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Labor-Inten:,5iveness in School Board Administration: Focus on
.Curriculum Services and Staff Development Processes

Dr. Susan Padro
OISE

With the current crisis of declining enrolments in the school

boards of Ontario, one of the critical questions that is being posed is the

effect of reduced numbers of students on educational programs. This paper

tackles the problem from the perspective of the school boards' administrative

functions and labor intensiveness in the areas of curriculum services and

staff development: the two areas most directly related to educational

programs. Two boards will be considered in this paper: the Peel Board and

the Dufferin Board.

The Dufferin Board is an example of a small, rural board while the

Peel Board represents a large, primarily urban board, but with rural components.

Enrolment in the Dufferin board is relatively stable and projections for this

board indicate continued stability or slight increase in enrolments in the

next few years. The Peel Board, although not suffering from declining

enrolments on the whole, has specific areas that are currently in sharp decline,

such as South Peel. Table 1 compares the two boards on the basis of general

characteristics:

Table 1. Comparison of the General Characteristics of the reel
and Dufferin Boards of Education

Peel Dufferin

No. of students 80,565 7260

No. of elementary schools 121 10

No. of secondary schools 22 2



For each board, the set of management functions at the central

decision-making level will be analyzed in terms of labor intensiveness,

and the boards can then be compared on the basis of overall use of administrative

personnel. The Curriculum and Staff Development functions of the two boards

will then be analyzed in detail: both from the point of view of relative labor

intensiveness as well as in terms of the actual processes within these functions.

The purpose of comparing these boards is in anticipation of the

possibleeffectofenrolment decline and contraction on large systems. Studying

how small boards provide basically the same services as large ones, but on

'a smaller scale, can nerd boards in planning their contractions more smoothly.

The data for this report were derived from management information

system studies the author has conducted at these two boards.
1

Therefore, the

orientation of the functions, their definitions and analySes will be on the

basis of information-decision interactions.

Overall Management Functions of the Two Boards

The management functions of the two boards will be described in

terms of their relative labor-intensiveness. In defining labor-intensiveness,

on1' majcr administrative positions at the central board level will be considered.

Tables 2 and 3 provide lists of the major management areas of the

two boards, along with the key personnel who have primary involvement in these

functions. The major management areas are those functions that are central to

the board's operations and encompass the key decision functions of the beard.

1
S. Padro. Information Analysis for School Board Planning and Management:

Dufferin Board of Education, Vols. I-III, OISE, 1977.

. Information System: Analysis for the Peel Board of Education,
Vols. I-II, OISE, 1977.

N.B. Since these studies were conducted about two years ago, there may be
minor differences between the data as reported here and the current

situation.



TABLE 2. MANAGEMENT AREAS OF THE PEEL BOARD OF EDUCATION WITH PERSONNEL

Management Area Sub-Categories

1. Budget Process 1.1 Preparation

2. Accounting
Function

3. Supply
Function

1.2 Control

3.1 Purchasing

3.2 Stores/
Inventory

33 Printing
Services

4. Accommodation 4.1 Capital
Supply Projects

5. Plant Oper-
ation and
Maintenance

6. Transportation

7. Personnel
Admin.

5.1 Operations

Personnel Level of Involvement

5.2 Maintenance

7.1 Salary Admin.
-Job
Evaluation

Description
Payroll

- Benefits

i.2 Personnel
Allocation

Superintendent of Admin.
Services

Superintendent Planning
10 Superintendents of

Schools (Areas 1-10)
Superintendents
Dept. Heads

Budget Officer
10 Superintendents of School

(Field)

Chief Accountant

Supervisor of Purchasing
Supt. Plant

Dept. Head (Stores)

Dept. Head (Printing)

Superintendent Admin.
Services (Finance)

Admin. Assist. Planning
Design & Const. Supervisor
Assistant Supervisor
Planning Officer
Superintendent of Planning

Supt. Plant
Supervisor of Maint. Op.
Supervisor Maintenance
Engineering

Supervisor Central Mainenance
Force!

Area Business Officers (2)

Personnel Administrator

Admin. Assistant to Supt. of
Academic Affairs

Assistant to Personnel Admin.
Payroll Supervisor
Payroll Supervisor

Admin. Assistant to Superintendent
of Academic Affairs

7

Minor

Minor

Minor
Minor
Minor

Major

Minor

Major

Major
Minor

Major

Major

Minor

Minor
Major
Major
Major
Major

Major
Major
Major

Major

Major

Major

Minor
Major
Major
Major

Minor



Table 2 (cont'd)

Management Area Sub-Categories Personnel Level of Involvement

8. Staff Develop- 8.1 Development Superintendent of Schools,
ment and Program Major
Relations Education Liaison Officer Major

Chairman Professional Dev. Major

8.2 Relations Admin. Assistant to Super-
intendent of Academic
Affairs Major

8.3 Evaluation Admin. Asssitant to
-Academic Superintendent or

Academic Affairs Major

-Non-Academic Personnel Admin. Major

9. School 9.1 Development & Superintendent of Schools
Curriculum Evaluation Program Major
(Program) 12 Coordinators Major

Research Officer Major

10. Special 10.1 Special Ed. Superintendent Special Services Major
Student
Services 10.2 Attendance Chief Attendance Counsellor Major

10.3 Psychological Chief Psychologist Major
Services

11. Continuing Principal Cont. Ed. Major
Ed.

12. External 12.1 Ministry
Relations Reports

-June Report Admin. Assistant Planning Minor
-Financial Accounting Minor

Report

12.2 September Admin. Assistant (Planning) Minor
School
Report

12.'3 General nirector ":1ior

FuperinLendent Business Affairs Minor
Superintendent Academic Affairs Minor

Total Director + 54 Administrators



TABLE 3. MANACEMENT AREAS OF THE DUFFERIN BOARD OF EDUCATION WITH PERSONNEL

Management Area Sub-Cateaorics Personnel Level of Involvement

1. Budget 1.1 Prepa.7ation Director /Secretary Treasurer Major
Supt. Academic of Affairs Minor
Controller of Finance Minor

1.2 Control Director/Secretary Treasurer Minor
Controller of Finance Minor
Supt. of Academic Affairs Minor

2. Accounting Controller of Finance Major

3. Supplies Controller of Finance Minor

4. Accommodation Executive Assistant Major
Supply to the Director

5. Plant Operations Executive Assistant to Majcr
& Maintenance the Director

6. Transportation Controller of Finance Minor

7. Personnel Admin. 7.1 Salary Admin. Controller of Finance Minor

7.2 Personnel Supt. of Academic Affairs Minor
Allocation

6. Staff Develop- 8.1 Development Supt. of Academic Affairs Major
ment & Relations

8.2 Relations Supt. of Academic Affairs Minor

Director /Secretary Treasurer Minor

8.3 Evaluation

Academic Supt. Academic Affairs Major
Director/Secretary Treasurer Minor

Non-Academic Controller of Finance Minor

9. School Curriculum Supt. Academic Affairs Major
(Program)

10. Special Student Supt. Academic Affairs Minor
Services Special Services Consultant Major

11. Continuing Ed. Executive Assistant to Minor
the Director

12. External Relations Director/Secretary Treasurer Major

'-ntal: Director + 3 Superintendents



The tables also indicate whether the particular management function requires

a major or minor time involvement on the part of the administrator listed. A

major" level of involvement would be defined as at least 1/3 of the admin-

istrator's time.

These tables indicate that the two boards provide essentially the

same basic services: the Dufferin Board does so with a central office

administrative staff of one Director and 3 Superintendents,* while the Peel

Board is listed with one Director and approximately 54 administrators. It

must be noted that the staff listed for the Peel Board represents only the

top administrative level who have responsibility for the management areas

listed and omits most personnel below the fourth level of the organization

chart (there are six levels in all). This listing does, however, cover most

of the board's central administration, including the 10 Superintendents of

Schools (Family). It must also be noted that this listing is not meant as

a complete inventory of all the board's management functions, only the ones

that the board itself has designated as its key areas.

In order to provide a fair comparison of the boards it is necessary

to allow for the large difference in number of pupils served by these boards.

Thus the Peel Board, with 55 administrators (as noted) and 80,565 students

has 1464.8 students per key administrator, while the Dufferin Board, with

4 administrators and 7260 students has 1815 students per administrator.

These figures are roughly comparable, although the ratio of the Peel Board

would be further reduced if total administrative staff at the central board

level were considered. However, we might note that a recent addition to the

Dufferin Board staff (at the level of Assistant Superintendent of Program)

would also serve to reduce this ratio at the Dufferin Board to 1452.

*The board has recently hired an Assistant Superintendent (Program) but he
was not on staff at the time of the analysis.

10



Studying areas 8 and 9 of the Peel Board list of Major management

areas,Staff Development and Relations and School Curriculum (Program), it can

be noted that these are the two top-ranking areas in labor-intensiveness at

the board level. They involve a major commitment on the part of six and

fourteen high-ranking administrators, respectively. At the Dufferin Board

both these areas are handled by one Superintendent with some involvement

the Director. The remainder of this paper will focus on these two areas of

school board administration and study. and compare the processes utilized by

the two boards in achieving similar goals.

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

DUFFERIN CASE STUDY

At the Dufferin Board, the Staff Development function is handled

a major component of the role of the Superintendent of Academic Affairs,

comprising roughly one-third of his duties. Table 4 presents a list of the

Staff Development functions performed by this Superintendent.
2

At this point, the specific processes involved in these functions

can be traced in order to note the level of complexity of each activity.

Figures 1-11 provide fairly detailed flowcharts of these processes. They

indicate not only the sequence of activities and decisions, but alsn the flows

of information associated with these functions.
3

Perusal of these flowcharts

indicates that the processes for these activities at the Dufferin Board accomplish

the professional development needs of the staff with relative simplicity. Due

to lack of organizational hierarchy, little or no flows of information between

different levels of decision-makers occur. The types of information indicated

2
Code numbers on activities have been altered for this paper td correspond to
the classifical.ion scheme used at the-Peel Board.
Source: S. Paro, Information Analysis...., op.cit.

3
Source of Figures 1-11: S. Padro, op.cit, Appendix J.



No.

8

TABLE 4. STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES OF THE DUFFERIN BOARD

Activity

8.1 Resource material utilization/
involvement.

8.2 Planning of Professional
Development Programs.

8.3 Resources for Professional
Development Programs

8.4 Information dissemination
on Professional Development

No. Sub-Activities

8.1.1 Resource Material Utilization/
Involvement in P.D. Programs.

8.1.2 Encourage Development of
Resources.

8.2.1

8.2.2

8.2.3

8.2.4

Objectives for Professional
Development Program.

Planning of Professional
Development Program.

Distribution of Professional
Development Overload.

Evaluation System for
Professional Development
Program.

8.2.5 Co-ordination and Supervision
of P.D.

8.2.6 P.D. Program. Modification

8.4.1 Distribution of Information
on P.D. to Teachers.

8.4.2 Information Distribution on
Innovative Techniques to
Teachers.

8.4.3 Encourage Innovation by
Teachers

Source: S. Padro. Information Analysis for School Board Planning and Manaopment.
Dufferin Board of Education, Vol. III, Appendixes G--H, OISE, 1977.



are usually those required as inputs for the activity processes rather than

for approval purposes. This is most likely due to the fact that the Super-

intendent in charge of the processes is also empowered/ required to make the

decisions as well as implement them.

PEEL CASE STUDY

The Staff Development function at the Peel Board, as seen in Table 2,

required a major time commitment on the part of three high-level administrators

of the board: the Superintendent of Schools(Program), the Education Liaison

Officer and the Chairman of Professional Development. Table 5 lists the

specific activities subsumed under the Staff Development function for this

Board.
4
This table also indicates the participants associated with each activity,

providing greater insight into the breadth of staff participation in the process.

It may be noted that of the 9 activities listed, five relate to liaison and

information dissemination activities, while four deal with P.D. program develop-

ment at the Board-level.

The activities, as listed; can then be Further broken down into their

components. In order to understard the processes as they occur, flowcharts

are presented for each activity. Figures 12-19 provide the flowcharts for

the main staff development activii-7135.4 Figure 12 is an overview of the staff

development function as a whole, while figures 13-19 present the specific

breakdown of processes for most activities on table 5. No flowcharts are

available, however, for activities 8.1.4, 8.1.5, 8.1.6, 8.1.7 and 8.1.8 since

the processes for development of various types of workshops or study programs

and of liaison functions were quite similar to the ones for which flowcharts

had been prepared.

Some points of interest can be determined from these flowcharts and

activity statements. It is clear that a very wide range of contacts and

liaisons are maintained by the board which are useful for P.D. activities.

4Source: S. Padro, Information System...., op.cit., Appendix B,C.



