crucial aspects of any empirical investigation

of this type for unless the sample is demonstrably representative of/fgz
population and the tests are of proven adequacy then anﬁ,conclusi;ns derived

from the survey must be of doubt ful value.

Of these two major considerations, sampling and instrumentation,’ the
former is the more §atisfactory in its present survey format. This is not
to say that there could not afford to be modifications and refinements.

For example, the precision of the sampling would be increased if, assuming
that the present ceiling of approximately 1,000 pupils must remain, a larger
number of schools were selected and some propbrtion randomly chosen from

within each class or grade cohort.

*

3
Of more significance, is the nature of the instrumentation, that is,
the test battery used to monitor standards, . .

* The particular achievement.tests appear to be pitched atyan in-
appropriate diffiéulty'level. They do not adequately discriminate.
They test only a very narrow perspective of priﬁq;y school achievement.
It would appear that more appropriate tests could be adapted or con-
structed to e1ther replace or supplement the ex1st1ng test battery in ,
order to give the survey the depth and meaning that are warrapted by
the last decade of 6ﬁrpicu1um innévation. Without this modification,

a future survey does not seem warranted.

-

It cannot be e&ph;sised too strongly that withdut a proper under-
standing of the. natur¢ of the tests used in the survey, statements
about decline or improvement in®'"standards" are Tikely-to be highly
misleading. Many teachers in 1970 would dismiss the attributes being ,
measured by several of the tests, particularly those relating to
'arithmetic computation, as boardering on the tri&ial in comparison
to the total curriculum of the school,
2. At the Grade ¥ level the overall trehds in primary school achievement -
over the past fifteen years appears to have been that performance in most
of the skills llsted reached a peak in 1960 and deteriorated to Some extent
after that year. 1965 and 1970 comparisons revea¥yd the 1965 year group to

. | 16
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be at an advantage (though in some subjects tpis advantage was nearly

negligible) in all subjects except regding comprehension.

It is worth noting in an attempt to provide balance that the 1955
report concluded that the standard of reading was satisfactory and should
.be maintained. In fact in 1970 performance on the reading comprehension
test had riseh by .a 'statistically significant amount. There is obviously

no absolute standard of performance. , ° .t

-ﬁ; the Grade § level; the discrepancies between the 1965 and 1970
‘year;grOUps favoured the 1965 studerts,

In 1970 there was a greater dispersion of test scores than in any other

survey year.

Interpreting these results is largely speculative owing to the in-
adequacies of the survey .as a research method. It is uhldikely that any?
single factor is responsible for the differences between the year groups.
One tentative explanation put forward is that the partlcular skills measured
by the survey test battery have received less éﬁbha51s in 19?0 owing to
substantlal curriculum change. Teachers in 1970 may not have stressed

these skills to the same extent as their 1960 counterparts.

3. In ggne:;I, it is true of the 1970 year group that according to the
test performances: ; ‘ )
" i. Girls odt performed boys on a majority of tests. \
ii. There did not exist a clear dnd consistent pattern of

results favourlng either metropolltan or country pupils.

iii. Pupils in the larger classes gained on average higher
. scores- than pupils in smaller classes.

iv. Pupils in single graded clas«® out performed pupils in

PR classes with mixed grades. ?

v. Pupils in classes streamed according to general ability
did not consistently gain on-average_higher test scores

than pupils in unstreamed classes.

vi. Pupils in Class II primary schools tended gaih higher
average scores #n most tests than children in Class IA

primary schools.

+
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4.; Consideration must be given to the prospectrof a 1975 survey. In
view of the limitations regarding‘ the current test battery an assessment
must be made whether the likely putcomes of the survey warrant the
investment of resources, To repfice components of the test battery
destroys the longitudinal component of the pmpject. Hence a question
must be posed regarding the value of continuing to administer the
existing tests or whether a fresh start to monitoring standards is
required.
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APPENDIX 1:

CLASS1F1CATION BY SCHOOL OF 1960,

¢

L5

1965 AND 1970 GRADE.!

T

. SAMPLES .
9
L} - A - ia \\
S ‘) \
Total Population Sample
. -
Classification ' % \ I
r : 1960 | 1965 1970 1960 | 1965 | 1970
: Jinior High School | 12,0 |} 10.1 - 12.0 - . -
. Class 1A ' - 22.3 }25.9 7 25,33 | 38.84
-Class I 64.0 | 44.2 | 64.0 64.0- | 49.26 | 40.02-
Class Il 8.0 {(11.8 | 8.0 | 8.0 | 12.36 | 8.67.
‘ Class IIl , 10.0 . 9.7 |10.0 10.0 | 11.84 [ 10.03
R Class IV ‘\\\\ 4.0 1.2 [ 4.0 4.0 J o0.01 | 0.02
Missiog .\ | o4 .08 | 20 - -
‘ Corres ofidence\k 2.0 02 02 - - -
, \ \ ,
s e '$otaf\ - ‘\\LIOO;O 100.0 : |10 100.0 |100.0 106.9

Py
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APPENDIX 2:

