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STUDYING KINDERGARTEN GOALS 

THROUGH THE 

DELPHI TECHNIQUE

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Friedrich Froebel (1781-1852) experimented in educating pre­

school children in Blankenburg, Germany from 1837 to 1840.1 His 

distaste for the rig id , uninteresting, unnatural methods of schooling of 

his era prompted him to seek not only a new type of education but also a

new name. He sought a name that would, in i ts e lf ,  announce to the world

that there was a better way to serve the needs of young children. A fter 

considering and rejecting many possible names, he coined the term 

"kindergarten." L ite ra lly  translated, "kindergarten" means "children's 

garden." He compared the child to a growing flower, the school to a

garden, and the teacher to the gardener who carefully planned

environmental conditions to promote natural growth and development.

^Ellis D. Evans. Contemporary Influences in Early Child- 
hood education (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971, pp. 
43-44.

1
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Frost and Kissinger^ described the Froebelian Kindergarten as 

consisting of several main areas of emphasis:

1. The g ifts were sets of small objects which were ma­

nipulated in prescribed ways.

2. The occupations were the arts and crafts

3. The Mother's plays were songs and games.

4. The care of plants and animals was the final main area

of emphasis.

Froebel based these activ ities  on the child 's level of maturity; and he 

encouraged freedom of movement and spontaneous play. His Goal was to 

serve the child physically, morally, and in te llec tu a lly . I t  was Froebel' s 

philosophy that children learned best through self-active processes.3 

The kindergarten concepts and program of Froebel were brought 

virtua lly  intact to the United States by teachers who believed in his 

methods.4 Mrs. Carl Schurz established the f ir s t  kindergarten in the 

United States in 1855. She had studied under Froebel in Germany before 

opening her kindergarten in her home in Watertown, Wisconsin. Her Kinder­

garten was a private school for her own children and their cousins; la ter  

other German speaking children were admitted to the school.

2
Joe L. Frost and Joan D. Kissinger, The Young Child and 

the Educative Process (New York: Holt. Rinehart and Winston. 
1976), pp. 22-21.

^Patty Smith H il l ,  "Kindergarten," in The American Educa­
tor Encyclopedia, ed. Ellsworth D. Foster (Chicago: United 
Educators, 193b), p. 1949.

^ H ill,  "Kindergarten," p. 1949.
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Elizabeth Peabody, s ister-in -law  of Horace Mann, established the 

f i r s t  kindergarten fo r English speaking children in the United States.5 

I t  was a private school, established in Boston in 1860. Almost immediate­

ly  a fte r opening her kindergarten she realized that she was not su ffi­

ciently prepared for the task which she had undertaken. She went to Ger­

many to v is it  kindergartens to master Froebel' s ideas. After her return 

to the United States she spent much of her time popularizing Froebel' s 

methods. She has been acclaimed as the major promoter of the kindergar­

ten in the United States.

The First public school kindergarten in the United States was 

established in St. Louis, Missouri in 1873.6 Susan E. Blow is credited 

with being the driving force behind this endeavor. Giving her support 

in her efforts was William T. Harris, superintendent of S t. Louis schools 

and la te r the United States Commissioner of Education.

Several factors of the Froebel kindergarten made i t  vulnerable 

to  attack by its  c r it ic s . There was a tendency on the part of 

kindergarten teachers to formalize the methods of Froebel to such an 

extent that they became rig id . This, in turn, created teacher-centered, 

rather than chi Id-centered, programs. Consequently, from its  earliest

days there have been conflicting philosophies among educators, as well as 

the general public, over what should constitute the goals of 

kindergarten.

5
Frost and Kissinger, The Young Child and the Educative Process.

p. 23.

^ H ill, "Kindergarten," p. 1950.
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Statement of the Problem 

The problem for this study was to suggest answers to:

1. Can a movement toward consensus of opinion concerning 

kindergarten goals be evidenced among the select panel 

of kindergarten parents, kindergarten teachers, and 

administrators between the f ir s t  and final responses to  

questionnaires on kindergarten goals?

2. Can a movement toward convergence of opinion concerning 

p rio rities  of the kindergarten goals be evidenced among 

the select panel of kindergarten parents, kindergarten 

teachers, and administrators between the f i r s t  and final 

responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals?

Purpose of the Study 

A vast amount of evidence has been accumulated to suggest that 

the experiences of the early years are c r itic a l fo r la te r development.7 

Although many individuals and institutions have sought to develop quality 

educational programs for young children, a noticeable lack of agreement 

concerning the goals toward which these programs should be directed s t i l l  

prevails. Many programs have been designed to enhance cognitive s k ills ;  

others have been dedicated to affective development; some have stressed 

psychomotor s k ills ; others have developed various combinations of em­

phasis in these areas. I t  was the purpose of this study, therefore

^Benjamin S. Bloom, S ta b ility  and Change in Human 
Characteristics (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1964), p. 88.
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1. To encourage and analyze a movement toward consensus of 

opinions concerning kindergarten goals.

2. To encourage and analyze a movement toward convergence of 

opinions concerning p rio rities  among these goals.

Hypotheses to be Tested in the Study 

Since research has suggested that consensus can often be gained 

through the Delphi Technique,8 i t  may be concluded that some degree of 

consensus can be gained in the area of kindergarten goals.

Hypothesis I:  A movement toward consensus of opinion concerning 

kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced among the select panel of kindergar­

ten parents, kindergarten teachers, and administrators between the f irs t  

and final responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals.

Hypothesis I I :  A movement toward convergence of opinion concerning pri­

o rities  of the kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced among the select 

panel of kindergarten parents, kindergarten teachers and administrators 

between the f ir s t  and final responses to questionnaires on kindergarten 

goals.

Definitions of Terms 

For the purposes of the present study, the following definitions  

are offered:

Kindergarten -  a class of young children (usually five to six 

years old) who are working on sk ills  at the p re -firs t grade level 

Consensus - general agreement in matters of opinion.

O
F. R. Cypert and W. L. Gant, "The Delphi Technique: A Case 

Study" Phi Delta Kappan 52 (January, 1971), pp. 272-273.
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Convergence -  the act of converging and especially of moving 

toward union or uniformity.

P riority  -  assignment of rating, preference, or value.

Delphi Technique -  according to 01af Helmer, who led in the 

development of the Delphi Technique, this method is 

defined as a "systematic use of expert opinions."9

Goals -  the ends toward which behaviors within programs are 

directed.

Administrators -  building principals assigned to the 16 

Midwest City-Del City Elementary Schools during the 

1979-1980 school year.

Teachers -  fu ll day and half day teachers assigned to the 

57 sections of kindergarten in the 16 Midwest City- 

Del City Elementary Schools.

Parents -  parents and/or guardians of the 1,247 children 

enrolled in kindergarten in the Midwest City-Del City 

Elementary Schools.

Limitations of the Study

Certain lim itations were placed upon the study. They included 

the following:

1. The participants in the study included the elementary 

administrators, kindergarten teachers, and parents or guardians selected 

at random from the 16 elementary schools in the Midwest City-Del City 

School System.

9
Ib id.



2. Private kindergarten parents, teachers, and administrators 

were not included in the stuc(y.

3. Generalizations of the findings of the study cannot be 

made beyond the represented sample and the geographic areas.

4. Each teacher was instructed to follow exp lic itly  the in­

structions in identifying the random sample of parents.

Any deviation from those instructions could have affected 

the va lid ity  of the parent sample.

Significance of the Study 

Although the b irth  rate decreased in the last decade,10 kin­

dergarten enrollments continued to grow. According to the latest figures 

available, 2,595,000 children were enrolled in public (2,172,000) or 

private (423,000) kindergartens.H

The continued focus of interest in early childhood education in 

both general and professional literature  has suggested that this area 

represented a major area of interest in the fie ld  of education. The 

concentration of interest in the early years seemed to have risen from 

several major forces: (1) the women's movement, (2) increased number of 

working mothers, (3) implications of recent research, (4) added demands 

on education resulting from the political race for excellence, (5) the 

c iv il rights movement, and (6) programs in compensatory education. With 

an ever-increasing number of children being affected by early education

^^Marquis Academic Media, Sourcebook of Equal Educational 
Opportunity. 1979-80 Edition (Chicago: Marquis Who's Who, 1980), p .8.

Theodore B. Dolmastch, ed .. Information Please Almanac -  1982 
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1981), p. 706.
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programs, i t  has become v ita lly  important to provide the best possible 

experiences.

Early childhood theoriticians and practitioners are being 

challenged to expand th e ir programs to include a niyriad of interests and 

areas of study. Variations which are implemented to meet the individual 

needs of children or groups of children are to be commended. Program 

innovations must, however, be evaluated on the basis of th e ir contribu­

tions to or distraction from meeting the basic needs of young children. 