TABLE 5. STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES AT THE PEEL BOARD

No. Activity

8.1.1 Liaison with Teacher Training
Institutions

8.1.2 Board sponsored Ministry of
Education courses

8.1.3 Credit and Non-Credit Board
Courses re:

(a) New Teachers

(b) Department Heads

(c) Leadership Training

Participants

Teacher Education Officer

Program Department
P.D. Council

Coordinators
Consultants
Teacher Education
Officer

Teacher Education
Officer

Existing Heads
Former Heads

Teachers
Superintendent Adademic
Affairs

Board

(d) Substitute Teachers

(e) Parent Volunteers

Teacher Education
Officer

Superintendent of Schools
(Program)

Volunteers in schools

8.1.4 In-service and Workshops Superintendent (Program)
Coordinators
Resource Teachers

8.1.5 & Development of Local Program Program Department
8.1.6 (Supplemental of Study Teachers

Committees)

8.1.7 Liaison with Community,
Industry

Individual School
Technical & Comm. Directors
Busrnessmen
P.D. Council

8.1.8 Liaison with Teachers' P.D. Council
Federations 0.S.S.T.F.

Education Assn.
Sheridan College Liaison
Committee

8.1.9 Professional Activity Days Board
Teachers
Federation
Program Dept.



It is also evident that a great variety of formal forms are processed in

carrying out these activities, and that information typically flows through

a number of levels in the organization in order for decisions zo be made and

acted upon.

COMPARISON OF DUFFERIN AND PEEL BOARDS IN STAFF DEVELOPMENT:

The staff development activities of the two boards can now be compared

on the basis of:

(a) similarity of functions

(b) formalization of forms, reports structures

(c) organizational levels through which information passes
prior to approval and action being taken.

Functions. A comparison of the functions of the two boards (tables 4 and 5)
yields the following overall results:

Function No. of Major Activities

Peel Dufferin

1. Professional Development program planning 5 3

& implementation by board

2. Information dissemination for P.D. (not separated 1

from programs)

3. Liaison with external agencies for P.D. 4 (none defined
specifically)

Thus, it can be seen that, although both boards concentrate their P.D.

efforts in the area of actual program planning and implementation the Peel

Board also has a heavy involvement in liaison with external agencies: an

involvement not specifically defined for the Dufferin Board. Function 2

above does not seem to carry too much weight with either board, but it is

interesting to note that the Dufferin board has defined this as composing

one major activity area This may be an indication that a small board may

effectively utilize information dissemination activities to substitute, to



some extent, for more elaborate and expensive program development and im-

plementation.

A general perusal of the flowcharts also indicates that the Peel

Board has a much more elaborate and extensive set of processes defined in

each activity. This may well be due to the fact that, with more staff

participating in various different areas of the activities, greater delineation

of the steps is both possible and necessary. In a small board like Dufferin,

however, much of the processes can remain relatively general and informal

since a single individual is involved.

Formalized Documents. In the discussion on the flowcharts of the activities

of the two boards, it was noted that the Peel Board appeared to have more

formalized documents in the processes relating to staff development than the

Dufferin Board did. Formalized documents are standardized forms which must

be completed in a specified manner, Closer scrutiny of these flowcharts

reveals that the Dufferin board has approximately 8 such documents, while

the Peel Board has at least 16 such forms identified on the flowchart.

Considering the great difference in size of these two boards, this difference

is quite minimal, but nonetheless indicates some saving in paperwork on the

part of the smaller board.

Hierarchy of Approvals. Detailed study of the flowcharts of the two boards

indicates a distinct difference in the number and hierarchy of approvals

which must be given prior ',7.o certain actions being implemented. With the

lack of administrative hierarchy at the Dufferin Board, it is certainly to

be expected that.there would be little need or leeway for hierarchical levels

of approvals on a recommended course of action. Indeed, the flowcharts

indicate no instance in which a formal approval was required for an activity

planned by the Superintendent of Academic Affairs at the Dufferin Board. In

1 G
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the case of the Peel Board, however, there are three instances noted on the

flowcharts where formal approvals beyond those of the personnel primarily

responsible for the function are required.

CURRICULUM SERVICES

DUFFERIN.CASE STUDY

The Curriculum Services function at the Dufferin Board is one of

the major responsibilities of the Superintendent of Academic Affairs, and

comprises approximately one-third of his duties. Table 6 lists the major

components of the curriculum service functions at this board, with a

corresponding set of activities within each function.5

TABLE 6; CURRICULUM SERVICES ACTIVITIES OF THE DUFFERIN BOARD

9.1 Curriculum development

9.2 Assessment of Academic
Program

9.1.1 Assessment of current program
9.1.2 Review of present curriculum

in print
9.1.3 New curriculum needs
9.1.4 Ministry of Education Guidelines -

implications for curriculum
9.1.5 Set priority of needs

Flowcharts of the specific processes defined in table 6 are provided

in figures 20-26.
5 Once again, it can be seen that the processes outlined

are relatively simple and uncomplicated. Detailed breakdown of the processes

is often unnecessary, since a single individual carries them out. As a result,

the essential functions can be carried out with relatively little formalization.

The only indication of requirements for formal approval is in the initiation

of new programs.

5
Source: Information Analysis...., op.cit., Appendix G,H,J.



PEEL CASE STUDY

From the list of management areas in table 2, it can be seen that

the management area of School Curriculum (Program) utilizes the major portion

of time of 14 high-ranking administrators: the Superintendent of Schools

(Program), 12 Coordinators and the Research Officer. The specific activities

encompassed in the area of School Curriculum are defined in Table 7. From

this table, one can see a more detailed list of the range of participants

associated with each activity. The table indicates that there are 3 major

areas of interest: a) review and setting objectives, b) program design and

c) evaluation and implementation. A total of eleven activities is subsumed

under these major groupings, seven of which fall within the last major

category.

These activities can be further analyzed via the flowcharts presented

in figures 27-30:5 Figure 27 presents an overview of the entire set of

activities within the curriculum area, as listed in table 7. Figures 28-30

are a further breakdown of the three major activities in the process: develop-

ment of objectives, program design and evaluation and implementation. Perusal

of these flowcharts indicates the complex processing and approval stages

required in the area of School Curriculum. The process can be seen however,

to he a very thorough one, with a broad range of board and external personnel

invcl -'ed in various stages. The use of committees is also quite extensive

in many of the key steps, where reviews,revisions and approvals take place.

6
Source: S. Padro, Information System...., op.cit.
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TABLE 7. SCHOOL CURRICULUM ( PROGRAM) PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
AND EVALUATION AT THE PEEL BOARD

No. Activity Participants

9.1.1 Assessment of related
programs

Development of Objectives

Approval of Objectives

9.1.2 Design of Draft Core Program

9.1.3 Selection of Evaluation
Methods

Evaluation of proposed core
program material

Approval of Program

Staff Committee
Parents
Teachers
Superintendents
C.D.C.
Federation
Chief Psychologist

Staff Committee
Superintendents
Superintendents (Program)
Chief Psychologist

Curriculum
Development Coun.

(Admin. Council Bd.)

Curriculum Committee
Curriculum Asst.
Coordinator
External Personnel

Ministry
OISE

-Boards
Superintendent of Sch. Program

Staff Committee
C.D.C.
Superintendent Curriculum
Superintendent School Program

Experts
-Ministry
Other Boards
-Peel

-Superintendent Curr.
and Superintendent
-Staff Cttee.
-C.D.C.
-Admin. Council

C.D.C.
Admin. Council
Program Committee
Board

Source: S. Padro, Information System: Analysis for the Peel Board of Education,
Vol. 11, 1977.

.11



Table 7 (cont'd)
- 16 -

No. Activity Participants

Dissemination of Program

Implementation

Ongoing Evaluation of
Program

Periodic Revision of Program

Curriculum Asst.
Resource Teachers
Teachers
Superintendent of School

(Program)

Superintendent of Schools
(Family)

Principal
Teachers

Teachers
Principals
Resource Teachers
Research Officer

Staff Committee
C.D.C.
Admin. Council

-perhaps receiving
report to program
committee
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COMPARISON OF DUFFERIN AND PEEL BOARDS IN CURRICULUM SERVICES:

The Peel and Dufferin Boards' curriculum processes can be compared

on the same basis as were the Staff Development activities:

(a) similarity of functions

(b) formalization of forms, reports

(c) hierarchy of approval processes

Functions. Analysis of the curriculum functions of the two boards, extracted

from tables 6 and 7, provides the following comparison after allowing for

differences in terminology and level of detail:

Function No. of Major Activities

Peel Dufferin

1. Setting Objectives 1 1

2. Curriculum Development 2 5

3. Curriculum Design 1 0

4. Evaluation, Implementation & Revision 6 1

From this comparison, it is evident that the two boards fulfil about

the same set of functions, but with different levels of emphasis. While the

Peel Board's central office activities are focussed upon curriculum development

and evaluation, implementation and revision, the main rust of the Dufferin

Board seems to be in the area of curriculum development dctivity.None of the

activities specified for the Dufferin Board deal with the actual design of

programs, clearly a result of the lack of staff available at the central board

level to become involved in such a detailed level of activity. Such functions

tend to be carried out by ad hoc committees or individuals at the school level
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or through professional development programs. In contrast, the heavy involve-

ment of Peel Board personnel in activities related to evaluation, implementation

and revision processes could not be accomplished without the availability of

adequate numbers of staff.

Formalized Documents. A comparison of the flowcharts of the curriculum

activities of the two boards permits an analysis of the extent to which

standardized documents and reports are required in these functions and the

extent to which size of board is related to such formal structures. The result

of such an assessment indicates that the Dufferin Board records 9 instances of

formal report/document requirements, while the Peel Board presents 26 such

documents. Thus, it can be seen that the large board requires nearly three

times the amount of formal paperwork as the small one.

Hierarchy of Approvals. In the area of curriculum activities, one can note a

marked contrast between the two Boards in terms of the number of approvals

required in the organizational hierarchy. In the Dufferin Board, the only

formal approvals indicated on the flowcharts are the two levels of approval

required for new program development. At the Peel Board, however, the

curriculum area indicates 9 instances of formal reviews and approvals beyond

the individual responsible for the function. Thus, one may conclude that

there is, indeed, a preponderance of what may be called "bureaucratic red

tape" in a large board, as compared to the small one in the area of curriculum.

This is not surprising, since the hierarchical structure and large numbers of

staff does not allow for much of the informal feedback that can occur in

a small board such as Dufferin. Therefore, this is the only way in which a

large board can endorse accountability by its staff as well as provide

inputs to the process before final implementation of a decision.
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SUMMARY AmT) CONCLnSInms

This paper has been an attempt to analyze administrative processes

at the Dufferin and Peel Boards of Education in terms of:

1. Labor-intensiveness of overall management functions
at the central board level.

2. Staff development: processes and labor-intensiveness

3. Curriculum Services: processes and labor-intensiveness

1. The results of the analysis on overall labor-intensiveness indicated

that:

a. Both boards accomplish the same set of general functions

b, The Peel Board does so with a far greater number of central
administrators than the Dufferin Board.

c. On a per-pupil basis, the Peel Board is not much out of line
with the Dufferin Board in terms of number of administrators.

2. In the area of Staff Development, the following results were obtained:

a. Labour. The Dufferin Board utilizes about one-third of the
time of one Superintendent, while the Peel Board requires a
major time commitment of approximately 2 1/3 board officials.

b. Functions. Both boards serve about the same functions, although
the Peel Board has a far heavier concentration on liaison
activities and has more than twice the total number of activities.

c. Formalized Documents. The Peel Board utilized about twice the
number of formalized documents in its processes of staff
development than did the Dufferin Board.

d. Hierarchy of Approvals. No formal approvals were indicated
as being requisite to the staff development functions of the
Dufferin Board, while in the Peel Board, formal approvals were
required at three points.

'."' 3
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3. In the area of Curriculum Services, the following results were found:

a. Labour. At the Dufferin Board, this area comprises one of
the major functions of one Superintendent, comprisinc about
1/3 of his total duties. At the Peel Board, this area utilizes
a major portion of the time of 14 administrators (forming a
commitment equivalent to about 5 1/3 FTEs).

b. Functions. Both boards provide approximately the same or
equivalent functions, with the exception that the Dufferin
Board does not appear to be involved in specific curricular
design at the level of the central board. The main emphasis
in the Dufferin Board seems to be on Curriculum Development
functions, while the Peel Board appears to concentrate on the
Evaluation, Implementation and Revision areas.

c. Formalized Documents. The Peel Board indicates almost three
times as many formalized documents as the Dufferin Board for
this management area, listing 26 and 9 documents, respectively.

d. Hierarchy of Approvals. The Dufferin Board notes 2 approvals,
while the Peel Board notes 9 approvals required: indicating
more than four times as many in the large board as in the
small board.