AND 1970 SURVEYS
~

TESTS ADMINISTERED TO GRADE 7 SAMPLE IN 1955, 1960, 1965

Time

No, of

t . . . -1-
Tes Limit | Ttems |Re11ability¥|1955]1960 {1965 1970
Intelligence ) .
A.C.E.R. Intermediate D | 30 80 Y2 2 A
F
Read ing .
A.C.E.R. Reading for .
. Meaning
Form D 20 60 v/ L/ v/
A.C.E.R Reading for '
Meaning ,
Form D 20 60 /
., A.C.E.R. Word Knowledge
‘ Form C, - 10* | 100 VN A /
A.C.E.R. Word Knowledge
J Form D 10 100 /
A.C.E.R. Silent Reading
Form C : 60 /
A.C.E.R. Silent Reading i
Form D . 60 v/
Spelling s
W.A. Grade 7 Spelling ’
Test . 49 2 2 AN B
A.C.E.R. Spelling Test : &
Form € 102 0.94 VAN /
Arithmetic
AoCoE.R» Arithmetic ¢ x » ™
Form C i
Part 1 Addition 70 ) SO 0.85 2 A VA B
Part 2 Subtraction | 75 55 0.79 2N A A v/
Part 3 Multiplication 55 35 0,73 A I I B
Part 4 Division 60 40 0.93 VAR B A B
Departmental Arithmetiec - ‘
" Part 1 ? N Ve
Part 2 . = ? v/
“Terms and Relations 60 0.75 /

* This test was administered with 10 minute and 15 q@nute time limits in
1965 anq 1970. The standard time (reported in manusls) was 10 minutes.

+ Data from test manuals.

: D
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APPENDIX 3: SAMPLE PRACTICE ITEMS

1. A.C.E.ﬁ. Intermediate Test D

1. FOOT is to MAN as HOOF is to (?)

(1) dog  (2) horse) (3) lion (4)
? 2. What is the next number in this series?
S, 10, 15, 20, 25, .. .. .. ..

2, A.C.E.R. Word Knowledge

J -
- ‘ .
;
L
./-
cat (5) bird .. .. ( ¥
LY ‘

/<’? I O

l.’quicF 1. soft

2. small

2. quiet

1. man 2. baby

3. A.C.E.R. Reading for Meaning

4
The trees were losing their leaves of
crimson, gold and brown. As they fell,,
0ld Tom the gardener swept them on to
burning heaps from which the blue smoke
drifted lazily.

4. A.C.E.R. Arithmefic Test

Addigion: 7

310

88

57
Subtraction: 718 .

639
Multiplication: 386

78

Division: 9/600

52

3. fast
3, big

4, run 4, sharp (3)
4. little 5. ant * (° )

S

The best name for this story is

. Painting
Autumn Leaves

. Rubbish

» New Brooms

. Spring .

1
2
3
4
)
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5. A.C.E.R, Speiling (Sentences)’ l
N J

L= e

(Children write complete sentences as dictated by a Supervisor)
* *  The completion of the task/w§s greeted witE_Ehouts‘of approval,

. LA "
6. Western Australian Education Department Spelling (Words)

SWOLLEN The boy's b¥oken arm became swollen SWOLLEN,

\

by

53 ; -
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APPLNDIX 4: ESTIMATING THE INFLUENCE OF SPLEDEDNESS ON THE PERFORMANCE
OF THE WORD KNOWLEDGE TEST

. v
Rarely are pure Speed or puTre power tests ever used in prdctice. Most

tests are partially speeded to some degree, depending on how much time is ) -

allocated to the test. Cronbach and Warrington (1§§1) have provided a

means of estimating the effect of the speededness of a test, which may -

limit the amount of time pupils may spend on a test.

. , £
Results from the 1965 survey has been used for this' purpose for in
that year data were collected from pupils under speeded and non-speeded .

(or power) conditions.

Paralle] forms of the word knowledge test (fofﬁs C and D) were

administered to the sample. Each form was administered under speeded

‘conditions (10 minutes) and relative power conditions (here 15 minutes

was allowed, though more time may have been desirable).

The formula is: - ‘\g/ . ///

e 1 r (Sc,Pd). r (Sd.Pc) R . - ,
T (5¢,Gd). r (Pc,Pd) - ' !
where ’ § = Speeded Conditions ) : < -
P = Power Conditions ' ] %
C &D = Test forms ) B .
- & = Product Moment Correlation : s
T = True Score Variance Attributed to Speédedness .
The outcome of this investigation is that speededness appéared\ng/ i
play a relatively small part in determining the ordering of students-on ;
the word knowledge test, at least for 1965, though the estimates of T -
are on the conservative' side. At the Grade 7 level only 4.32 per cent ’
of the variation of the students' word knowledge test Performance Ts
e 9
attributable to the .speededness factor while at the Gradg S level only
0.1 per cent. ’ . . . @ .
The example above does not prov1de any information negard1ng whether ®
this effect operated d1fferent1a11y during the four surveys. It is
x
1nterest1ng to .note results in the Table below for the word knowledge
N
test, wh1ch was administered under both speeded and unspeeded conditions..
- . 3 - y o .
- ) * “
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. SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 1965 AND 1970 MEANS O WORD KNOWLEDGE ™ '
TEST ADMINISTERED UNDER SPEEDED AND UNSPEEDED CONDITIONS MR

a

Differenée

Grade S

Crade 7.1  Unspeeded (15 min.) | 54.74 52.36 Significant

gbeeded (10 min.): 26.50 25.96 Ron-Significant
Unspeeded- (15 min.) 32.16 32.30 Significant

Conditions 1965 1970 P = .05 '
X X 3 .
. * 4
Speeded (10 min.) 42.96 42,04 Noh-Significant

-

While the Qiffereqces in time limit did hot appear to affect the

relative standing of the two year groups at the Grade S5 level, it did at
the Grade 7 level where, with the additional time, the” 1965 year group
significantly outscored the 1570 group. This result does to some extent

, substantiate the hypothesis advanced earlier that the ability o compute

under speeded conditions .was 2 much more 1mportant 31m prior to 1970 and

may therefore partly explain relatively poor perfofmancq,of the 1970 year

group on various tests.

-
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