Meeting these basic needs are the goals of kindergarten programs. This 

study was one attempt to gain a more precise identification o f these 

goals.

Organization of the Remainder of the Study

The remainder of this study is presented in four chapters. 

Chapter I I  contains the theoretical framework and review of lite ra tu re  

related to general organizational goals as well as kindergarten goal 

concepts. I t  then explains the rationale concerning participants in­

volved in educational goal formation. F inally , the principles under­

lying the Delphi Technique are presented, and studies which have used the 

Delphi Technique to identify educational goals are reviewed.

Chapter I I I  describes the design of the study, the development 

of the instruments, the procedures for collecting data, and the s ta t is t i­

cal methods. Chapter IV presents the findings of the study. Chapter V 

discusses conclusions, implications, and recommendations for further 

study.



CHAPTER I I

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Selections from the lite ra tu re  that have provided a rationale 

fo r the present study are reviewed in this chapter. The f ir s t  section is 

concerned with theories dealing with goals; the second section is con­

cerned with the question of participants involved in educational goal 

formation; and the th ird , and f in a l,  section pertains to the Delphi 

Technique.

The theoretical framework of organizational goals was based on 

the conceptual models of Parson, Etzioni, and Simon. The rationale for 

participants involved in educational goal formation was adapted from the 

works of Beauchamp, Morrison, Taba, Ragan and Shepherd. The principles 

underlying the Delphi Technique were taken from the works of Helmer and 

Uhl.

Organizational Goals

Parsonsl maintained that an organization sets goals that may 

or may not be achieved; i . e . ,  a fter a goal was reached, i t  became a part 

of the organization and, in e ffec t, was no longer a goal. In other words 

an organizational goal was the state of a ffa irs  the organization was try ­

ing to reach. Parsons concluded that the central problem of

H a lc o tt Parsons. Structure and Process in Modern Societies (New 
York: Free Press, 1960), p. 18.
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organizations was goal attainment.

EtzioniZ found that the effectiveness of an organization could 

not be evaluated in terms of goal attainment because goals usually were 

not completely reached. He further recommended an alternative concept of 

goals, a view which did not require goal attainment as evidence of effec­

tiveness. Instead he suggested the alternative of comparing the organ­

ization with other organizations of similar structure and resources and 

comparing the ac tiv ities  within the organizations rather than the attain­

ments per se. He contended that close examination of the organization's 

a c tiv it ie s , i . e . ,  how participants spent th e ir  time and resources, how 

decisions were made, the issues which commanded prio rity  . . .  would 

reveal the real goals of the organization.

Simon3 developed an additional concept of goals basic to the 

understanding of social organizations. He found that goals were dynamic 

and constantly changing. They were, of necessity, sh ifting, modifying, 

undergoing alterations to conform to the ever-changing public needs which 

were being served. Because of the ir constantly changing forms, they 

were also multiple in nature. Developing his concept more completely, he 

pointed out that the m u ltip lic ity  of the goals often placed them in con­

f l i c t .  Etzioni^ agreed with this concept, and concluded that when 

goals were in conflict and resources were lim ited, the real goals of the 

organization were revealed in the p rio rities  evidenced in the use of

2
Amitai Etzioni. Modern Organizations (Englewood C lif fs , N.J.: 

Prentice-Hall, 1964), p. IT,
3
Herbert A. Simon, "On the Concept of Organizational Goal," 

Administrative Science Quarterly 9 (June, 1964), p . l .
4
Etzioni. Modern Organizations, p. 14.
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time, resources and decisions.

In summary, these theoretical assumptions were outlined above:

1. Organizations do not just happen; they are purposeful and 

dedicated to specific goals.

2. Organizational goals are in a constant state of modifica­

tio n , a lteration , and change.

3. Organizations often serve'multiple goals.

4. The goals of an organization may sometimes be conflicting.

5. The real goals of an organization or institution are reveal­

ed in the p rio rities  of the organization.

Kindergarten Goals
5

H ill reported that there have been serious philosophical d iffe r­

ences among kindergarten educators ever since kindergarten programs have 

existed. BiberG recognized the differences of opinions among profes­

sionals and non professionals and pointed out that i t  would be unrealis­

t ic  to believe that everyone concerned with young children favored the 

same goals. Pines, Brunner and Spodek? recognized the growing con­

f l i c t  in early childhood education, warning that the formerly quiet 

f ie ld  of preschool education was fast becoming a battleground. They 

declared that the questions of what young children should be taught, and 

how, were rapidly becoming national issues.

^ H ill, "Kindergarten," p. 1949.

^Barber Biber, "Challenges Ahead for Early Childhood Education," 
Young Children 24 (March, 1969), p. 197.

^Maya Pines, Catherine Brunner and Bernard Spodek, "How and What 
to Teach the Very Young Child," NEA Journal 58 (February, 1968), p. 43.
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BiberS contended that there were two forces working in regard 

to early childhood goals. One force, in her words, was "the century-long 

evolution of design and philosophy in early childhood education;" the 

second was pressure being applied by social cris is  and demands. Katz9 

wrote that there were at least three basic educational models fo r young 

children: the maternal model, the therapeutic model and the instructional 

model. BisselllO classified preschools as pre-academic, discovery or 

humanistic.

Elkindll discussed two basic early childhood education orien­

tations which he called enrichment and instruction. He explained the 

enrichment as being "present-oriented" and concerned with the individual 

child 's  personal needs and lim itations. The instruction position, how­

ever, was shown to be "goal oriented" and more concerned with shaping the

child fo r his future role in society. He concurred with Pines, Brunner 
12and Spodek in the conviction that educators have begun to choose sides 

in a battle  between the traditional preschool teachers who encouraged

Q
Barbara Biber, "Cognition in Early Childhood Education: A 

Historical Perspective," in Early Childhood Education Issues and 
Insights, ed. Bernard Spodek and Herbert J. Walberg (Berkley: McCutchan 
Publishing Corp., 1977), p. 41.

g
L illia n  Katz, "Teaching in Preschools: Roles and Goals,"

Children 17 (March-April, 1970), pp. 42-48.

^^0. S. B issell, Implementation of Planned Variation in Head 
Start (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, Office of Child Development, 1971), p. 2.

^^David El kind, "Preschool Education: Enrichment or Instruction," 
Childhood Education 45 (February, 1969), p. 326.

12Pines, Brunner and Spodek, "How and What to Teach the Very 
Young Child," p. 43.
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development from within and the new breed of preschool innovators who 

saw education as enforcement from without.

Butlerl3 and Frostl* each presented evidence to suggest 

that early childhood programs were not so clearly based in any of the 

above mentioned categories. They contended that the range of programs 

was extremely broad, including, at one end of the continuum, the day 

care-custodial types, and at the other extreme, academically oriented -  

concentrated instruction types. They also recognized that there were 

many variations in programs that fe l l  between these two extremes.

FrostlS restated th a t, fo r educational purposes, the major 

areas of development were usually categorized as cognitive, affective, 

and psychomotor. The current battle  was clearly being waged between the 

proponents of structured cognitive programs and supporters of total 

development philosophies.

PineslG v iv id ly  portrayed what was considered by some as an 

"intellectual pressure cooker" for kindergarten-age children at the Uni­

versity o f I l l in o is  in Urbana. Bereiter and Englemann to ta lly  rejected 

the "standard, play-oriented preschool." Instead they "concentrate 

fie rce ly  on a few areas and d r il l  the children like  Marines for two hours 

a day."

13
Annie L. Butler. "Hurry! Hurry!" Childhood Education 39 (January

1962), pp. 10-13.

^*Joe L. Frost, "Analyzing Early Childhood Educational Programs. 
The Nature of Educational Objectives." Educational Leadership 28 (May, 
1971), p. 798.

l^ lb id , p. 797.

^®Maya Pines. Revolution in Learning (New York: Harper and Row,
1967), p. 5.
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Bereiter and Engelmann^  ̂ contended that d r il l  on teacher-chosen 

topics should, indeed, consume most of the child's day. Free play was

considered too time-consuming and superfluous.
18Berlyne and Fowlerl9 argued that preschool children were 

being denied the instruction they needed because traditional teachers 

f e l t  that "pressure is bad." Fowler^O drew from the works of 

Montessori and Piaget to develop an accelerating program for young 

middle-class children. Deutsch21 followed a similar line in the 

program that he developed for disadvantaged children.

Sava22 contended that most early childhood programs failed  

to teach children when they were most capable of learning and most eager 

to do so. Fowler expanded on that premise:

The advantages of u tiliz in g  the now re la tive ly  untapped 
preschool years for congnitive education are, of course 
manifest. Most obvious is the ava ilab ility  of more years of 
childhood to absorb the increasingly complex technology of

Carl Bereiter and Siegfried Engelmann, Teaching Disadvantaged 
Children in the Preschool (Englewood C liffs : Prentice-Hall, 1966),
p. 10.