The above summary of the comparison of a large and small board

allow us to tentatively draw several conclusions. First, there is no clear

indication, on a per-pupil basis, that the large board is more labor-intensive

than the small one. In the area of curriculum services, however, there does

seem to be a disproportionately intensive use of labor on the part of the

large board. However, both in the Staff Relations and Curriculum Services

components, the large board appeared to be performing a somewhat broader

scope of activities than could the small board.

In terms of greater formalization and bureaucratic procedures, it

seems evident that a large board must engage in such "inefficient" processes

to a much larger extent than required in a small board, most likely due to

the greater need for formal accountability procedures with large numbers

c: staff.



It is hoped that, as large boards show evidence of declining

enrolments, some of the positive characteristics of small boards, as outlined

in this paper, could be incorporated into their structures, while the advantages

indicated in the large board are not lost.
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D2,3,9/09(b) Figure 2. Dufferin Board - Activity 8.12
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Figure 3. Dufferin Board Activity 3.2.1
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Figure 4. DufZerin Board - Activity 8.2.2
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Figure 5. Dufferin Board Activity 8.2.3
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Figure 6. Dufferin Board - Activity 8.2.4
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Figure 6a. Dufferin Board Activity 8.2.6
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Figure 7. Dufferin Board - Activity 8.2.5
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Figure 8. Dufferin Board Activity 8.3
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Figure 9. Dufferin Board - Activity 8.4.1
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Figure 10. Dufferin Board - Activity 8.4.2
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Figure 11. Dufferin Board - Activity 8.4.3

D2,3,11/S13.3 ENCOURAGE INNOVATION BY TEACHERS

New concepts
techniques

I,

New concepts
& Techniques
applicable

Find appli-
cable new
concepts

Methods for
possible
encouragemen

Set up for
innovation

[,

Set up goals
evaluation
procedures,
etc....../--



Figure 12. Peel Board Activity 8.1
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Figure 13. Peel Board Activity 8.1.1
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Figure 14. Peel Board - Activity 8.1.2
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Figure 15. Peel Board - Activity 8.1.3.1
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Figure 16. Peel Board Activity 8.1.3.3
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Figure 17. Peel Board - Activity 8.1.3.4
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8.1.3.5

Figure 18. Peel Board - Activity 8.1.3.5

STAFF DEVELOPMENT: Credit and Non-credit Courses - Parent

Volunteers

Suggestion of
principal. teachers.
librarian

Suggestion of
parents.
community

Other sources
board ...

Program not
established

liL
Identification
of need for a
parent volunteer
program (P.V.P.)

Decision
NO of staff to YES

establish
P.V.P.

Parent volunteer
advanced
course GPV200

Implementation
of P.V.P.
at school

Provision for
development of
parent
volunteer

(Practical
experience as

a parent
volunteer

Guidelines of
handbook
'Volunteers in
schools'
Peel 1975



Figure 19. Peel Board - Activity 8.1.9
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Figure 20. Dufferin Board - Activity 9.1.1
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Figure 22. Dufferin Board - Activity 9.1.3
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Figure 23. Dufferin Board - Activity 9.1.4

ITM 12 M.E. GUIDELINES

Compare with
present
program

Prepare re-
port (for

committee) on
necessary

k/
Changes re-
quired and
costs

Changes from
old guide-

! lines



Figure 24. Dufferin Board Activity 9.1.5
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Figure 25. Dufferin Board - Activity 9.1
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Figure 26. Dufferin Board - Activity 9.2
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Figure 27. Peel Hoard - Activity 9.0
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Figure 28. Peel Board - Activity 9.1.1
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Figure 29. Peel Board - Activity 9.1.2
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Figure 30. Peel Board - Activity 9.1.3
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A. Introduction

A:s part of the Commission on Declining Enrolment's Curriculum Task

Force, this study has been designed to provide information on the views

of edicators in school boards relating to (a) curriculum services and

(b) t

The 1r

D conditions under which "quality" programs can be maintained.

ethodology used for providing this information is the Delphi

technique.

7Ihe Delphi technique is a means of systematic solicitation and

colt Lion of expert opinion. It is especially useful when subjective,

judgemental factors are being assessed, although it was originally used

for :!orecasting "hard" data. The technique attempts to get a panel of

expe,:ts to reach "consensus" without face-to-face confrontation. This

has the advantages of (a) efficiency, (b) avoidance of domination of the

group by a vociferouN minority and (c) avoidance of a "bandwagon" effect.

It incorporates the features of anonymity, controlled feedback and

statistical group response. The process usually consists of about three

response rounds, in the form of questionnaires.

Each round is derived from the previous round, with feedback to

resipndents of the median and interquartile group response. Respondents

are;asked whether they wish to change their initial response, given the

ing,,its about the group's behaiiour, and can be requested to provide

rea

p7ro

Sons for not shifting from an extreme position. The final round

rides a definition of the group's "consensus."
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Since we are dealing with statistical treatment of responses, the

possibility exists that a spread of opinion will still occur at the end

of the process. This can happen if there are a number of distinct "schools

of thought" on the subject with "consensus" occuring within each such group.

In any event, the Delphi results can provide useful information on group

consensus with subjective variables which could not be derived by simple

questionnaire analysis.

B. Delphi Study of Curriculum Services

Objectives and Rationale

The objective of this segment of the study is to define the essential

curriculum services provided by the central administration of school boards

and to assess them on the basis of two criteria: usefulness at the classroom

level and importance to the board as a whole. The main perspective is that

of the users of the services: teachers and principals.

The rationale for this approach was based on the expectation that, during

a time of enrolment decline and possible contraction of boards, it is quite

likely that the functions of relatively labor-intensive areas of board admin-

istration may be cut back. In an effort to maintain essential services, it

would be helpful for a school board to be aware of the services which are

deemed important to its users at the school level, and those which they

consider essential for the general operations of the board. It is not

unlikely that those areas found to be most important to the school level may

be effectively handled at that level of operations, while those perceived to

be important to the operations of the system as a whole could not be diffused

in this manner.



Procedures

The study was conducted at two boards: Peel and Dufferin. Dufferin

was representative of a small, mainly rural board, which is relatively stable

(or slightly increasing) in school enrolments. The Peel 'Board is a very

large board which has both urban and rural components. Although not declining

in enrolments as a whole, one area of the board, South Peel, is currently

experiencing rather were problems of enrolment decline.

A panel of experts was selected at each board as follows:

Peel: Teachers 3 elementary from an area of sharp decline
N=10 - 3 secondary from an area of sharp decline

Principals 1 elementary from an area of sharp decline
1 secondary from an area of sharp decline

Administrators - 1 Superintendent of Schools (Field) from an
area of sharp decline

1 Superintendent of Schools (Program) from the
central board office

Dufferin: Teachers 3 elementary
N=9 3 secondary

Principals 1 elementary
1 secondary

Administrators 1 Assistant Superintendent (Academic)

These samples from the two boards are heavily composed of the recipients

of the curriculum services provided by the board, that is, users at the school

level. Nominal representation of curriculum administrators was included to

allow for some broader perspective and inputs from the board's point of view.

To allow for differences in the numbers and hierarchy of administrative staff

at the. two boards, the Dufferin Board had only one administrative representative

(from the central office) while the Peel Board had two (one from central office

and one from a field office).



Each board was treated independently in conducting the study. Con-

sideration was given to combining the sample into a single panel, but the

realities of school board decision-making which is based on a level of

consensus within the board, rather than across boards, minimized the utility

of this approach. In addition to providing more realistic inputs for board

decision-making, this division can also allow for observation of differences

in the results (if any) between declining enrolment boards and those whose

enrolments are stable. If the Delphi would have been conducted with the entire

sample comprising one panel, such differences would have been masked by the

"group" response.

The Dephi procedure normally requires 3-4 rounds of questioning.

Round I presents a set of sample items, and asks the panel to submit additional

items. The new responses are then incorporated into the final form of the

questionnaire. In Round II the panel is instructed to rate each item on a

specified scale. The responses for each item are then summarized in terms of

the median and interquartile range, and this information, along with each

individual's own previous response, are returned to the members of the panel for

Round III. The respondents are requested, on the basis of the new information

about the group response, whether they wish to change their responses. The

results of this third round are then summarized in the same manner as was the

second round. It is expected that, by the end of the third round, a definition

of group "consensus" can be arrived at, based on reduction of variance (i.e., in

the interquartile range) about the median response. Depending upon the level

of consensus among the respondents, an additional round may be run. Normally,

rounds beyond the third or fourth do not yield any improvements in the results.

In this particular study the process was somewhat streamlined to combine

Rounds I and II of the sequence outlined above. A list of board curriculum

services was compiled for Round I based on the author's previous studies related
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to school board management.
1 Respondents were asked to rate each item independently

on a five-point scale (1 = Highest)- on two criteria.1) Importance to System and

2) Usefulness to Classroom. The list of questions appears in Table 1. The panel

was also instructed to add any additonal items relevant to their board's admin-

istration or delete any which they considered irrelevant. In this way, the

features normally present in two rounds of questioning were streamlined into

a single round. Therefore the study could be conducted with only two rounds to

provide essentially the same results as three rounds of the original procedure.

Results

1. Dufferin

Responses to Round I of the questionnaire resulted in no additions of

items to the original; Although not all members.of the panel

responded to all the items, there was no consistency in these omissions: in

no case did more than two respondents omit any single item. Therefore, it was

decided that all items be retained for the second around. Table 2 presents

the responses to Round I, with the frequency of responses, median and middle

50% range for each item.

Analysis of Table 2 provides some interesting results. The most immediately

obvious one is that, comparing the ratings of items on the basis of "Importance

to Board" versus "Usefulness at Classroom Level," the median responses are

rather consistently higher on "Importance to Board" in rating these curriculum

services listed. Only on items 4,8, and 9 is there a slightly higher median

rating on usefulness to the classroom level. It is also interesting to note

1S. Padro. Information System: Analysis for the Peel Board of Education.

Vol. I-II, Dept. of Ed. Planning, OISE, 1977.

. Information Analyses for School Board Planning and Management:

Dufferin Board, Vol. I-III, Dept. of Ed. Planning, OISE, 1977.



TABLE 1. DELPHI QUESTIONS ON CURRICULUM SERVICES

1. Interpretation of Ministry curriculumguidelines for schools' use.

2. Cataloguing secondary courses/programsand elementary
program descriptions.

3. Approving all new courses/programs
(esp. 'experimental'

programs) priorto Board and Ministry submission.

4. Evaluating new courses/programs.

5. Provision of guidelines for school
program development.

6. Development of non-certified 'teacher'resources for special
programs.

7. Development of guidelines for acquisitionof media/learning
resources.

9. Teacher in-service
program development.

g. Liaison with teacher training
institutions.

10: Teacher courses and conventions:
Catalogue and disseminate to
schools lists of relevant coursesand conventions.

M. Monitoring of Questionnaire Type
Studies of general concern in
the areas of

curriculum, school
program, etc.

1 :'. Administration of standardized
tests across the system.

1. Development of data bank of
test results.

14. Evaluation of outputs of the
schools, e.g. what is the impactof the schools on the youth.

Others:

Importance
to System Usefulness

to Classroom



TABLE 2. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS CURRICULUM SERVICES:
DUFFERIN BOARD - ROUND I

Question

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

z
Rating ms

ri

Importance Ts

1 2 3 4 5 X

5 4 1 1-2

Rating g
-.4

Usefulness
e
Ts

1 2 3 4 5 Z

4 2 2 1-2

1 6 2 2 2-2 1 3 3 2 3 2-3

4 2 1 1 1-2 1 3 2 3 3-3

4 3 1 2.5 2-3 2 4 2 2 1-3

2 5 2 1-2 2 3 1 1 2 1.5-2.5

1 5 1 3 3-3 2 2 3 3 3-4

6 I 3 3-3 1 4 2 3 3-3

4 4 2.5 2-3 3 4 2 1 2 1-2

4 4 1 4 3-4 3 2 2 2 3 2.5-4

3 2 3 3 2-4 3 4 1 3 3-3

3 1 3 j 3.5 3-4 3 1 3 1 3.5 3-4

1 4 3 1 2 2-3 1 3 3 1 1 3 2-3

3 3 2 1 3 2-4 1 2 5 1 4 4-4

3 2 1 1 2 1-2.5 2 3 1 1 2 2-2

Rating Scale: 1 = Very High; 2 = High; 3 = Medium; 4 = Low; 5 = Very Low
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that no items received a median score of 1 on usefulness at the classroom level,

suggesting only a limited effect of these curriculum services at the user level.

However, a number of items did receive a median rating of 1 for importance to

the system as a whole. These were items 1 and 3, relating to interpretation of

Ministry Guidelines and approval of new courses/programs, respectively. No item

had a median less than 4: this score was given to item 9 on the Importance to

Board criterion and to items 9 and 13 on the Usefulness to Classroom criterion.

For Round II, the questionnaire presented the median score and middle

50% of range on each of the fourteen items, along with the respondent's ratings

on Round I. The participants were then required to provide new responses to

each item in the light of the group's behavior. Table 3 is a sample of the

revised form which was returned to the panel members.