18D. E. Berlyne, "Curiosity and Education," in Learning and the 
Educational Process, ed. J. D. Krumboltz (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965), 
pp. 67-89.

l^William Fowler, "The Effect of Early Stimulation in the 
Emergence of Cognitive Processes," in Early Education ed. Robert Hess and
Roberta Meyer (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1968), pp. 9-10.

20Fowler, "The Effects of Early Stimulation in the Emergence of
Cognitive Processes," pp. 11-36.

21M. Deutsch, "The Disadvantaged Child and the Learning Process," 
in Education in Depressed Areas, ed. A. A. Passow (New York: Teachers 
College Publications, 19631, pp. 163-179.

22Samuel G. Sava, "When Learning Comes Easy," Saturday Review 
51:46 (November 16, 1968), pp. 102-104.
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modern society, a technology already requiring many of the more 
productive years of development to acquire. A Second is the 
less evident, but more crucial, possibility that conceptual 
learning sets, habit patterns and interest areas may well be 
more favorably established at early rather than at la te r stages 
of the development c y c le .2 3

Brzeinski, Harrison and McKee24 established a reading pro­

gram for typical kindergarten pupils in Denver. They reported success 

fo r the program and claimed no significant problems were related to the 

experience.

The Cognitively Oriented C urricu lum 25 was designed at Ypsil-

an ti, Michigan to assist disadvantaged children to develop the concepts 

and the a b ilit ie s  needed, but lacking, for academic success. The program 

worked toward perceptual motor orientation, language concepts, logical 

processes memory s k ills , and problem solving s k ills .

The Appalachia Preschool Education Program provided educational 

stimulation to rural children. A daily television program, a weekly ses­

sion with a paraprofessional home v is ito r, and a weekly v is it  to a mobile 

classroom were designed to "prepare children to perform the tasks in lan­

guage, cognition, motor s k ills , and orienting and attending sk ills  that 

are expected of the average child at the f ir s t  grade level." Although

the children lived in remote areas, they were sought out and provided

23Fowler, "The Effects of Early Stimulation in the Emergence of 
Cognitive Processes," pp. 25-26.

24Joseph Brzeinski, M. L. Harrison and Paul McKee, "Should Johnny 
Read in Kindergarten?" NEA Journal 56 (March, 1967), pp. 23-26.

25U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Model 
Programs: Childhood Education: Appalachia Preschool Education Program 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970), pp. 1-5.

26David P. Wei kart. The Ypsilanti Preschool Curriculum 
Demonstration Project (Ypsilanti, Michigan: High/Scope Educational 
Research Foundation, 1969), p. 2.
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with ac tiv ities  to get them ready for the f ir s t  grade.
27In contrast to the foregoing goals, Spodek insisted, "the task 

of the kindergarten is to support the child 's  intellectual growth as part 

of his total development." Todd and H effe rn an 28  warned that prema­

ture insistence on early learning of reading and mathematical s k ills  

often created psychological blocks to achievement which would come eas­

ily  at a la te r , more mature, stage of development. E lk in d 2 9  remind­

ed teachers that sk ills  such as reading and arithmetic required logical 

and lingu istic  structures that did not normally emerge until age six.

Foster and Headley^® maintained that the kindergarten had always 

been concerned with intellectual challenge, but that academic s k ills  were

integrated into everyday experiences rather than through isolated a r t i-
31f ic ia l  situations. Edwards agreed that intellectual content has not

been lacking in early childhood education; the approach has been subtle. 
32El king gave added support to the premise that traditional preschool 

is more in te llec tua lly  oriented than i t  might appear. He insisted that 

play is the child's work, and that much of his play is preparatory to

27Bernard Spodek, Early Childhood Education (Englewood C liffs :  
Prentice-Hall, 1973), p. 15l.

28Vivian E. Todd and Helen Heffernan, The Years Before School: 
Guiding Preschool Children 2nd ed. (New York: Macmillan, 1970), p. 177.

29El kind, "Preschool Education: Enrichment or Instruction,"
p. 324.

Josephine Foster and Neith Headley, Education in the 
Kindergarten (New York: American Book Company, 1966), pp. 50-54.

31Esther P. Edwards, "Kindergarten Is Too Late," Saturday Review 
51:24 (June 15, 1968), p. 70.

32Edward El kind, "The Case for the Academic Preschool: Fact or 
Fiction?" Young Children 25 (January, 1970), pp. 132-140.
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la te r  cognitive development.

Z ig ler further developed Spodek*s statement with a claim that

the childhood education theory has been going through one of its  periodic

over-reactions to new findings. He stated:

The over-emphasis on the in tellectual aspect of child  
development is harmful i f  other crucial personal 
development areas involving emotion, motivation, and 
social competence are ignored . . .  i f  one takes a 
historical overview to the problem of early childhood 
education of the problems of the developing child , i t  
looks very much as i f  the ideas represent a swinging
pendulum.33

The Committee for Early Childhood established goals for children

ages three through fiv e . They advocated the following:

Develop language sk ills
Develop a mathematic understanding
Learn at first-hand about the world
Develop large and small muscle coordination
Discover how things work
Learn about liv ing  things
Develop a relationship to a variety of art experiences 
Learn about appropriate safe and healthy modes of group l i f e  
Develop a zest for learning and activity34

35According to Widmer the good kindergarten program encouraged 

creative a c tiv ity , dramatic play, first-hand observation, experimenta­

tio n , and use of the child 's five  senses. More specific kindergarten 

goals advocated by Widmer were as follows:

1. The Kindergarten program helps promote and maintain the 
child 's health and physical development.

33Edward Z ig ler, Training the In te lle c t Versus Development of the 
Child (New Haven: Yale University, 1968). p. 2.

^^Committee for Early Childhood, "Fundamental Learning Needs of 
Today's Young Children." Young Children 25 (September, 1970), p. 329.

^^E. L. Widmer, "In Kindergarten" in Early Childhood Education 
Rediscovered, ed. Joe L. Frost (New York; Holt, Rinehart, and Winston,
1968), pp. 22-23.



18

2. The Kindergarten program gives the child the opportunity 
to broaden social contacts with other children and adults.

3. The kindergarten program provides a rich environment for 
liv in g , thinking and learning.

4. The foundation fo r the three R's is cultivated in kinder­
garten.

5. The kindergarten program provides opportunities for the 
child to expand language as a means of communication and 
expression.

6. Kindergarten broadens the child 's understanding to the 
social world.

7. Kindergarten broadens the child 's understanding to the 
scien tific  world.

8. The kindergarten program provides satisfying esthetic 
experiences for the child.

9. The kindergarten program provides opportunities for the 
child to develop his sense of r e s p o n s ib i l ity .36

Educational goals have been identified by Biber, Shapiro and 

Wickens. The preschool goals recommended by Biber, Shapiro and Wickens 

were lis ted  as:

1. To serve the child's need to make an impact on the en­
vironment through direct physical contact and maneuver.

2. To promote the potential for ordering experience through 
cognitive strategies.

3. To advance the child's functioning knowledge of his en­
vironment.

4. To support the play mode of incorporating experience.

5. To help the child internalize impulse control.

6. To meet the child's need to cope with conflicts intrinsic  
to the stage of development.

7. To fa c ilita te  the development of an image of self as a 
unique and competent person.

^^Widmer, "In Kindergarten," pp. 24-27.
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8. To help the child establish mutually supporting patterns of 
in teraction.37

Hildebrand has been a leading authority in the fie ld  of early 

childhood education. Goals considered important by Hildebrand were:

1. The child needs to grow in independence.

2. The child needs to learn to give and share as well as 
receive affection.

3. The child needs to learn to get along with others.

4. The child needs to develop self-control.

5. The child needs to learn the appropriate sex role.

6. The child needs to begin understanding his body.

7. The child needs to learn many large and small motor
s k ills .

8. The child needs to begin to understand and control his 
physical world.

9. The child needs to learn new words and how to use words 
in his social and intellectual ac tiv ity .

10. The child needs to begin to develop a notion about his 
relationship to the world.38

Heffernan reminded educators that they should look backward as 

well as forward when revising goals. She encouraged teachers to never 

lose sight of these basic child needs:

1. Experiences designed to maintain and improve his physical 
and mental health and guide him to increasingly more sat­
isfying relationships with other children and adults.

2. Experiences designed to extend and deepen his understanding

37Barbara Biber, Edna Shapiro and David Wickens, Promoting 
Cognitive Growth: A Developmental-Interaction Point of View (Washington, 
D .C .: National Association for the Education of Young Children, 1971),
p. 2.

38 Verna Hildebrand, Introduction to Early Childhood Education 
(New York: Macmillan, 1971), pp. 24-28.
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of his social and scientific  world.

3. Experiences designed to develop his competence in the sk ills  
of communication, in mathematical understanding and in the 
use of mathematical vocabulary and symbols.

4. Experiences designed to open windows on l i f e  through music, 
the graphic a rts , lite ra tu re , drama, and rhythmic expres- 
sion.j9

Controversies over the goals of the kindergarten have been ex- 
40plored by many. Edwards wrote that i t  was time for the embattled camps 

to "beat a few swords into plowshares," to leave the ir respective strong­

holds, to stop maintaining that each holds a ll the truth and to begin to 

share questions and insights. Biber summarized the entire goal issue 

quite succinctly:

One of the basic challenges we face is that of coming to terms 
with the problem of goals for the educative process and for the
schools as an institution in the service of these goals ..........
Therefore i t  seems of major importance to me at a ll levels of 
educational thinking that we discard superficial, albeit 
friend ly, neutra lity , that we work at c larifying and stating 
our goals and the prio rities  within them, and then proceed 
clearly , though humbly, to the task of finding means and 
methods.41

Participants in Goal Formation 

The rationale fo r identifying the appropriate participants who 

should be involved in educational goal formation was not drawn from 

a single theory. Elements were, instead, derived from several views. 

The most notable of these include Ragan and Shepherd, Beauchamp, Taba 

and Morrison.

Helen Heffernan, "A Vital Curriculum for Today's Young Child," 
ed. Joe L. Frost Early Childhood Education Rediscovered (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart and Winston, 1968), pp. 401-492.

4n
Edwards, "Kindergarten is Too Late," pp. 77-90.

197.
*^Biber, "Challenges Ahead for Early Childhood Education," p.
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42I t  was Ragan and Shepherd who pointed out that administrators 

and teachers must be aware of the basic premise that "critica l and con­

tinuous reappraisal" of the a c tiv it ie s , objectives and goals of the 

school were v ita l to a good school program. Ragan and Shepherd set the 

stage for a wholesome school climate by proclaiming:

Educational leadership has no greater responsibility than 
that of developing in the members of the s ta ff an "esprit 
de corps," a sense of participation in the total l i f e  of 

. the school, a feeling that a ll are engaged in a work whose 
contributions to mankind are unquestioned, and that each 
brings his own unique talents to the accomplishment of a 
conmon g o a l .43

Current research evidence was the basis that led Beauchamp44 

to  generalize "for maximum curriculum implementation, that curriculum 

should be planned by those who are to implement i t . "  Taba^  ̂ agreed that 

those using the curriculum should take an active part in determining its  

content. Beauchamjf® and Taba^  ̂ also agreed that change was a smoother 

process when those involved in change have a part in determining i t .

The significance of cooperation not only between teachers and 

administrators, but also among parents, teachers and administrators in

42William B. Ragan and Gene D. Shepherd, Modern Elementary 
Curriculum, 4th ed. (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971), p.
123.

*3 ib id ., p. 216.
44Georqe A,_8eauchamDa Curriculum Theory, 3rd ed. (Wilmette. 111.: 

The Kagg Press, 1975), p. 175.-------------------------- ^

*^Hilda Taba, Curriculum Development: Theory and Practice (New 
York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1962), p. 451.

^^Beauchamp, Curriculum Theory, p. 166.
47 Taba, Curriculum Development: Theory and Practice, p. 451
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48providing quality programs has been acknowledged throughout the entire

history of early childhood education. From the very earlies t days of
49 50kindergarten programs, home v is its  and parent involvement were inte­

gral aspects in the education of the young. In recent years the con­

centration o f interest in parental involvement in education has become

one of the dominant themes in educational lite ra tu re .51 
52Morrison has identified several sources of the current in ter­

est in parental involvement:

1. Implications of research
2. The feminist movement
3. The C ivil Rights movement
4. Consumerism

Each of these has been explored.

Research has presented nunerous findings to support the ideas

that the early years have been identified  as the c r it ic a l years in deter­
gs

mining human characteristics. Bloom concluded, following extensive 

comparisons of the findings of a nunber of longitudinal studies, that 50% 

of a child 's in tellectual development took place between conception and

48Frost and Kissinger, The Young Child and the Educative Process, 
pp. 23-25.

49Verna Hildebrand, Guiding Young Children (New York: Macmillan 
Co., 1975), p. 302.

50

Cooperationa and Development (Paris: Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development, 1975), pp. 44-48.

^^Carole E. Joffe, Friendly Intruders (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1977), p. 8.

52George S. Morrison, Parent Involvement in the Home. School and 
Community (Columbus: Charles M errill Publishing Co., 1978), pp. 2-11.

53Bloom, S tab ility  and Change in Human Characteristics, p. 88.
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age 4, about 30% between ages 4 and 8 , and about 20% between ages 8 and

17. Clearly then, to delay a child 's  education until school age was

much too la te . Parents must, somehow, be trained to become effective
54teachers for th e ir  children. Morrison stressed that parents must real­

ize  that what happens to the child during his early years "determines 

how he views the world and how he behaves in te lle c tu a lly , emotionally, 

and psychomotorically."
55The feminist movement has been another pervasive reason for 

renewed interest in parent involvement in education. Because the role of 

women has changed to re flect more equal opportunity in a ll areas, women 

were no longer restricted to roles associated with the home. The 

broadened horizon for women has made them less hesitant about demanding 

more input into the educational process.

Evans^  ̂ studied programs that were developed as a result of de­

mands of the C ivil Rights movement. He found that compensatory educa­

tion programs which produced the longest, most desirable effects on

children were programs that provided for parent involvement and educa­

tio n . Pri 

findings.

tio n . Programs in itia te d  by G o rd o na nd Datta^® concurred with Evans'

A final factor giving rise to increased parent involvement has

^^Morrison, Parent Involvement in Home. School and Community.
p .5.

S^Ibid., p. 9.

^^Evans, Contemporary Influences in Early Childhood Education, 
pp. 339-340.

S^Ibid., p. 341.

^^Datta, Parent Involvement in the United States, pp. 48-49.
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59been identified by Morrison as the consumer movement. Parents have 

become less passive about accepting outside decisions concerning th e ir  

well-being. Their increased awareness as consumers of products and ser­

vices has made them more involved with the community as a whole, and 

particularly with the education of th e ir  children.

Studies Involving Parents. Teachers and Administrators

Several studies have attempted to assess opinions of parents, 

teachers and administrators concerning educational goals for young ch il­

dren. The most relevant have been summarized for presentation in the 

following pages.

Sanders and Creaghan®  ̂ asked parents of th e ir students to eval­

uate the effectiveness of th e ir kindergarten program. They developed a 

questionnaire which they gave to the parents a week before the end of the 

school year. Both positive and negative responses were received. Most 

parents were in agreement with the objectives and methods of the program, 

but there was some dissatisfaction with lack of "academic" content.

Goulet^^ designed a 75 item questionnaire lis tin g  possible goals 

fo r kindergarten. The areas of development included: social, self-con­

cept, emotional, sensory perceptual, academic, language, other in te llec ­

tu a l, and physical. He distributed the questionnaire to 142 parents.

^^Morrison, Parent Involvement in Home. School and Community.
p. 5.

^^Lola Sanders and Sidney Creaghan, "Parents and Children 
Evaluated our program," Instructor, 83, (May, 1974), pp. 44-45.

®̂ John Edward Goulet, "A Study of the P rio rities  of Parents and 
Teachers Concerning th e ir Emphasis on Selected Goals or Skills to be 
Promoted in Kindergarten,": (Ed.D. dissertation. University of Florida,
1973), pp. 69-71.



25

42 kindergarten teachers and 54 f i r s t  grade teachers in Alachua County, 

Florida. All three groups showed considerable agreement in ranking 

across domains of development as to th e ir  importance. Each group, how­

ever, selected a different domain as the most important.