"he responses to this questionnaire were analyzed in the same fashion as

for Round I, in terms of the median and central 50% rating for each item.

Table 4 provides the results of this round with ratings, frequencies, median and

middle 50% on each question on the two dimensions of (a) Importance to System

and (b) Usefulness to Classroom. Some of the general observations made for

Round I results still seem to be applicable as the outcome of this round. The

median responses on the Importance to Board criterion are still, overall, higher

than on the criterion of Usefulness at the Classroom level. Although no items

were rated as 1 on the Usefulness to Classroom criterion, two received this

rating on the criterion of Importance to Board. The lowest median score given

is 4, and it can be seen that more of these occur on the Usefulness to Classroom

criterion than on the Importance to Board criterion: only one item is rated 4

on the latter, while three are given this rating on the former. In order to see

whether these results bring the group closer to "consensus," we must compare

this outcome to Round I responses. If the group has converged on a median

response on an item with a smaller interquartile range than on Round I, then

4



TABLE 3. DELPHI ON CURRICULUM SERVICES:
ROUND II SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE

Part I: Curriculum Services

1. Interpretation of Ministry Curriculum
guidelines for schools' use.

2. Cataloguing secondary courses /programs
and elementary program descriptions.

3. Approving all new courses/programs
(esp. 'experimental' programs) prior
to Board and Ministry submission.

4. Evaluating new courses /programs.

5. Provision of guidelines for school
program development.

6. Development of non-certified 'teacher'
resources for special programs.

7. Development of guidelines for acquisition
of media/learning resources.

8. Teacher in-service program development.

9. Liaison with teacher training
institutions.

10. Teacher courses and conventions:
Catalogue and disseminate to
schools lists of relevant courses
and conventions.

11. Monitoring of Questionnaire Type
Stadies of general concern in
the areas of curriculum, school
program, etc.

12. Administration of standardized
tests across the system.

13. Development of data bank of
test results.

14. Evaluation of outputs of the
schools, e.g. what is the impact
of the schools on the youth.

Importance
to System

Usefulness
to Classroom

a) a)
(n tn

oz 0
04. g4

a) U) a) tl)
cn a) tl) a)

000g a4 dP g P4 dP

ai ERa in0
in in

ER fn a

....1 C H f0
CD f0 f0 w '0 r0

a) $.4 a.) 1 a) I-I a) 1Z P4 Z Z Z Pi Z Z

2 1 1-2 2 2 1-2

2 2 2-2 2 3 2-3

1 1 1-2 3 3 3-3

2 2.5 2-3 2 2 1-3

1 2 1-2 1 1.5-2.

3 3 3-3 4

_2

3 3-4

2 3 3-3 3 3 3-3

3 2.5 2-3 2 2 1-2

2 4 3-4 3 3 2.5-4

4 3 2-4 3 3 3-3

3 3.5 3-4 4 3.5 3-4

1 2 2-3 2 3 2-3

2 3 2-4 3 4 4-4

3 2 .1-2.5 2 2 2-2
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TABLE 4. DELPHI OUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS CURRICULUM SERVICES:

DUFFERIN BOARD - ROUND II

Question

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Rating
rd

T./

1 1-2

1

3

Rating

5

Importance Usefulness

1 2 3

5 4

4 5 2

5

3

1

4

1 5 3 2 2-2.75 4 5

7 2 1 1-1 1 1 5 2

5 4 2 2-3 2 4 3

2 7 2 2-2 7 2

1 7 1 3 3-3 1 5 3

8 1 3 3-3 1 6 1 1

5 4 2 2-3 2 5 2

2 6 1 4 4-4 4 4 1

3 4 2 3 2.25-3 1 3 5

1 4 4 3 3-4 3 1 5

47 n 2 2-2 1 3 3 2

3 3 3 3 2.25 -

3.75
1 3 5

1 7 1 2 2-2 5 1 1

Rating Scale: 1 = Very High; 2 = FLigh; 3 = Medium; 4 = Low; 5 =

-I

2 1-2

2 1-2

3 3-3

2 2 -2.75.

2 2-2

3-3.75

3-3

2-2

4 3-4

3 2-3

4 2.25-4

3 2-3

4 3.25-4

2 2-2

Very Low

. 6
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one may consider this a greater convergence of opinion, or consensus for that

item. In addition, changes in the median response are of interest, since one

can expect that, in the interval between questionnaires, more thought may have

been given to the items and therefore, perhaps more reliable answers given.

In order to discuss in detail the alterations in the panel's responses resulting

from feedback during Round II, the anlyses on the basis of the two criteria,

Importance to System and Usefulness to Classroom will be conducted separately.

Importance to System. The set of responses on the criterion of Importance to

System for Round I and Round II are presented in Table 5. The summary at the

bottom of table 5 indicates that only three of the items underwent a change in

the median response between Round I and Round II. In the three items where

this occurred (4,8 and 11) the shift was rather insignificant, moving only

0.5 points up on the scale of values. This shift was not accompanied by any

change in the interquartile range of the responses; in fact, it seems to have

been the result of omissions of responses to these items on Round I by people

who then responded to them in Round II. On three of the items there was

convergence on both ends (the interquartile range decreased both on the lower

and the upper end), while on four items convergence occurred on one end only.

Such shifts in the interquartile range on seven of the items are indicators of

movement toward group consensus, since the range of responses ii narrowing

down to the group's median. On one item (number 2) the median remained the

same, but the range increased slightly (0.75) at the upper end, indicating

some increase in ratings at the lower values on the scale during the second

round. On three of the items there was no change in range. On two of these,

the two ends were equal in value, indicating close to perfect consensus, while

on one the two ends were different. It is interesting to note that, by the

end of the second round, with only a single minor exception all the items had
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TABLE 5. CURRICULUM SERVICES - DUFFERIN BOARD ROUND I vs. ROUND II

IMPORTANCE TO SYSTEM CRITERION

Round I Round II

e e
c. o
In U)

w w
-H '0 11

0 .,-1 0 .

11
,.-1Item No. Z x = IT:

1. 1 1-2 1 1-2

2. 2 2-2 2 2-2.75

3. i 1-2 1 1-1

4. 2.5 2-3 2 2-3

5. 2 1-2 2 2-2

6. 3 3-3 3 3-3

7. 3 3-3 3 3-3

8. 2.5 2-3 2 2-3

9. 4 3-4 4 4-4

10. 3 2-4 3 2.25-3

11. 3.5 3-4 3 3-4

12. 2 2-3 2 2-2

13. 3 2-4 3 2.25-3.75

14. 2 1-2.5 2 2-2

Sumnary_of Changes between Rounds:

Change of Median Convergence Divergence No Change in Range

Up 3 Both ends 3
Down 0 One end 4 1

Ends equal 2

Ends not equal
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an interquartile range with a difference of one or less. If we can consider

the ideal form of "consensus" as being characterized by all or most of the

%..espondents giving the same response, this would result in a median and

interquartile range all at the same value. This occurred in seven of the

items at the end of Round II (3,5,6,7,9,12 and 14). Two of these items

(6 and 7) already indicated this high level of consensus by the end of the

first round. If we accept an interquartile range which differs by no more

than one and where one of the ends is equal to the value of the median as an

indication of consensus by the group, then a total of 12 of the 14 items can

be considered as having some kind of group consensus on their value to the

system. The only two items which we could not consider to be showing consensus

are items 2 and 13, which relate to cataloguing of courses and a data bank of

test results.

In order to analyze the panel's assessment of the board's curriculum

services with respect to the criterion of importance to the system as a whole,

we can rank order the items the basis of median responses. Because of the

difficulties associated with rank ordering on the basis of such a narrow scale,

it would have been preferable to rank order them on the basis of the sum of the

values given each item. However, since some respondents did not respond to all

the items, the value scores on all items would not have been consistent. If

the objective of this study is to differentiate primarily between highly-valued

and low-valued services of a board, ranking the items according to median

response(and not differentiating between them) should suffice to provide the

required information.

Table 6 provides the items on the questionnaire ranked according to the

value of the median score on the criterion of Importance to Board. It can be

expected that those items rated at levels 1 and 2 would, from the users' point



TABLE 6. CURRICULUM SERVICES DUFFERIN BOARD RANKING
OF ROUND II ITEMS IMPORTANCE TO BOARD

Item No. Item Median

1. Interpretation of Ministry curriculum guidelines for
schools' use. 1

3. Approving all new courses/programs (esp. 'experimental'
programs) prior to Board and Ministry submission. 1

2. Cataloguing secondary courses/programs and elementary
program descriptions. 2

4. Evaluating new courses/programs 2

5. Provision of guidelines for school program development. 2

8. Teacher in-service program development. 2

12. Administration of standardized tests across the system. 2

14. Evaluation of outputs of the schools, e.g. what is. the
impact of the schools on the youth. 2

6. Development of non-certified 'teacl- resources for special
programs. 3

Development of guidelines for acquisition of media/learning
resources. 3

10. Teacher courses and conventions: Catalogue and disseminate
to schools lists of relevant courses and conventions. 3

11. Monitoring of Questionnaire Type Studies of general concern
in the areas of curriculum, school program, etc. 3

313. Development of data bank of test results.

9. Liaison with teacher training institutions. 4

SC)
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of view), be protected by the board, while those rated at the low end, 3 -4, could

probably be reduced. It is interesting to note that none of the services were

rated at 5, and only one was rated as low as 4.

Usefulness to Board. In, order to analyze the responses on this criterion, table

7 presents the median and middle 50% range on each item for Rounds I and II.

The summary at the bottom of the table indicates the changes which occurred

as a result of feedback to the respondents. Three items underwent a change

in the value of the median: one went up one point (number 2) while two shifted

down (numbers 9 and 11).

Analysis of changes in the interquartile ranges provides some indication

of possible convergence on a consensus of values. It can be seen that in four

items convergence of the interquartile range has occurred: two of these

converged at both ends of the range, and the other two occurred only at one

end. On two items divergence occurred in the interquartile range, at one end

only. On five of the items, no change occurred in the middle 50% range. Of

these, three already had the two ends of the central 50% range equal, aid there-

fore one could not expect any "better" indication of consensus after the first

round. In addition, items such as number 1, which showed no change between the

first and second rounds, but had a relatively narrow interquartile range, (when

one of the ends equals the median, and the spread between the ends is equal to

one) may also be considered as indicating a rather high degree of consensus to

begin with. Thus, a total of 9 items out of the fourteen can be considered

as items with an indication of group consensus. This result is quite a bit

lower than that found for the criterion of Importance to Board, on which 12

of the 14 items indicated an acceptable level of consensus.

The items on the questionnaire can be rank-ordered according to median

score on the second round in order to understand the group's assessment of these

0-4



TABLE 7. CURRICULUM SEr ES - DUFFERIN BOARD ROUND I vs. ROUND II

USEFULNESS TO CLASSROOM CRITERION

Item No.

Round I

0,0

0
i.r)

W C
,--1 m
ro -.-1

ro ro
..--1 w

XX

Round II

Z
m

-.-1

ro
w

oo
tr.)

w

rd
ro

X
1-1

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

S.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

1 14.

2

3

3

2

2

3

3

2

3

3

3.5

3

4

2

1-2

2-3

3-3

1-3

1.5-2.5

3-4

3-3

1-2

2.5-4

3-3

3-4

2-3

4-4

2-2

2

2

3

2

2

3

3

2

4

3

4

3

4

2

1-2

1-2

3-3

2-2.75

2-2

3-3.75

3-3

2-2

3-4

2-3

2.25-4

2-3

3.25-4

2-2

Summary of Changes Between Rounds:

Change of Median Convergence

Up 1

Down 2

Both ends 2
One end 2

Divergence No Change in Rang2

Ends equal 3

2 Ends not equ'll 2
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areas with respect to Usefulness at the Classroom Level. Table 8 provides

this listing. It is evident from this list that the higher ranked items

have demonstrated some degree of consensus as to their rating.

It is interesting to note that none of the items were rated at level 1,

and the great majority of items were rated 2 or 3 on this criterion. Four

areas ranked at the bottom end with a rating of 4. The implications of these

responses are interesting from the point of view of the board's administration:

none of the curriculum service functions are viewed as having very high usefulness

at the level of the classroom, and three are perceived to be at the low end of

the scale.

Using Table 4 as a reference, one can compare the median responses on

Usefulness at the Classroom level and Importance to the Board. Although no

items on the former criterion are rated at level 1, the two items rated as 1

on the Importance criterion (1 and 3), are rated at 2 and 3 respectively on the

Usefulness criterion. A general correspondence does seem to exist, however, be-

tween the remainder of the items rated 2 and 3 on the scale. Exceptions to this

are items 11 and 13 where a rating of 3 on Importance corresponds to a rating

4 on Usefulness; also, item 12 has a rating of 2 on Importance versus a rating

of 3 on Usefulness. The only remaining item rated at level'4 has the same rating

on both Importance and Usefulness, item 9.

Thus there does seem to be a general correspondence in the rating of the

items on the two criteria. Where there is a discrepancy, (except in the case of

item 3), the difference is no greater than one.

Implications. Implications of these results are not entirely clear, if the board

Jere desirous of cutting back In curriculum services at the central

board level. From the users' point of view, the board's functions in this

area are generally more important to the board as a whole than to usefulness at

04)
.4-) 0
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TABLE 8. CURRICULUM SERVICES DUFFERIN BOARD RANKING
OF ROUND II ITEMS - USEFULNESS TO CLASSROOM

Item No. Item Median

* 1 Interpretation of Ministry curriculum guidelines for
schools' use. 2

2. Cataloguing secondary courses/programs and elementary
program descriptions. 2

4. Evaluating new courses/programs 2

5. Provision of guidelines for school program development. 2

* 8. Teacher in-service program development. 2

*14. Evaluation of outputs of the schools, e.g. what is the
impact of the schools on the youth. 2

* 3 Approving all new courses/programs (esp. 'experimental'
programs3 prior to Board and Ministry submission. 3

non certified 'teacher' resources for special
programs. 3

* 7 Development of guideiines for acquisition of media/learning
resources. 3

10. Teacher courses and conventions: Catalogue and disseminate
to schccas lists of relevant sourses and conventions. 3

*12. Adminis Ation of standardized tests across the system. 3

9. Liaise: with teacher training institutions. 4

11. Monitoring of Questionnaire Type Studies of general concern
in the areas -f curriculum, schocl program, etc. 4

13. Development of data bank of test results. 4

*Indicates consensus on the item.
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the level of the classroom. However, the board should seek to protect those

areas rated highly on the criterion of usefulness to the classroom, but perhaps

look into accomplishing them at the level of the school where they may have more

impact, rather than at the level of the central board administration. Areas

rated at level 4 should be brought into question as to their utility, both

to the Board and at the school level.

2. Peel

Responses to Round I of the questionnaire at the Peel Board resulted in

a single item additon for the second round. This was question 15, as follows:

15. Development of, core .curriculum

Table 9 presents the responses to Round I with the frequency of responses, medians

and middle 50% range for each item. Although the ratings appear to be somewhat

higher, in general, on the Importance than on the Usefulness criterion, this

distinction between the results for the two criteria is not as striking as in

the case of the Dufferin Board. There are some items rated at 1 for both

criteria, but there are no 4's given or. the Importance criterion, as compared

tr, one 4 on the Usefulness criterion.

For Round II, the addition of item 15 above was made to the questionnaire.

The respondents also received feedback regarding the median and interquartile

range for each item which appeared on Round I, as well as their own' response on

that round. The procedure required that new responses be given in Round II,

in the light of the group's response. Table 10 presents a summary of the Round

II responses on both criteria. The general observations found for Round I appear

to still hold true in this round.

In order to see whether the group has been brought closer to "consensus,"



TABLE 9. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS - CURRICULUM SERVICES:
PEEL BOARD RnUND 1

uestion

1.

1

6

Rating
Importance

2

1

3 4

1

2. 4 1 2 1

3. 4 1 2 1

4. 5 2 1

5. 5 2 1

6 3 3 2

7. 3 4 1

8. 4 2 1 1

9, 4 2 2

10. 4 1 3

11.

12. 4 2 2

13. 1 1 4 2

14. 3 1 3 1
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1 1-1

1--

1.5 1-2
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Q Usefulness .,-.4
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1 2 3 4 5 X
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2

2

4 2 2 1.5

3 5 2

1 3 2 2 2.5

2 4 2 3

6 2 1

3 2 3 2

5 3 1

3.5

1 2 3 1 1 3

1 1 3 3 4

1.5

2-2

1-3

2-3

1-2

1-2

2-3

3-3

2-4

4-5
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TABLE 10. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS CURRICULUM SERVICES:
PEEL BOARD ROUND II

Rating .-. -

Question Importance
r0
-1

o
1 2 3 4 5 Z

1. 8 2

2.

3.

4.

5

6

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

1-1

Rating
m

Usefulness --I

w
1 2 3 4 5 X

1 7 1 2 2-2

2-2.75

2-2

1-2

2.25-3.75

3.25-5

1.25-2

1-1



it is necessary to compare responses on Round I and Round II separately for the

two criteria of Importance and Usefulness.

Importance to Board. Table 11 presents the Round I and Round II responses of

the panel on the criterion of Importance to System. There is no response to

question 15 for Round I, since it was only added on in Round II. The summary

at the bottom of the table indicates changes that occurred as a result of feedback.

Six items underwent a change in median: two went up (3 rnd 14) and four shifted

down (3,9, 11 and 12). None of these changes were more than one half a point

in either direction. Four items had evidence of convergence on the basis of

the interquartile range: one at both ends and 3 at one end only. One item (13)

had divergence in the interquartile range, wil hift from a range of 3-3 to

one of 2.5-3. Three items did not have any change between rounds: one of these

had equal ends and therefore could not be expected to shift to a closer position.

Considering all the items with (a) an interquartile range of equal value,

(b) with a narrow interquartile range of 1 (where one of the ends is equal to

the median) and (c) which showed a degree of convergence between Rounds I and II

as indicators of "consensus," we find that 11 of the 15 items on Round II can

be considered to have an apparent degree of consensus by tile group.

The items on Round II are rank ordered in Table 12 on the basis of median

scores. It should be noted that a high proportion of the items ranked at level 1

and none rated below level 3 on this criterion. Thus, it seems clear

that the panel feels the curriculum services offerred by the Board are generally

of rather high importance to the board as a whole. This bears out the conclusion

drawn for the Dufferin Board, where the curriculum services are perceived to be

'enerally high on the Importance to Board criterion,but even more strongly. It

would certainly be expected that, if any cuts were to be made in the services,



TABLE,11. CURRICULUM SERVICES PEEL BOARD ROUND I vs. ROUND II

IMPORTANCE TO SYSTEM CRITERION

Round I Round II

eaa
0 0m In

z
ra

w
,-.1 rd

a)

r1
-ri

'0
'0
'0

.ri

75
1:5

750 ri 0 .-I

Item No. X

1 1 1-1 1 1-1

2. 1.5 1-3 2 1-2.5

3. 1.5 1-3 1 1-2.5

4. 1 1-3 1 1-1.5

5. 1 1-2 1 1-2

6. 3 1-3 3 2-3

7. 3 1-3 3 3-3

8. 1.5 1-2 1.5 1-2

9. 1.5 1-2 2 2-2

10. 2 1-4 2 2-3

11. 2.5 2-3 3 2-3

12. 1.5 1-2 2 2-2

13. 3 3-3 3 2.5-3

14. 2.5 1-3 2 2-2

15. i 1-1

Summary of Changes Between Rounds:

Change of Median

Up 2

Down 4

Convergence

Both ends 1
One end 3

Divergence No Change in Range

Ends equal 1

1 Ends not equal 2
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TABLE 12. CURRICULUM SERVICES PEEL BOARD RANKING
OF ROUND II ITEMS - IMPORTANCE TO BOARD

Item No. Item Median

Interpretation of Ministry curriculum guidelines for
schools' use. 1

3. Approving all new courses/programs (esp. 'experimental'
programs) prior to Board and Ministry submission. 1

4. Evaluating new courses/programs. 1

5. Provision of guidelines for school program development. 1

*15. Development of core curriculum. 1

* 8. Teacher in-service program development. 1.5

Cataloguing secondary courses/programs and elementary
program descriptions. 2

* 9. Liaison with teacher training institutions. 2

*10. Teacher courses and conventions: Catalogue and disseminate
to schools lists of relevant courses and conventions. 2

*12. Administration of standardized tests across the
system. 2

*14. Evaluation of outputs of the schools, e.g. what is
the impact of the schools on the youth. 2

* 6. Development of non-certified 'teacher' resources for
special programs. 3

* 7 Development of guidelines for acquisition of media/
learning resources. 3

11. Monitoring of Questionnaire Type Studies of general
cJncern in the areas of curriculum, school program,
etc 3

13. Development of data bank of test results.

*Items for which consensus is indicated.
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then they would have to occur in those services ranked at level 3, while protect-

ing the highly rated services at levels 1 and 2.

Usefulness to Classroom. Table 13 presents the Round I end Round II responses

of the group on this criterion. The summary indicates one item shifted upward

in median response, while 3 shifted downward. Of those which changed their

medians, all but one did so for 0.5 of a point. The remaining one shifted a

full point. A total of five items indicated convergence on the interquartile

range, and none expressed any divergence. Five items did not change at all.

Using the same criteria as in the previous cases to determine the items for

which consensus can be considered to have occurred, we find that 14 of the 15

items can be categorized in this group. Three of the items which showed a

slight shift in median were also included here (6,11 and 14) because of the

minor nature of the shift (0.5) and the fact that the shift either did not

increase the original narrow interquartile range or, indeed, reduced it. The

only case which cannot be considered as having consensus is item 13, which has

a one-point change in median accompanied by a widening of the interquartile

range. This item relates to the development of a data bank of test results.

Table 14 presents the results of this analysis with the items ranked in

order of their median ratings. A substantial number of the items are rLnked

at the high end of the scale, and only one item is rated at level 5. This

latter is the only item for which consensus could not be derived. Interestingly,

no items received rating of 4. Thus, the findings at the Dufferin Board, which

graded the services on usefulness to the classroom at a significantly lower level

than on importance to the board, Ituve not been borne out in the Peel analysis.

Here, the value accorded to the services on the basis of usefulness at the

classroom level is quite comparable with that at the Board level.



TABLE 13. CURRICULUM SERVICES PEEL BOARD ROUND I vs. ROUND IT

USEFULNESS TO CLASSROOM CRITERION

Round I

e

--..

Round II

eo
In

co
In

g
m ,---1

g
m Hw

.11 '0 .,I 777
777 777 777 777

W -1-I W
Item No. X X X

1. 2 ... 2-2 2 2-2

2. 2 1-3 2 2-2.75

3. 2 2-3 2 2-2

4. 1.5 1-2 1.5 1-2

5. 2 1-2 2 1-2

6. 2.5 2-3 3 2-3

7* 3 3-3 3 3-3

812'. 1 1-1 1 1-1

9. 2 1-4 2 2-3

10. 1 1-3 1 1-2

11. 3.5 3-4 3 3-4

12. 3 2-4 3 2..25 -3.75

13. 4 4-5 5 3.25-5

14. 1.5 1-3 2 1.25-2

15. 1 1-1

Summary of Changes Between Rounds

Change of Median Convergence Divergence No Change in Range

Up 1 Both ends 3 0 Ends equal 3

Down 3 One end 2 0 Ends not equal 2



TABLE 14. CURRICULUM SERVICES PEEL BOARD RANK OF ITEMS
ON USEFULNESS TO CLASSROOM - ROUND II

Item No. Item Rating

8. Teacher in-service program development. 1

*10. Teacher courses and conventions: Catalogue and disseminate
to school .... (sea original). 1

*15. Development of core curriculum.

4. Evaluating new courses/programs. 1.5

1. Interpretation of Ministry curriculum guidelines
for schools' use. 2

Cataloguing secondary courses/programs and elementary
program descriptions. 2

* 3. Approving all new courses/programs (esp. 'experimental'
programs) prior to Board and Ministry submission. 2

* 5. Provision of guidelines for school program development. 2

* 9. Liaison with teacher training institu*.ions.

*14. Evaluation of outputs of the schools, e.g. I,hat is the
impact of the schools on the youth.

* 6. Development of non-certified 'teacher' resources for
special programs.

* 7. Development of guidelines for acquisition of media/
learning resources.

*11. Monitoring of Questionnaire Type Studies of general
concern in the areas of curriculum, school program,
etc. 3

*12. Administration of standardized tests across the system. 3

*13. Development of data bank of test results.`'-, 5

2

2

3

3

*Items on which consensus has been attained.



A comparison of the relative ranks of the items on the two criteria can

be made via table 10. Although there is no clear-cut one-to-one correspondence

in the ratings, all elements rated 1 or 2 on one criterion have a 1 or 2 on

the other. Thus, the items in t, 'e top 2 categories of values are valued highly

on both criteria. All the elements rated at a median value of 3 correspond Lo

one another on both criteria, except for question 13, which has a rating of 3

on Importance opposite, to a rating of 5 on Usefulness.