A study to examine the perceptions of parents concerning early
6 ?

childhood education was conducted by Buford at Oklahoma State Uni­

versity . Participating in the study were 219 parents, selected from 

parent-teacher association groups in Edmond, Oklahoma. Emotional 

growth and psychological development were identified as the most impor­

tant developmental needs which an early childhood educational program 

could emphasize while physical care of the child was considered the 

least needed. To help the child feel good about himself was selected 

as the most important area of an early childhood education program, and 

yet this area was the area believed to be the one in which teachers 

most often fa iled .
g*3

An investigation was made by Dank to determine i f  any s ig n ifi­

cant differences existed between kindergarteners' parents, kindergarten 

teachers and grade one teachers with regard to th e ir attitudes toward 

kindergarten goals. The analysis of the data revealed that the kin­

dergarteners' parents ranked each of the four in tellectual goals higher 

than kindergarten teachers and grade one teachers. Within the social 

dimensions, parents ranked goals lower than both teacher groups. Within

62
Juanita Faye Buford, "Parents' Perceptions of Early Childhood 

Edcation" (Ed.D. dissertation, Oklahoma State University, 1975), p. 77.
go

Herbert Gary Dank, "An Investigation of the Relationship 
Between the Kindergarten Goals Ascribed to by Parents, Kindergarten 
Teachers and Grade One Teachers," Dissertation Abstracts International, 
ser. A ., 39 (July, 1978), p. 110-A.
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the personal dimension, the difference in rankings between parents and

teachers was s ignificant.

Parents were interviewed by researchers seeking to evaluate the
64success of summer Head Start programs. Curwood reported that most par­

ents wanted a more formal academic program.

In another study, parents and teachers were questioned concern­

ing ways to improve the Head Start Curriculum. Wolffs* learned that 

parents requested greater emphasis on reading and pre-reading s k ills . 

Teachers, in contrast, sought additional resources and time to concen­

tra te  on children's social and emotional development.

A Study to determine the essential elements to be included in a 

kindergarten curriculum model was conducted at the University o f South­

ern M i s s i s s i p p i . 66 The study was conducted in the following manner:

1. The related lite ra tu re  was reviewed.
2. An opinionnaire was sent to 204 f i r s t  grade teachers 

throughout schools selected at random in Mississippi.
3. Essential s k ill areas for the Kindergarten Curriculum 

Model were identified .
4. A Kindergarten Curriculum Model was recommended.

Smith^^studied views of elementary principals regarding c rite ria

S. T. Curwood, "A Survey and Evaluation of Project Head Start 
as Established and Operated in Communities of the Commonwealth Mas­
sachusetts During the Summer of 1965" cited by L illia n  G. Katz,
"Teaching in Pre-Schools: Roles and Goals," Children 17. (March-April, 
1970), pp. 42-48. -------------

65Max Wolff, "Is the Bridge Completed?" Childhood Education 44 
(September, 1967), pp. 12-15.

®®Robert Edward Anastasi, "A Kindergarten Curriculum Model Built 
on the Perceptions of F irst Grade Teachers in Randomly Selected Schools 
in Mississippi," Dissertation Abstracts International, ser. A, 39 
(October, 1§78), p. zu44-A.

^^Jacquelyn Craig Smith, "Staff Development for Principals to Im­
prove Kindergarten Programs," (Ph.D. dissertation. North Texas State 
University, 1974), pp. 70-75.
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fo r a quality kindergarten program and to plan a s ta ff development pro­

gram based upon the data collected. The study was limited to elementary 

principals in the eight Texas counties o f Education Service Center Re­

gion 10 with kindergartens on th e ir  campuses during the 1973-74 school 

year.

Smith developed an outline of c r ite ria  for a quality kindergar­

ten program from selected writings of authorities in the f ie ld  of early 

childhood education. From this outline a questionnaire was formulated, 

consisting of th irty  statements about kindergarten programs with which 

the respondents were asked to agree or disagree.

Smith's findings showed that principals were in agreement with 

authorities on approximately 64 per cent of the total responses. The 

principals placed less value than the authorities on items relating to 

the use of reading readiness workbooks, the appropriateness of using 

real wood-working tools, the benefit to young children of performing 

before large audiences, the need of the kindergarten child for large 

blocks of time, the amount of time spent in play during the kinder­

garten day, the a b ility  of the kindergarten child to operate audio­

visual equipment independently, and the desirab ility  of having parents

in the kindergarten classroom.

Cabler®® attempted t  

(100), teachers (100), and a 15% sample of the parents (4,000) who

Gabier^® attempted to assess the perceptions Of the principals

Jesse Keen Gabier, "The Task of the Kindergarten: Goal Percep­
tions of Principals, Teachers and Parents o f Kentucky's 100 P ilot 
Kindergarten Units" (Ed.D. dissertation. University of Kentucky, 1974), 
pp. 64-72.
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participated in Kentucky's p ilo t (1973-1974) kindergarten program. He 

synthesized the l is t  of goal statements which had been developed earlie r  

by the Kentucky Kindergarten Task Force. From the l i s t ,  he formed a 

questionnaire. A number of areas of agreement were identified. The find­

ings of the study also strongly supported the position that not a ll task 

elements were considered of equal importance by program builders.

Van Cleaf^ designed and conducted a study to determine the 

extent to which the attitudes of parents (N=233) of kindergarten pupils 

and the attitudes of kindergarten teachers (N=19) and principals (N=14) 

were in agreement regarding (1) a p rio rity  of sixteen selected kinder­

garten objectives, and (2) preferences toward behavioristic and cogni­

tiv e - transactionist methods of achieving the selected objectives. He 

found that a ll three groups were in agreement regarding the p rio rities  

of the selected objectives. There were, however, differences in methods 

fo r achieving the objectives. The parents preferred behavioristic 

methods while the educators preferred cognitive transactionist methods.

Reed^  ̂ compared perceptions of public school superintendents, 

elementary principals, f i r s t  grade teachers, kindergarten teachers and 

parents concerning kindergarten goals. She noted that kindergarten teach­

ers placed higher importance on all goal items than did the other groups.

David William Van Cleaf, "A Comparison of Parents' Attitudes 
with those of Kindergarten Teachers and Principals Concerning 
Kindergarten Objectives and Preferences Relating to Behaviorist and 
Cognitive-Transactionist Methods," Dissertation Abstracts In ternational, 
ser. A, 40 (January, 1980), pp. 375/-3757-A.

^^Carol Larkin Reed, "A Comparison of Kindergarten Goals as 
Perceived by Public School Superintendents, Elementary Principals, First 
Grade Teachers, and Parents in the State of Mississippi," Dissertation 
Abstracts International, ser. A, 40 (December, 1979), pp. 3104-3105.
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Superintendents ranked in te llec tu a l, physical and emotional domains 

lowest and the social domain just slightly lower than teachers.

In summary, the preceding studies have examined options of d if­

ferent groups about th e ir  preferences for kindergarten goals. Two 

studies polled parents, one study polled teachers, one study involved 

administrators, two studies questioned both parents and teachers, one 

study questioned parents and children, and three studies polled parents 

teachers and administrators. In some cases, differences existed within 

and between groups as to th e ir  opinions regarding goal preferences. The 

Delphi Technique, discussed in the next section, is a method that has 

been used to gather opinions from different groups regarding an issue in 

which there was some area of disagreement.

The Delphi Technique 

In the early 1950's Helmer^  ̂ and his colleagues at the Rand Cor­

poration researched the problems involved in gaining consensus of group 

opinions about certain urgent defense problems. After experimenting 

with various methods, they devised a system which they called "Delphi"

in honor of the oracle of Apollo. The Delphi technique was used by 
72Dal key and Helmer in 1953 to gather predictions of experts regarding 

atomic warfare. Ten years passed before the information gained could 

be declassified and the technique made available to the public.

The objective of the Delphi technique was to avoid the complica-

01af Helmer, Systematic Use of Expert Opinions (Santa Monica: 
Rand Corporation, 1967), pp. 1-2.

72N. C. Dal key and 0. Helmer, "An Experimental Application of the 
Delphi Method to the Use of Experts," Management Science, 9 (September,
1963), p. 21.
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tions of personality pressures and to obtain a consensus of expert opin­

ions without bringing the experts together in a face-to-face meeting. 

This was achieved by consulting them individually and having them com­

plete a series of questionnaires interspersed with controlled opinion 

feed-back. This procedure provided anonymity, controlled the interac­

tio n  among participants and fostered independent expert thought, which 

produced a gradual formation of a carefully considered opinion based on 

reason rather than prestige.
73The general procedure developed for the Delphi technique was: 

(1) the participants were asked to l is t  th e ir  opinions on a specific 

topic; (2) the participants were then asked to evaluate the tota l l is t  

by a c rite rio n , such as importance; (3) the participants received the 

l i s t  and a summary of responses to the items and, those in the minority 

were asked to revise th e ir  opinions or indicate th e ir reasons for re­

maining in the minority; and (4) the participants again received the 

l i s t ,  the majority opinions, minority opinions, and a final chance to 

revise th e ir  opinions.
74The Rand Corporation reported studies which compared face-to- 

face confrontations with the Delphi technique. Greater accuracy in group 

estimates were made through employment of the anonymous controlled feed­

back procedure.

Another Study^^ using the Delphi technique for forecasting future

73John P fe iffe r , New Look at Education: Systems Analysis in Our 
Schools and Colleges (Itew York: The Odyssey Press, 1968), pp. 152-153.