Implications. The above results allow l.s to draw clear implications for the

Peel Board, in terms of protecting the curriculum services offerred during a

period of contraction. Since essentially the same items are valued highly on

both criteria, one may gest that the top-rated items be preserved as Board

functions, eliminating lowest.:-rate. ones. if the need should arise,

C. Delphi Study on Quality Program

Objectives a d Rationale

The objective of this Delphi study was to determine major (o core) aspects

of the curriculum which would constitute a "quality" educational program, and

the structural conditions under which such a program could be attained. Since

there is a gro ling concern that the current decline in enrolments may result

in a general lowering of the quality of our educational programs, it was felt

to be endeavour to (a) assess the components of our instructional

proarans which educators consider to be essential and(b) to determisiie some of

the basic structural conditions affected by enrolment required f

ment.

heir attain-



Procedures

This Delphi study was conducted at the same two boards as the previous one,

using the same sample and same number of rounds. The two Delphis were presented

to the pane;' as two parts of the same questionnaire, thereby simplifying the

procedure. As with the first Delphi study, the two boards were treated in-

dependently in the analysis.

Ontario Ministry of Education guidelines were used as the basis for the

items on the questionnaire relating to quality education. The items on

elementary (Primary and Junior) education were drawn primarily from The Formative

Years, while for secondary education, Secondary School Diploma Requirements:

H.S.l - 1977-78 was the source. Tables 15, 16 and 17 illustrate the Tlementary

(K-8) items presented to the panel. Table 15 presents the items relating to the

Primary division, Table 16 presents those for the Junior division and Table 17

lists those for Primary and Junior. The items .atina to secondary education (9-13)

anpear on Table 18. Some items were included which do not appear specifically

Jr: Ministry guidelines, but which are believed by some curriculum experts to be

in danger if budgets are cut. Items 32,33 and 34 on table 17 are such items

for which an assessment was desired. The respondents were requested to rate

each item on the questionnaire on a five-point scale of importance, with 1=

very high and 5 = very low. Table 19 presents the items on structural requirements

in te:*:ms of the numerical components of schools. Responses on this section of

the questionnaire were simply in terms of the numerical values which the panel

member considers relevant. T11 respondents -Fere instructed to complete questions

relating both to elementary and secondary instruction on the oasis that the

Delphi was to present the consensus of the educational community on the-e issues.

On each segment of the questionnaire, the panel was instructed to add any

additional f.tems considered relevant, or to delete those they considered irrelevant.



TABLE 15. DELPHI ITEMS ON QUALITY PROGRAM - PRIMARY

Elementary_(K -8)

Rating
Primary

1. Understand and use numbers and operations.

2. Use measurement in relevant situations with an understanding of the
concepts involved.

3. Understand relationships involving space and shape.

4. Listen with sensitivity and discrimination.

Ability to articulate
one's.own.ideas thoughts, and feelings with

confidence and lucidity.

Learn to read using the initial skills and processes that one
finds most effective.

Appreciate the significance and function of reading in bile's

own life.

. Read independently with enjoyment and with a fluency appropriate to

one's stage of development.

. Express experiences, thoughts, and feelings in writing with clarity
and sensitivity.



TABLE 16. DELPHI ITEMS ON QUALITY PROGRAM JUNIOR

Junior
Rating.b

10. Use mathematical concepts and arithmetic operations with

understanding.

.11. Consolidate and extend the measurements skills outlined for the

Primary Division.

12. Understand more complex spatial relationships.

.13. Become aware of deeper levels of meaning in reading.

14. Use reading as a source of information.

15. Develop a deeper appreciation of excellence in reading materials.

16. Express in writing personal experiences, thoughts, and feelings

with greater clarity and sensitivity.

17. Understand that writing can be used for many purposes and that the

purpose determines the form of writing and the kind of language

used.

18. Develop legible handwriting commensurate with one's own psycho-

motor skills.

19. Extend and consolidate listening skills and develop an appreciation

of oral communication and literature.

20. Extend and consolidate the speaking skills outlined for the Primary

Division.



TABLE 17, DELPHI ITEMS ON QUALITY PROGRAM PRIMARY AS JUNIOR

Primary and Junior

21. Increase sensitivity of perception through the use of all the senses

and develop the capacity to express this sensitivity through a

variety of creatii media.

22. Develop self-awareness and self-confidence through drama and related

creative activities.

23. Develop sensitivity to sound and thus acquire a base for growth in

music.

24. Develop visual awareness sensitivity and appreciation.

25. Develop creativity, confidence, and physical fitness through physical

activities.

.26. Acquire some basic understanding of one's own physical.

and emotional nature and of the principles of healthy living._

27. Begin to develop a personal value system within a context that reflects

the priorities of a concerned society and at the same time recognizes

the integrity of the individual.

28. Develop the ability to make informed and rational decisions.

29. Understand social relationships at a level appropriate to -one's

own star. of development.

.30. Understand the environment, both in terms of the ne''re of its

parts and of the patterns that characterize it as E. )1e.

31. Acquire a reasoned knowledge of and pride in Canada.

32. Participation in art program.

33. Develop appreciation and skill in music.

34. Participation in a program of physical education.

Cthers:

101



Cl

Secondary (9-13)

TABLE 18. DELPHI ITEMS ON QUALITY PROGRAM SECONDARY
=EXIMMIUM, 4M1.1111.11110.111111

Ratila

1. Provision of a broad program in the area of Communications (linguistic,

mechanical, symbolic or pictorial).

2. Provision of a broad program in the area of Social and Environmental

Studies.

3. Provision of a broad program in the area'of Pure and Applied Sciences.

4. Provision of a broad program in the area of Arts.

5. Each student should have the basic skills that will allow him to continue

his education with competency and confidence.

6. Eaoh student should take courses that will allow him to capitalize on

his abilities, interests, needs, and educational goals without

unnecessarily' limiting his future occup%Honal and educational choices.

7. Each student should be advised of the importance of certain national

priorities in education, for example, physical fitness, an understanding

and appreciation of, both the English and French languages, and an

awareness of Canada's heritage.

. The aims and objectives of French-language instructional units will be

most fully realized if students in these units include Francais in each

year of their program of studies.

. Each student should be encouraged to take courses that seem appropriate

to his abilities and expectations of achievement.

1 310, Unscheduled time and independent study should be available only to the

extent that they provide the appropriate balance or support to a student's

total program.

11. A student's program should possess the qualities of coherence, continuity,

and balance.



(cont'd)

MINGSSINIEUXIMINEDIMEIR

. All students who are capable of doing so should be strongly encouraged to

expand and deepen their studies by takinci more than the minimum number of

credits for the Secondary School GraduatAn Diploma, with credits preferably

from as challenging a level as possible.

.13. A student who exhibits the ability, maturity, and motivation to master ar.

accelerated educational program, who has parental apprOval, and who is

acting on the advice of the principal nay be assisted in planning a

program of study that will enable him to complete the Secondary School

Honour Graduation Diploma in fewer than five years.

14. Provision of appropriate programs for tle entire range of exceptional

students in the form, of special education services.

,15. Provision of extra-curricular, social and cultural pursuits.

16. Provision of activities relating to community service.

17. Provision of opportunities for travel.

as. Allowing students to have extended use of community resources other

than the school.

19. Offering special programs in conjunction w:.th other community agencies.

20. Provision of special training that lies outside the regular school

program.

21. Maintenance of.the Credit System as the bas:.s of student program planning.

Others:

104 1.5
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TABLE 19. DELPHI ITEMS ON QUALITY PROGRAM STRUCTURAL ASPECTS

Please answer the following questions according to your own best

professional judgement.

In order to offer a quality program within one elene-tary school

(K-9), what would you consider to be the:

(a) Minimum number of students

(b) Optimal number of students

(c) Maxirum number of students

(d) Minimum number of teachers

(e) Optimal number of teachers

(f) Minimum class size

(g) Optimal class size

(h) Maximum class size

. In order to offer a quality high school program

(9-13) within your area what would you consider the:

0

(a) Minimum number of students

(b) Optimal number of students

(c) Maximum number of students

(d) Minimum number of teachers

(e) Optimal number of teachers

(f) Minimum class size

(g) Optimal class size

(h) Maximum class size

Number

Imm.



The results of the study are presented in the following sections for the

Dufferin and Peel Boards.

Results

1. Dufferin

The results of the questionnaire were tabulated separately in terms

of: elementary, secondary and structural components of schools. The analysis

will deal with the results of each of the above segments independently.

Elementary Objectives (K-8). The objectives presented to the respondents for

elementary instruction were presented in tables 15,16 and 17, relating to

Primary, Junior, and Primary and Junior objectives, respectively. The results

of Round I of the Delphi are presented in Table 20. No new items were added

by the panel. It is evident fron this table that the majority of items

on the elementary objectives had a median rating of 1: very high importance.

It can also be noted that going aown the list, ..-the items toward the bottom

get an increasingly frequent rating of 2, rather than 1 so that the majority

of the items listed for the Primary and Junior (combined) division received a

majority of items rated at 2. No item on this set of objectives received a

median rating less than 2.

For Round II, the questionnaires were returned to the panel members

with the median and midcUe 50% range on each item, derived from Round I, as

well as the respondent's own response to Round I. Panelists were asked if

they now wished to change their response in the light of this new information.

Table 21 presents a summary of the results of the second round of questioning.

Upon visual inspection, the results apjefaVto be similar to those of Round I.



Elementary
Objectives
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TABLE 20. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS QUALITY EDUCATION:
DUFFERIN BOARD - ROUND I ELEMENTARY

1 2 3

Rating

4 5 Median Middle 50%

1. 1-1

2. 6 1

3. 6 2 1 1-2

4. 7 1 1 1-1.5

5. 8 1 1-1

6. 9 1 1-1

7. 6 1 1-1.5

8. 7 1 1 1 1-1

0

6 2 1 1

10. 8 1 1

11. 7 2 1

12. 4 3 2 2

13. 6 1 2 1

14. 8 1 1

15. 4 3 1 1 2

16. 5 3 1 1

17. 5 2 1 1 1

18. 7 2 1

19. 5 3 1 1

20. 6 2 1 1

1-3

1-1

1-1

1-2

1-2

1-2

1-2

1-2

1-3

1-2

1 -2

21. 6 1 1

22. 4 2 3

1 1-2

2 1-3

23. 3 2 4 2 1.5-3

24. 4 2 3
0

25. 4 5

2 1-2.5

2 1-2

26. 4 3 3
0

27. 4 2 2 1

2 1-2

2 1-2.5

28. 7 2 1 1-1

a 29. 5 2 2

30. 4 2 3

31. 5 2 2

32. 3 3 2 1

33. 2 3 2

1 1-2

2 1-2.5

1 1-2

2 1.5 -2.E

2 2-3

34. 5 3 1

Scale:

1 1-2

1 = very high importance; 2 = high importance; 3 = medium importance;

4 = low imnortance; 5 = very low importance_



Elementary
Objectives
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1.

2. 7

3. 6 3

4. 7 2

5. 8

H

0
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6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.
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TABLE 21.

1

DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE
DUFFERIN BOARD

2

ANALYSIS
- ROUND

- QUALITY' EDUCATION:
II ELEMENTARY

4 5 Median Middle 50%

Rating

3

1-1

2 1 1-1

1 1-1.75

1 1-1

1 1-1

9 1 1-1

6 2 1 1 1-2

8 1 1 1-1

6 1 1-1.75

9 1 1-1

9 1 1-1

4 2 1.25-2

8 1 1-1

7 1 1-1

4 4 2 1-2

5 2 1 1-2

6 2 1 1-1.75

5 3 1 1-2

4 5 2 1-2

7 2 1 1-1

5 3 1 1 -2

4 4 1 2 1-2

2 4 3 2 2-2.75

3 6 2 1.25-2

3 6 2 1.25-2

3 5 2 1.25-2

3 4 2 2 1.25-2

7 2 1 1-1

5 2 2 1 1-2

3 4 2 2 1.25 -2

5 3 1 1 1-2

1 6 1 2 2 -2

1 5 2 2-2.75

5 4 1 1-2

Scale: 1 = very high importance; 2 = high importance; 3 = medium importance;

4 = low importance; 5 = very low importance.



- 39 -

TABLE 22. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS - QUALITY EDUCATION: DUFFERIN BOARD
ROUND I VS. ROMD II - ELEMENTARY OBJECTIVES

Elementary
Objectives Median

Round I

Middle 50%

Round II

Median Middle 50%

* 1. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 2. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 3. 1 1-2 1 1-1.75

* 4. 1 1-1.5 1 1-1

* 5: 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 6. 1 1-1 1 1-1

7. 1 1-1.5 1 1-2

* 8. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 9. 1 1-3 1 1-1.75

* 10. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 11. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 12. 2 1-2 2 1.25-2

* 13. 1 1-2 1 1-1

* 14. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 15. 2 1-2 2 1-2

* 16. 1 1-2 1 1-2

* 17. 1 1-2 1 1-1.75

* 18. 1 1-3 1 1-2

19. 1 1-2 2 1-2

* 20. 1 1-2 1 1-1

* 21. 1 1-2 1 1 -2.

* 22. 2 1-3 2 1-2

* 23. 2 1.5-3 2 _2-2.75

* 24. 2 1-2.5 2 1.25-2

* 25. 2 1-2 2 1.25-2

* 26. 2 1-2 2 1.25-2

*,27. 2 1-2.5 2 1.25-2

* 28. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 29. 1 1-2 1 ,-2

* 30. 2 1-2.5 2 1.25-2

* 31. 1 1-2 1 1-2

* 32. 2 1 .5-2,5 2 2-2

* 33. 2 2-3 2 2-2.75

* 34. 1 1-2 1 1-2..1
*Items indicating consensus bA9pGpnd round.



Table 22 compares Round I and Round II results. Table 23 below

provides a summary of changes that occurred as a result of feedback between

these two rounds.

Table 23. Summary of Changes Between Round I and Round II on
Quality Education Elementary - Dufferin Board

Change of Median Convergence Divergence No Change in Range

Up Both ends 4 Ends equal 9

Down 1 One end 13 1 Ends not equal 6

This table shows only one item of the 34 changed its median value (number 19).

Seventeen items indicated convergence in the middle 50% range while only one

item showed a divergence in the second round. A total of 15 items did not

change their range. There is a marked degree of consensus by the group on

these items, with 32 of the items indicating some evidence of consensus. It

seems clear that there is strong indication by the group of the very high

importance accorded to the primary objectives, probably because they lay the

foundation for all future learning. There is little point in preparing an

additional table to rank order the items, since the results are clear.

Secondary Objectives (9-13). This set of objectives was presented in table 18.

As a result of the first round of questioning, no new responses were added.

Table 24 presents the results of Round I. It is immediately evident that for

this set of objectives, there is more variability in the responses given; they

range from a ::,edian of 1 to a median of 3. Most of the items with a median of

1 emphasize the acquisition of what may be considered the major areas

of knowledge. Table 25 presents the result of. Round II. Over-all, not

much change seems to have occurxei between the two rounds. Table 26 compares
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TABLE 24. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS - QUALITY EDUCATION:
DUFFERIN.BOAED - ROUND I - SECONDARYOBJECTIVES

Secondary
Objectives

Rating

4 Median Middle 50%3

1. 7 2 1 1-1

2. 7 2 1 1.-1

3. 7 2 1 1 -1

4. 7 1 1 1 1-1

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

7 2 1 1-1

6 3 1 1-1.75

3 2 2 1 1 2 1.25-2

1 2 2 2 1 3 2.5-4

6 3 1 1-1.75

7 2 1 1-1

5 3 1 1 1-2

3 5 1 2 1.25-2

2 3 3 1 2 2-3

3 4 1 2 1.25-2

4 5 3 2-3

3 4 3 2.25-3

1 5 3 3 3-3.75

1 4 3 1 2 2-3

3 5 1 3 2.25-3

1 4 4 2 2-3

2 3 3 1 2.5 2-3



TABLE 25. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS - QUALITY EDUCATION:

DUFFERIN BOARD - ROUND II SECONDARY OBJECTIVES

Secondary

Objectives
1

RatiAg

Median3

1. 1 1 1-1

2. 1 1 1-1

8 1 1-1

4. 8 1 1-1
1 8 1 1 1-1

6. 7 2 1 1-1

7. 5 2 2-2.75

8.

9.

3 3 2.25-3

1 1-1.75

10. 7 1 1 1-1

11. 5 3 1 1 1-2

12. 3 5 1 2 1.25-2

13. 1 4 2 2-3

14. 3 5 2 1.25-2

15. 3 3 2.25-3

16. 1 7 3 3-3

17. 7 3 3-3

18. 1 4 4 2 2-3

19. 2 7 3 3-3

20. 1 4 4 2 2-3

21. 2 2-3
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the results of Round I and II for further analysis. It can be seen that only

one median changed on the second round this was for item 21, and the shift

was 0.5 points upward. Since the range remained the same on this item, this

can be seen as further convergence by the group toward a position of consensus,

rather than a deviation from consensus. Six items showed convergence in their

middle 50% range, and 13 items had no change. Item 7 presents an unusual change

as a result of feedback: the median remained the same, but the range shifted

in such a way that the spread remained equal (0.75) but the values at the two

ends went down. Thus, the range shifted downward, but the median response

remained constant. There is no reason to accept this phenomenon as indicating

shift toward consensus. The asterisks on table 26 indicate that almost all

of the items on this segment of the questionnaire can be considered to have

consensus. There is no need to prepare a table to rank-order the items, since

they almost form clusters as presented in table 26. The majority of the items

are rated as 1 or 2, with only five items rated as 3.

Structural Components. The structural components were included as part of the

Delphi study to provide information on how practicing educators perceive

the effect of numerical variations in enrolment and related factors and quality

education. This component was divided into two main categories: elementary

(K-8) and secondary (9-13). For each category, the panel members were required

to fill in the numerical responses in accordance with their "best professional

judgement." These items related to number of students in a school, number of

teachers in a school and class size. Both minimum and maximum numbers were

required for all three areas, while for two of the areas, an optimal quantity

was also required. Providing for such a range of responses, rather than a

single estimate, it was hoped that the variation in possible future conditions

could be accounted for. From the respondents' point of view, it provided a

L";AC-



TABLE 26. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS-QUALITY EDUCATION: DUFFERIN BOARD

ROUND I VERSUS ROUND II SECONDARY OBJECTIVES

Round I

Secondary
Ob'ectives z

* 1. 1

* 2. 1

* 3. 1

* 4. 1

* 5. 1

* 6. 1

7. 2

* 8. 3

* 9. 1

'10. 1

*11. 1

*12. 2

*13. 2

' 14. 2

* 15. 3

* 16. 3

*17. 3

* 13. 2

* 19. 3

` 20. 2

k 21. 2.5

Round If

1-1

1-1

1-1

1-1

1-1

1-1.75

1.25-2

2.5-4

1-1.75

1-1

1-2

1.25-2

2-3

1.25-2

2-3

2.25-3

3-3.75

2-3

2.25-3

2-3

2-3

1 1-1

1 1-1

1 1-1

1 1-1

1 1-1

1 1-1

2 2-2.75

3 2.25-3

1 1-1.75

1 1-1

1 1-2

2 1.25-2

2 2-3

2 1.25-2

2.25-3

3 3-3

3 3-3

2 2-3

3 3-3

2 2-3

2 2-3

Summary of Changes Between Rounds

Change of Median Convergence Divergence No Change in Range

Up 1 Both ends 1 Ends equal 6

Down One end 5 1 Ends not equal 7

11. 6
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means of allowing for variations that are due to program differences as well.

Table 19 presents these items on the questionnaire. For ease of reference,

the tabulation of the results will be only in terms of the median and middle

50% on each item.

Table 27 presents the results on this portion of the Delphi for

Round I. As one would expect, the respondents provided generally larger

numbers for secondary school enrolment figures and teacher numbers than for

elementary schools. It is interesting to note, however, that on the class

size factors, the figures are almost indentical for the two sectors. Table

28 provides the Round II responses on the same items. Comparison of the

Round I and Round II responses can be found on table 29. In general, it can

be seen that there was not much change between Rounds I and II on these items.

On five items, there was a change in the value of the median between rounds

one and two. Since this shift was accompanied in four of the items, by a

narrowing of the interquartile range, we can consider this as a reflection

of a convergence of opinion on the part of the panel. A total of 12 items

(including the four above) showed convergence in the middle 50% range as a

result of feedback, while only one showed a minute divergence (0.5) at one

end. Two of the items showed no change at all as a result of feedback:

items 1 (b) and (c), relating to the optimal and maximum number of students

at the elementary level. The most dramatic shift in the middle 50% range

was on'item 2b.

It can be seen that most of the items achieved a fairly high level of

consensus by the end of the second round.

Implications. From the results of the Delphi on quality education at the

Dufferin Board, one can draw a number of conclusions. First, it was seen that,

on the set of elementary (K-8) objectives, the ratings were consistently very
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TABLE 27. DUFFERIN BOARD - QUALITY EDUCATION:

ST..,\JCTURAL COMPONENTS - ROUND I

Secondary

2. (a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(g)

(h)

Description Median Middle 509'

Minimum number of students

Optimal number of students

Maximum number of students

300

400

500

212.5-300

350-475

500-587.5

Minimum number of teachers 16.5 13-20

Optimal number of teachers 27.5 22.5-35

Minimum class size 17.5 12-20

Optimal class size 23.5 19-25

Maximum class size 30 24-31

Minimum number of students 500 500-750

Optimal number of students 800 762-1000

Maximum number of students 1200 1000-1275

Minimum number of teachers 35 27.5-45

Optimal number of teachers 50 50-55

Minimum class size 17.5 14.5-21

Optimal class 1_4e 22.5 20-25

Maximum class size 29 26.5-30



- 47

TABLE 28. DUFFERIN BOARD QUALITY EDUCATION:
STRUCTURAL COMPONEYITS ROUND II

Item Description Median Middle 50%

Elementary

1. (a) Minimum number of students 250 250-300

(b) Optimal number of students 400 350-475

(c) Maximum number of students 500 500-587.5

(d) Minimum number of teachers 17 15-18

(e) Optimal number of teachers 25 25-28

(f) Minimum class size 17.5 13-20

(g) Optimal class size 23.5 20-25

(h) Maximum class size 30 28-30

Secondary

Minimum number of students 500 500-587.52. (a)

(b) Optimal number of students 800 800-875

(c) Maximum number of students 1200 1050-1200

(d) Minimum number of teachers 32 30-36.5

(e) Optimal number of teachers 50 50-53.75

(f) Minimum class size 17.5 15-20

(g) Optimal class size 21 20-25

(h) Maximum class size 29 26-30
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TABLE 29. nT!FFERIN BOARD QUALITY EDUMmT(TI:
STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS - ROUND I VS. ROUND II

Round I

Item Description Median Middle 50%
-------

Round II

Median Middle 50%

Elementary

212.5-300 250 250-3001. (a) Minimum number of students 300

(b) Optimal number of students 400 350-475 400 350-475

(c) Maximum number of students 500 500-587.5 500 500-587.5

(d) Minimum number of teachers 16.5 13-20 17 15-18

(e) Optimal number of teachers 27.5 22.5-35 25 25-28

(f) Minimum class size 17.5 12-20 17.5 13-20

(g) Optimal class size 23.5 19-25 23.5 20-25

(h) Maximum class size 30 24-31. 30 28-30

Secondary

500-750 500 500-587.52. (a) Minimum number of students 500

(b) Optimal number of students 800 762-1000 800 800-875

(c) Maximum number of students 1200 1000-1275 1200 1050-1200

(d) Minimum number of teachers 35 27.5-45 32 30-36.5

(e) Optimal number of teachers 50 50-55 50 50-53.75

(f) Minimum class size 17.5 14.5-21 17.5 15-20

(g) Optimal class size , 22.5 20-25 21 20-25

(h) Maximum class size 29 26.5-30 29 26-30

Summary of Changes Between Rounds

Change of Median Convergence Divergence No Change

Up 4 Both ends 7 2

Down 1 One end 5 1
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high, with a high degree of consensus. On secondary objectives (9-13), the

ratings were still quite high, but with greater variability. Interestingly,

the highest ratings were given to the major curriculum areas. The results

of the questions on the structural system components also presented a high

degree of consensus by the group. Both at the elementary and secondary level,

the group was able to narrow in on the specific numerical constraints associated

with educational programs. If these results prove to be typical of small

boarrls, they may provide useful guidelines to school board administrators

when contemplating structural changes as a result of declining enrolments.

2. Peel

As with the Dufferin Board, the results of the Delphi study on quality

education at the Peel Board will be analyzed separately for the elementary,

secondary and structural components of schools, in the following sections.

Elementary Objectives (K-8). The same set of objectives were presented to

this panel as to the respondents at the Dufferin Board. Tables 15,16 and 17

present thb Primary, Junior and Primary and Junior objectives, respectively,

as provided to the sample. The results of Round I of the elementary set of

objectives is presented in table 30. No new items were added to the original

list. As with the Dufferin Board, the great majority of the items had a

rating of 1. Only eight items were given a median rating of 2, but there

seems to be no consistency in level at which these ratings were given. At

each level, the great majority of items received a rating of 1.

For Round II, the auestionnaires were returned to the respondents

with the median and middle 50% for the group at the Board, along with their

own responses to Round I. The results of the second round are presented in

table 31. A brief inspection of this table reveals even a greater preponderance
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TABLE 30. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS - QUALITY EDUCATION:
PEEL BOARD ROUND I ELEMENTARY OBJECTIVES

Elementary
Objectives

1.

a,

o
z

1

8

Rating

2 3

1

Median Middle 50%

1 1-1

2. 7 2

3. 8 1

4. 8 1

5. 8

6.

7.

8.