74Norman P. Uhl, Identifying Institu tional Goals (Durham: National 
Laboratory for Higher Education, 1971), p. 8.

^^Ib id ., p. 9.
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events was conducted at the University o f the City of Los Angeles,

Students using the Delphi technique were compared with a comparable group

who simply f i l le d  out questionnaires on the same topic. Of the two

groups, the Delphi students' predictions were more accurate for 14 items,

the non-Delphi groups more accurate for two items, and both groups made

the same prediction on one item. Thus, the Delphi technique was not only

more successful in obtaining a consensus on most items, but i t  also

improved the accuracy of the opinions.

Various disciplines have used the Delphi technique. Sack^^used

the Delphi to plan a commercial banking in stitu tion . Campbell^  ̂ used the

same method in u tiliz in g  expert opinion in business forecasting. 
78Helmer used the Delphi technique to predict developments in science,

automation, and space research.

Recent applications of the Delphi technique have been made in
79the area of educational goals. Zacharias used the technique to develop

Sogoals for high school physics programs. A county school d is tr ic t was 

aided in identifying its  goals by using the Delphi technique. The Delphi

John C. Sack, "A Test of the Applicability of the Delphi Method 
as an Aid to Planning in a Commercial Banking Institu tion ," cited by 
Hutchins, "Consensus Formation of Preschool Objectives using a Modified 
Delphi Technique," (Ph.D. dissertation, Arizona State University, 1974), 
p. 44.

^^Campbell, "A Methodological Study of the U tilization  of Experts 
in Business Forecasting," cited by Helm, "Identifying Indicators of Early 
Childhood Program Values," (Ph.D. dissertation. University of 
C alifornia, 1966), p. 26.

78 P fe iffe r , New Look at Education: Systems Analysis in Our Schools 
and Colleges, p. 15%

^^Ibid.
On

Uhl, Identifying Institutional Goals, p. 9.
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technique was employed to develop and win the adoption of an innovative 
81school. Through the use of the Delphi technique, goals were identified

82for the School of Education at the University of V irg in ia . The Delphi
83technique was used by Norton in assisting in the identification of the

needs for a newly planned university.
84Sandow, Folk and Mathieson made a survey at the request of the 

Board of Regents of the University of the State of New York to determine 

desired goals for degree granting post-secondary institutions in New York 

State. A total of 445 individuals were invited to participate in the 

Focus Delphi. They included five  groups; policy advisors, deans and 

directors, faculty , c lien ts , and students. The group identified 49 

goals, indicated the effect of each goal on the participating groups 

and on post-secondary education, and specified which group would benefit 

most from the adoption of the suggested goals.

The Delphi technique was used by Uhf^ at Educational Testing 

Service (ETS) to evaluate whether opinion convergence concerning in s ti­

tutional goals could be gained among on-campus and off-campus groups. 

Five institutions located in the Southeast were selected by ETS to take 

part in the study. The institutions were chosen based on differing

®^Ibid.
82Cyphert and Gant, "The Delphi Technique: A Case Study," pp.

272-273.
83

Uhl, Identifying Institutional Goals, p. 9.

^^Stuart A. Sandow, Michael Folk and David Mathieson. A Survey of 
Continuing Education Goals for Degree Granting Post-Secondary~Tfist1tu- 
tiens in New York State: Research With the Focus Delphi Process (Syra­
cuse: Syracuse University Research Corporation, 1972), pp. 2-6.

^^Uhl, Identifying Institutional Goals, pp. 47-50.
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dimensions including: public vs. private, college vs. university, large 

vs. small, and predominantly Caucasian vs. predominantly Negro. The 

participants in the study represented student, faculty, academic admin­

is tra to rs , active trustees, active alunni, parents, and leaders of com­

munity groups. I t  was found that convergence of opinion occurred among 

both individuals and groups participating in the study.

86A Delphi study was used by Woolley to determine success fac­

tors identified by enrollment classification AAAA principals in Texas. 

The Delphi panel identified 21 factors related to school management. 

Included in the l is t  were: human relations, working with groups, setting 

and meeting goals, and personal characteristics.

Several studies in the early childhood area employed the Delphi

technique. In a study at the University of I l l in o is , at Urbana-Champaign 
87Jackson identified parenting sk ills  perceived as having the greatest

positive impact on infants from low-income fam ilies.
88A study undertaken by Helm at West Virginia University identi­

fied indicators of early childhood program values. Helm polled a panel 

of ten nationally recognized experts and found that value areas involved 

in early childhood decision making can be identified through the Delphi 

technique.

86Don Pierce Woolley, "A Delphi Study to Determine Success 
Factors Identified by AAAA Principals in Texas," (Ed. D. dissertation, 
East Texas State University, 1977), pp. 124-127.

87Elouise Jackson, "Identification of Parenting S kills  Perceived 
as Having the Greatest Positive Impact on Infants from Low-Income 
Families." Dissertation Abstracts International, ser. A, 39 (November, 
1978), p. 2 m ^ :
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89Hutchins used a modified Delphi technique to seek consensus on 

nursery school objectives. Randomly selected parents, teachers, and 

admininistrators (N=92) in the greater Seattle areas completed two rounds 

of questionnaires. There was no consensus on the f ir s t  questionnaire; 

on the second questionnaire, however, a ll the groups reached agreement.

SYNOPSIS

Selections from the lite ra tu re  that have provided a rationale  

for the present study have been reviewed in this chapter. General goal 

theories were followed by a review of the conflict concerning kindergar­

ten goals. The rationale concerning the rightful participants concerned 

with educational goals in general and kindergarten goals in particular 

were outlined and discussed. The principles underlying the Delphi tech­

nique were explained. Studies which have used the Delphi technique to 

gain consensus concerning educational goals were presented. These in­

cluded goals identified for almost every level of education: college,

university, high school, elementary school and nursery school. To date, 

an attempt to identify kindergarten goals through employment of the Del­

phi technique has not been located by the researcher.

89Nancy Gigoux Hutchins, "Consensus Formation of Preschool Ob­
jectives Using a Modified Delphi Technique," (Ph.D. dissertation. 
University of Washington, 1977), pp. 103-106.



CHAPTER I I I  

RESEARCH DESIGN

This chapter was designed to include a restatement of the 

problem, the hypotheses, population and sample for the study, instrumen­

tation procedures, administration of the Delphi Questionnaires, and

data analysis procedures.

Restatement of the Problem

Die general research problems wehe expressed in the following 

questions:

1. Can a movement toward consensus of opinion concerning 
kindergarten goals be evidenced among the select panel 
of kindergarten parents, kindergarten teachers, and ad­
ministrators between the f i r s t  and final responses to 
questionnaires on kindergarten goals?

2. Can a movement toward convergence of opinion concerning 
prio rities  of the kindergarten goals be evidenced among 
the select panel of kindergarten parents, kindergarten 
teachers, and administrators between the f ir s t  and final 
responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals?

Examination of the f ir s t  general research problem raised the 

following specific questions:

la Can a movement toward consensus of opinion concerning
kindergarten goals be evidenced among the kindergarten
parents between the f i r s t  and final responses to ques­
tionnaires on kindergarten goals?

lb Can a movement toward consensus of opinion concerning
kindergarten goals be evidenced among the kindergarten
teachers between the f i r s t  and final responses to 
questionnaires on kindergarten goals?

35
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le  Can a movement toward consensus of opinion concerning 
kindergarten goals be evidenced among administrators 
between the f ir s t  and final responses to questionnaires 
on kindergarten goals?

Id Can a movement toward consensus of opinion concerning 
kindergarten goals be evidenced among the kindergarten 
parents and the kindergarten teachers between the f ir s t  
and fina l responses to questionnaires on kindergarten 
goals?

le  Can a movement toward consensus of opinion concerning 
kindergarten goals be evidenced among the kindergarten 
partants and the administrators between the f ir s t  and 
fin a l responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals?

I f  Can a movement toward consensus of opinion concerning 
kindergarten goals be evidenced among the kindergarten 
teachers and the administrators between the f ir s t  and 
final responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals?

Examination of the second general research problem raised the 

following specific questions:

2a Can a movement toward convergence of opinion concerning 
p rio rities  of the kindergarten goals be evidenced among 
the kindergarten parents between the f ir s t  and final 
responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals?

2b Can a movement toward convergence of opinion concerning 
prio rities  of the kindergarten goals be evidenced among 
the kindergarten teachers between the f ir s t  and final 
responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals?

2c Can a movement toward convergence of opinion concerning 
prio rities  of the kindergarten goals be evidenced among 
the administrators between the f i r s t  and final responses 
to questionnaires on kindergarten goals?