9. 5

10. 8 1

11. 7 2

12. 5

13. 4

14. 5 4

15. 3

16. 7

17. 3

18. 8

19. 5 4

20. 7 2

7

4

8

1

2

2

1

3 1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

5 1 3

5 2 2

4 2 3

4 2 3

8 1

8 1

7 1 1

6 3

5 3 1

4 3 2

4 4 1

5 4

5 4

1 1-2.75

1 1-2

2

2

1

1

1

1



TABLE 31. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS QUALITY EDT1CATION:
PEEL BOARD ROUND II ELEMENTARY. OBJECTIVES

1c4

R

Elementary
Objectives

AIMEMZERICIE,
1

Ratira

MEMEILIZINIK

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10

10

10

8

9

10

5 3

10

6

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

10

10

9

6 4

8

3 5

9 1

4 6

8 1

8 2

9 1

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

6 3 1

5 4 1

5 3 2

6 3

9 1

9 1

9

9 1

8 2

4 5 1

4 4 2

5 2 3

5 2 3

Median Middle

1 1-1

1 1-1

1 1-1

1 1-1

1 1-1

1 1-1

1.5 1-2

1 1-1

1 1-2

1 1-1

1 1-1

1 1-1

1 1-2

1 1-2

2 1.5-2

1 1-1

50%
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TABLE 32. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS - QUALITY EDUCATION: PEEL BOARD
ROUND I VERSUS ROUND II - ELEMENTARY OBJECTIVES

Round I Round II
Elementary
Objectives Median Middle 50% Median Middle 50%

a,

rx0
z

0
z

1. 1-1 1 1-1

2. 1 1-1 1 1-1

3. 1 1-1 1 1-1

4. 1 1-1 1 1-1

5. 1 1-1 1 1-1

6. 1 1-1 1 1-1

7. 2 1-2.75 1.5 1-2

8. 1 1-1 1 1-1

9. 1 1-2 1 1-2

10. 1 1-1 1 1-1

11. 1 1-1 1 1-1

12. 1 1-2 1 1-1

13. 2 1-2 1 1-2

14. 1 1-2 1 1-2

15. 2 1.25-3 2 1.5-2

16. 1 1-1 1 1-1

17. 2 1.25-2 1 1-2

18. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 19. 1 1-2 1 1-1

* 20. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 21. 1 1-2.75 1 1-2

22. 1 1-2 1.5 1-2

23. 2 1-2.75 1.5 1-2

24. 2 1-2.75 1 1-2

25. 1 1-1 1 1-1

26. 1 1-1 1 1-1

27. 1 1-1 1 1-1

28. 1 1-1.75 1 1-1

29. 1 1-2 1 1-1

* 30. 2 1-2 2 1-2

31. 2 1-2 2 1-2

* 32. 1 1-3 1.5 1-2.5

33. 1 1-3 1.5 1-2.5

34. 1 1-1 1 1-1

*Items which indicate consensus.

40



of items rated at 1, with some of the 2's replaced by a score of 1.5. For

a more detailed analysis of the comparison of Round I and Round II results,

table 32 is presented. It can be seen that on eight of the items there was

a shift in the value of the median. Of these, 5 were accompanied by a con-

vergence in the middle 50% range as well. Therefore, these five can be

considered as having come closer to a convergence on group consensus. Eleven

of the items showed a clear convergence, while one indicated slight divergence

in the second round. Twenty of the items did not change at all between rounds.

Table 33 summarizes these results. Overall, all but four of the thirty-four

items can be seen to have achieved consensus on their median ratings by the

group. Indeed, twenty of these have equal bounds on their interquartile range.

Table 33. Summary of Changes Between Rounds Elementary:
Round I versus Round II

Change of Median Convergence Divergence No Change in Range

Up 5 Both ends 1

1Down 3 One end 10 1

Ends equal 16

Ends not equal 4

It is also interesting to note that all but four of the items have a median

rating better than 2.

Secondary Objectives (9-13). The set of objectives on secondary education which

was presented to the panel was presented in table 18. As a result of the first

round of questioning, no new items were added to the questionnaire. The results

of Round I awe presented in table 34. It can be seen that the ratings on the

secondary objectives, though still high, provide more variability in their medians

than for the elementary objectives. The results of Round II are provided in

table 35. A visual inspection does not reveal much change from Round I. The

comparison of Rounds I and II can be seen in table 36. Overall, there is not
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TABLE 34. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS - QUALITY EDUCATION
PEEL BOARD - ROUND I - SECONDARY

Secondary

Objectives

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Rating
3 4 5 Median Middle 50%

7 2 1 1-1

6 2 1 1 1-1.75

5 4 1 1-2

6 1 2 1 1-1.75

8 1 1 1-1

7 -) f 1

1

1-1

1-1

2 2-3

1 1 1-1

6 2 1 1 1-1.75

5 4 1 1-2

4 3 2 2 1-2

4 2 3 2 1-2.75

7 0 2 1 1-1

5 4 1 1-2

3 2 4 2 1.25-2.75

3 1 5 3 1.25-3

3 2 4 2 1.25-2.75

- 3 5 3 2-3

4 1 4 2 1-3

5 2 2 1 1-2
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TABLE 35. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS QUALITY EDUCATION:
PEEL BOARD - ROUND II - SECONDARY

Secondary
Objectives

1

Rating

Median. Middle 50%3

1. 9 1 1 1-1

2. 7 2 1 1 1-1.5

3. 6 4 1 1-2

4. 6 1 1-1.75

5. 10 1 1-1

6. 10 1 1-1

7. 7 2 1 1-1.5

8., 2 7 2 2-2

9. 8 1 1 1-1

10. 7 2 1 1-1.5

11. 8 2 1 1-1

12. 4 5 2 1-2

13. 4 5 1 2 1-2

14. 8 2 1 1-1

15. 6 3 1 1-2

16. 3 4 3 2 1.5-2.5

17. 3 3 3 1 2 1.5-3

18. 3 5 2 2 1.5-2

19. 3 7 3 2.5-3

20. 3 3 3 1.5-3

21. 1 1-2



TABLE 36. DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS QUALITY EDUCATION: PEEL BOARD
ROUND I VERSUS ROUND II - SECONDARY

Round I Round II
Item Median Middle 50% Median Middle 50%

* 1. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 2. 1 1-1.75 1 1-1.5

* 3. 1 1-2 1 1-2

* 4. 1 1-1.75 1 1-1.75

* 5. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 6. 1 1-1 1 1-1

7. 1 1-1 1 1-1.5

* 8. 2 2-3 2 2-2

* 9. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 10. 1 1-1.75 1 1-1.5

* 11. 1 1-2 1 1-1

* 12. 2 1-2 2 1-2

* 13. 2 1-2.75 2 1-2

* 14. 1 1-1 1 1-1

* 15. 1 1-2 1 1-2

* 16. 2 1.25-2.75 2 1.5-2.5

17. 3 1.25-3 2 1.5-3

* 18. 2 1.25-2.75 2 1.5-2

* 19. 3 2-3 3 2.5-3

* 20. 2 1-3 2 1.5-3

* 21. 1 1-2 1 1-2

*Items on which consensus occurred.

Summary of Changes Between Rounds

Change of Median Convergence Divergence No Change

Up 1 Both ends 2

Down One end 7 1

Ends equal 5

Ends not equal 5
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much change in evidence between the two rounds. Ten of the twenty-one items

did not change at all, and only one item rated a change in its median, number

19, going from a rating of 3 to 2. Since this change was not accompanied by

much of a change in the interquartile range, we cannot assume that it indicates

much of a convergence of opinion. On nine of the items, there was a clear

convergence on the interquartile range, while on one item, there was divergence.

In all, consensus can be said to have taken place on all but two of the items

on this set of objectives. Only one objective had a rating of 3, and this was

objective 19. This objective related to offering programs in conjunction with

community agencies. The remainder all were rated as 1 or 2.

Structural Components. The items on the structural components on the Delphi

questionnaire were presented on table 19. The panel's responses at the Peel

Board for Round I of the Delphi are presented in table 37. In general, one

can see that the numerical components here, as at the Dufferin Board, are larger

for the secondary than the elementary section, except in class size. In fact,

in this case, the minimum class size is felt to be larger at the elementary

than the secondary level.

Round II responses are presented in Table 38, along with a comparison

to the Round I responses. It can be seen that, as a result of iteration, con-

vergence occurred on all the items but the first on the questionnaire, even in

the three cases where there was a shift in the median response. Thus, one can

consider all the items as having achieved a measure of consensus by the group.

Implications. The results of the Delphi on quality education at the Peel Board

has many similarities to the results at the Dufferin Board. In both boards,

the objectives on the elementary sector (K-8) had very high ratings, with a high

9
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TABLE 37. PEEL BOARD - QUALITY EDUCATION:

STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS ROuNn T

Item

Elementary

Description M

1. (a) Minimum number of students

(b) Optimal number of students

(c) Maximum number of students

(d) Minimum number of teachers

(e) Optimal number of teachers

(f) Minimum class size

(g) Optimal class size

(h) Maximum class size

Secondary

2. (a) Minimum number of students

(b) Optimal number of students

(c) Maximum number of students

(d) Minimum number of teachers

(e) Optimal number of teachers

(f) Minimum class size

(g) Optimal class size

(h) Maximum class size

Median Middle 50%

300 250-300

400 325-600

500 400-800

12 12-14

17.5 14-30

20 20-24.25

25 25-27.5

30 28.5-30.75

800 775-900

1200 1112.25-1200

1400 1325-1450

44 34-52.5

70 65-71

17.5 15-21

25 24.5-25.5

30 30-31
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TABLE 38. PEEL BOARD QUALITY EDUCATION:
STR7C7URAL COMPONENTS ROUND I VS. ROUND II

Item Description edian

Round I

Middle 50%

Round II

Median Middle 50%

Elementary

1. (a) Minimum number of students 300 250-300 300 250-300

(b) Optimal number of students 400 325-600 400 355-475

(c) Maximum number of students 500 400-800 550 400-675

(d) Minimum number of teachers 12 12-14 12 11-12

(e) Optimal number of teachers 17.5 14-30 17.5 14-20

(f) Minimum class size 20 20-24.25 20 20-21.5

(g) Optimal class size 25 25-27.5 25 25-26.75

(h) Maximum class size 30 28.5-30.75 30 28.5-30

Secondary

2. (a) Minimum number of students 800 775-900 800 800-825

(b) Optimal number of students 1200 1112.25-1200 1200 1150-1200

(c) Maximum number of students 1400 1325-1450 1400 1375-1400

(d) Minimum number of teachers 44 34-52.5 45 41.75-50

(e) Optimal number of teachers 70 65-71 70 67.5-70

(f) Minimum class size 17.5 15-21 16.45 15-19

(g) Optimal class size 25 24.5-25.5 25 24.5-25

(h) Maximum class size 30 30-31 30 30-30

Summary of Changes Between Rounds

Change of Median

Up 2

Down 1

Convergence Divergence No Change

Both ends 7 0 1

One end 9 0
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level of consensus by the panel. On secondary objectives (9-13) the ratings

were still high, but had greater variability. The Peel Board's ratings or.

this segment appeared to have somewhat higher ratings than those of the

Dufferin Board. An interesting difierence emerged in the responses to the

structural components of the two boards. Although both agreed on the range

of enrolments required at the elementary level, the larger board (Peel)

provided a distinctly higher of figures for enrolments at the secondary

level. The Peel Board also had somewhat lower responses to the number of

teachers at the elementary level than did the Dufferin Board. At the

secondary level, the Peel Board indicated a need for greater number of

teachers but about the same class sizes. These differences quite likely

reflect differences in the scale at which the boards are accustomed to

operating.

D. Summary and Conclusions

This report presented the results of two Delphi Studies conducted

at the Peel and Dufferin Boards of Education. One of these studies was

to attempt to draw some consensus regarding the curriculum services provided

by the Boards to the school level by the primary recipients of those services:

teachers and principals. It is hoped that provision of the results of the

study can be of assistance to school board administrators in making decisions

during periods of contraction concerning the services which must be protected

at the board level and those which can be removed or reallocated to the level

of the schools.

The second Delphi study dealt with the highly subjective and oftn

difficult to deal with area of "quality education." The same two school

boards were used for conducting this study as well. The components of

quality education which were tested were defined by the objectives presented



in the Ministry of Education's guidelines for elementary and secondary

education. A section on structural components was included in the study

to aid in the definition of acceptable statistical elements of elementary

and secondary schools: enrolment, teachers and class size. The results

of this study showed some interesting findings. Among them, the strong

preponderance of the majority of educators (at both elementary and

secondary levels) to rate the primary level objectives in the highest

category. Although the two boards showed some differences in their desired

figures on the enrolment items, the differences were not extreme.

It is hoped that the use of both a large and a small board in this

study, such as Peel and Dufferin, can prove useful for boards of various

sizes in utilizing the results of this study. The Delphi technique

that was used herein can be used by Boards for running their own studies

on issues relevant to the declining enrolment problem.
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