2d Can a movement toward convergence of opinion concerning 
p rio rities  of the kindergarten goals be evidenced among 
the kindergarten parents and the kindergarten teachers 
between the f ir s t  and final responses to questionnaires 
on kindergarten goals?

2e Can a movement toward convergence of opinion concerning 
prio rities  of the kindergarten goals be evidenced among 
the kindergarten parents and the administrators between 
the f ir s t  and fin a l responses to questionnaires on 
kindergarten goals?
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2f Can a movement toward convergence of opinion concerning 
p rio rities  of the kindergarten goals be evidenced among 
the kindergarten teachers and the administrators between 
the f i r s t  and final responses to questionnaires on kinder­
garten goals?

The Hypotheses

Testing the problems and researchable questions led to the 

establishment of two general hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. A movement toward consensus of opinion concern­
ing kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced among the select panel 
of kindergarten parents, kindergarten teachers, and administra­
tors between the f i r s t  and fin a l responses to questionnaires on 
kindergarten goals.

Hypothesis 2. A movement toward convergence of opinion concern­
ing p rio rities  of the kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced 
among the select panel of kindergarten parents, kindergarten 
teachers, and administrators between the f ir s t  and final 
responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals.

Investigation of the f ir s t  general hypothesis led to the testing

of the following specific hypotheses:

Hypothesis la . A movement toward consensus of opinion con­
cerning kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced among the kinder­
garten parents between the f i r s t  and final responses to ques­
tionnaires on kindergarten goals.

Hypothesis lb . A movement toward consensus of opinion con­
cerning kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced among the kinder­
garten teachers between the f i r s t  and final responses to ques­
tionnaires on kindergarten goals.

Hypothesis Ic . A movement toward consensus of opinion con­
cerning kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced among the ad­
ministrators between the f ir s t  and final responses to ques­
tionnaires on kindergarten goals.

Hypothesis Id . A movement toward consensus of opinion con­
cerning kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced among the kinder­
garten parents and the kindergarten teachers between the f ir s t  
and final responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals.

Hypothesis le . A movement toward consensus of opinion con­
cerning kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced among the
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kindergarten parents and administrators between the f irs t  and 
fina l responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals.

Hypothesis I f .  A movement toward consensus of opinion con­
cerning kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced among the kinder­
garten teachers and administrators between the f ir s t  and final 
responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals.

Investigation of the second general hypothesis led to the testing

of the following specific hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2a. A movement toward convergence of opinion con­
cerning prio rities  of the kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced 
among the kindergarten parents between the f ir s t  and final re­
sponses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals.

Hypothesis 2b. A movement toward convergence of opinion con­
cerning prio rities  of the kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced 
among the kindergarten teachers between the f ir s t  and final re­
sponses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals.

Hypothesis 2c. A movement toward convergence of opinion con­
cerning prio rities  of the kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced 
among the administrators between the f ir s t  and final responses 
to questionnaires on kindergarten goals.

Hypothesis 2d. A movement toward convergence of opinion con­
cerning prio rities  of the kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced 
among the kindergarten parents and kindergarten teachers between 
the f ir s t  and final responses to questionnaires on kindergarten 
goals.

Hypothesis 2e. A movement toward convergence of opinion con­
cerning prio rities  of the kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced 
among the kindergarten parents and administrators between the 
f i r s t  and final responses to questionnaires on kindergarten 
goals.

Hypothesis 2 f. A movement toward convergence of opinion con­
cerning prio rities  of the kindergarten goals w ill be evidenced 
among the kindergarten teachers and administrators between the 
f ir s t  and final responses to questionnaires on kindergarten 
goals.

Population and Sample 

Proceeding on a theory that parents as well as educators have a 

place in determining the goals for their children, the population of the 

study was composed of three sub-populations. The f ir s t  sub-pouplation
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consisted of the parents of a ll kindergarten children enrolled in 

the sixteen elementary schools in the Midwest City-Del City School System 

during the second semester of the 1978-79 school year. The second and 

third sub-populations consisted of a ll kindergarten teachers (32) and 

building principals (16) in the sixteen elementary schools in the Midwest 

City-Del City School System during the second semester of the 1978-79 

school year.

The sample of parents included in the study was determined by 

calculating the number of parent participants needed to insure a 95

percent level of confidence of avoiding a Type I and Type I I  error. A 

procedure suggested by Walpole^was used to determine the overall sample 

size. Walpole's technique involves the following formula.

where

^  (Z » /2 )

Zee -  value of confidence le v e l sought;
.05 le v e l •  Z > 1.96

(P  " standard deviation of the Kinder- 
art en Goals Questionnaire; 
tandarc deviation of a 5-point 

continuum s -  3.84

e " error r isk ; \  standard deviation
2n — [(1.96) (3 .84  ) |  

, .655 -J

t 7.526 "I 
0.655J

132.04

^Ronald E. Walpole. Introduction to S tatistics (New York: Mac 
mi 11an Co., 1968), p. 183.
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A nimber of 132 parents from the 16 elementary schools yielded a power 

of 95 percent at the .05 level of confidence.

The parents who participated in the study were selected by using 

a table of random numbers. They were randomly chosen from the 16 

schools in order to assure a representative sampling. The teachers were 

asked to alphabetize th e ir  class enrollment cards and then pull the cards 

of each child whose number appeared on the l is t  of random selection. 

They then mailed to the Midwest City-Del City School administrative 

office  the names and addresses of the parent of those children (See 

Appendix B). The numbers chosen from the individual schools have been 

shown in Table 1.

Instrumentation Procedures 

Description of the Instrument

The Delphi Technique was chosen as the means of encouraging con­

sensus of opinion concerning kindergarten goals and as a means of 

encouraging convergence of opinion concerning p rio ritie s  of each 

iden tified  goal. As indicated in the review of lite ra tu re , the Delphi 

Technique consists of a series of questionnaries responded to by 

participants, who remain anonymous to each other. The f ir s t  question­

naire mqy ask the participants to l is t  recommended goals, predictions or 

a c tiv it ie s . On the second questionnaire the participants are asked to 

rate the items that were recommended on the f i r s t  questionnaire. The 

questionnaire includes the l i s t ,  the ratings of the items, and positive 

or negative comments. F ina lly , participants are asked to revise th e ir  

opinion to conform to the group opinion or to specify th e ir reasons for 

remaining outside the consensus.

The Delphi Technique was modified for the present study. The



TABLE I

NUMBER OF KINDERGARTEN CLASSES, KINDERGARTEN TEACHERS, 
AND KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS ENROLLED AT THE 

SIXTEEN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Elementary Schools
Number of 

Kindergorten 
Teachers

Number of 
Porents 

Selected

Number of 
Kindergorten 

Students 
Enrolled

Number of 
Kindergorten 

Closses

Bornes Elementory 2 8 65 3
Clevelond Boiley Elementory 1 6 59 2
Country Estotes Elementory 2 6 57 3
Del City Elementory 3 12 115 5
Eost Side Elementory 3 12 122 5
Epperly Heights Elementary 3 13 125 6
Highlond Pork Elementory 2 9 84 4
Porkview Elementory 2 9 85 4
Pleosont Hill Elementory I 3 16 1
Ridgecrest Elementory 1 5 38 2
Soldier Creek Elementory 2 a 78 3
Sooner-Rose Elementory 2 9 87 4
Steed Elementory 2 6 62 3
Tinker Elementory 2 a 79 4
Townsend Elementory 2 9 86 4
Troub Elementary 2 9 89 4

Totols 32 132 1,247 57
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researcher developed the original questionnaire by so lic iting  l ists  of 

kindergarten goal statements that were already on f i l e  at each school 

(see Appendix A). These had been suggested earlie r by parents, teachers 

and administrators. The researcher was of the opinion that developing 

the basic questionnaire in this manner would make the study more under­

standable for the participants, thus encourage more w illing  responses. 

After the solicited goals were received from the schools, they

were grouped by the researcher in the three areas of learning specified 
2

by Bloom, (1) Cognitive (2) Affective and (3) Psychomotor. The Synthe­

sized and grouped goals have been lis ted  in Figure 1. The goals were 

placed in questionnaire form and Questionnaire 1 was prepared for mailing.

Administration of the Delphi Questionnaires 

The researcher requested and was granted permission to have the 

principals' and teachers' questionnaires, with a cover le tte r  from the 

Director of Elementary Instruction, originate from, and be returned to , 

the Midwest City-Del City Administration Building. I t  was fe lt  that 

participants would give greater prio rity  to the study with such an ar­

rangement. For sim ilar reasons, the researcher sought, and was again 

granted permission to have the parents' questionnaires mailed from, and 

be returned to , the University of Oklahoma. The researcher drafted a 

cover le tte r  which was signed by her doctoral committee chairman and the 

Director of Elementary Instruction for Midwest City-Del City Schools.

2
Benjamin S. Bloom et a l . .  Taxonomy of Educational Objectives 

(New York: David McKay Co., 1969), pp. 7-8.



FIGURE 1

GOALS OF KINDERGARTEN EDUCATION AS 
SYNTHESIZED FOR THE SIXTEEN 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

CognlHve Learning Affective Leoming Psychomotor Leorning

1. Exhibit Curiosity 1. Exhibit Good Emotionol Adjustment 1. Identify Ports of Body
2. Exhibit Self Motivation 2. Exhibit Good Sociol Adjustment 2. Ability to Move in
3. Demonstrate Self Discipline 3. Exhibit A Feeling of Belonging Coordinated Monner
4. Moke Mentol Adjustments 4. Exhibit A Sense of Security With Adults Wolk
5. Recognize Alphabet 5. Exhibit A Sense of Security With Peers Run
6 . Retell Stories 6. Assume Responsibility For One's Own Skip

Actions Hop
7. Repeot Rhymes 7. Develop Own Identity Jump
8. Recognize Colors 8. Respect Rights Of Others
9. Recognize Numbers 9. Ploy Acceptobly

10. Understond Numbers 10. Assume Responsibility
11. Demonstrate Visuol DiscrIm*. 11. Shore Responsibilities
12. Develop Quontitotive Vocobulory 12. Develop Personol Volues
13. Recognize Bosic Shapes 13. Develop A Positive Self-lmoge
14. Demonstrote An Understond ing 14. Exhibit Respect For Authority

O f Americon Heritage

W
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Questionnaire 1

On Questionnaire 1 the participants were asked to c irc le  the 

rank they wished to assign to each goal. They were also invited to add 

any additional goals which they fe lt  should be included on the question­

naire. They were asked to complete the questionnaire, then return i t  in 

the envelope provided. The principals and teachers returned the ir  

questionnaires through the school system mail. The parents were provided 

a stamped addressed envelope to make partie ipantion as convenient as 

possible.

Parents who had not returned th e ir questionnaire within two 

weeks were sent another le tte r  and questionnaire, delivered this time by 

th e ir  kindergarten child. Teachers and principals who had not returned 

th e ir questionnaires received telephone reminders. A fter the needed num­

ber of questionnaires had been returned (a ll principals and teachers and 

the nunber of parents indicated, by school, on Table 1 ) , the researcher 

ta llie d  the responses to each goal.

Questionnaire 2

Questionnaire 2 was prepared by marking the most frequent 

response to each item. A square was chosen as the marking symbol to 

provide a contrast (fo r easier scoring) to the circles used by p artic i­

pants. The administrators' responses were.counted, and the most frequent 

response made by the administrators on Questionnaire 1 was marked with a 

square at the corresponding rank on Questionnaire 2 (Administrators' 

form). The teachers' responses were counted, and the most frequent re­

sponse made by the teachers on Questionnaire 1 was marked with a square 

at the corresponding rank on Questionnaire 2 (Teachers' form).



45

The parents responses were counted, and the most frequent response made 

by the parents on Questionnaire 1 was marked with a square at the cor­

responding rank on Questionnaire 2 (Parents' form).

Participants had been encouraged to write in any additional 

goals. There were 9 items submitted; when synthesized, there were three 

new items added to each (cognitive, a ffec tive , and psychomotor) domain. 

The new items were suggested from a ll three participating groups, and 

they were added to the Questionnaire 2 forms prepared for each group.

With the exception of two parents who advised the researcher 

that they were moving out of town. Questionnaire 2 was mailed to each 

participant who had returned Questionnaire 1. Again a return addressed 

envelope (stamped for parents) was included for the participants' conven­

ience. Parents who did not return Questionnaire 2 within the two weeks 

were sent reminders. Teachers who did not return th e ir questionnaires 

were telephoned; administrators returned th e ir  Questionnaire 2 imme­

d ia te ly , without need for reminders. After receiving a ll administrator, 

kindergarten teacher and parent questionnaires to f i l l  the desired quota 

from each school, the most frequent response to each item was again 

counted.

Questionnaire 3

Questionnaire 3 was prepared for the three participating groups 

by marking the most frequent response made on each item on Questionnaire 

2. The participants had also been asked to make comments on Question­

naire 2 beside each item with which they disagreed on the rating chosen 

by th e ir  peers. Both positive and negative reactions made by the par­

tic ipants were recorded in the comments section of Questionnaire 3.
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Questionnaire 3 was mailed to participants in compliance with 

the procedure established in mailing Questionnaires 1 and 2. Adminis­

tra to r and teacher questionnaires were marked and returned within forty- 

eight hours after they were placed in the school mail. Parents who had 

not returned th e ir questionnaires within two weeks were telephoned and 

sent duplicate questionnaires i f  necessary. The number and percentages 

of responses have been shown in Table 2.

Table 2

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PARENTS 

RETURNING KINDERGARTEN QUESTIONNAIRES

Mailed
Questionnaires

Number
Returned

Percent
Returned

Questionnaire 1 355 204 57

Questionnaire 2 202 147 73

Questionnaire 3 147 138 94

SUMMARY

The Delphi procedure, as used here, was a cyclic research pro­

cedure e lic itin g  converging opinions of parents, teachers and adminis­

trators through the use of questionnaires and ju stifica tio n  feed-back. A 

pictorial display of the three rounds used in this study was shown in 

Figure 2.

Helm, "Identifying Indicators of Early Childhood Program 
Values," p. 41.
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Start 
Obtain Panlaaloa 

. of School Syotaa 
Montlfy Farticlffaato
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FIGURE 2 - THREE CYCLES OF THE DELPHI PROCEDURE
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Data Analysis Procedures 

Consensus of opinions concerning the identification of kinder­

garten goals was shown through the use of tables of percentages comparing 

in it ia l  and final ranks o f each sub-group. These included: parents, 

teachers, administrators, parents and teachers, parents and administra­

to rs , and teachers and administrators. A comparison of the most frequent 

response to Questionnaire 1 to the most frequent response to Quest­

ionnaire 3 was also graphically displayed.

Several techniques were used to show a movement toward conver­

gence of opinion in assigning p rio rities  to each kindergarten goal. 

Mean scores and Standard Deviations were used to show a movement toward 

convergence of group opinion. Modal and Mean ranks were used to show 

general and specific rankings of the goal items, and f in a lly , the
4

Spearman rank correlation was utilized  to measure the agreement between 

any two groups.

4
N. M. Downie and R. W. Heath, Basic S tatis tica l Methods. 3rd ed. 

(New York: Harper and Row, 1970), pp. 122-123.



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The purpose of th is  study was to investigate whether a movement 

toward consensus of opinion among kindergarten parents, kindergarten 

teachers, and administrators could be achieved concerning kindergarten 

goals as well as assigning prio rities  among kindergarten goals. The 

Delphi Technique was the method used. The analysis of the data collected 

in the study pertained to two general hypotheses and twelve specific 

hypotheses.

FIRST GENERAL HYPOTHESIS

The f ir s t  general hypothesis stated a movement toward consensus 

of opinion concerning kindergarten goals would be evidenced among kinder­

garten parents, kindergarten teachers, and administrators between the 

f i r s t  and final (th ird ) responses to questionnaires on kindergarten 

goals. The f ir s t  general hypothesis included specific hypotheses 1-a 

through 1 -f .

Specific hypothesis 1-a stated a movement toward consensus of 

opinion concerning kindergarten goals would be evidenced among kinder­

garten parents between the f ir s t  and fina l responses to questionnaires 

on kindergarten goals. During the f ir s t  administration of the kinder­

garten questionnaire, the parents' responses were distributed somewhat 

unequally across 142 o f the possible 150 choice points of the rating 

continuum (Appendix B). During the final administration of the

49
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questionnaire, the responses of the kindergarten parents were limited 

to 88 o f the possible 159 choice points (Appendix D).

During the f i r s t  administration of the kindergarten question­

naire, the kindergarten parents averaged 51% agreement on the most fre ­

quent response to each goal item; during the final administration of the 

questionnaire, the parents averaged 97% agreement on the most frequent 

response to each goal item. Although only two of the goals (N=39) re­

ceived 100% parent agreement, five received 98% agreement, four received 

97% agreement and eight received 96% agreement. Only one goal item 

achieved less than 90% agreement. The most frequent responses of parents 

to  Questionnaires 1 and 3 have been lis ted  in Table 3 to show the move­

ment toward consensus of parent opinion.

Graphs 1, 2, and 3 present the modal responses of the kinder­

garten parents to the f i r s t  and final questionnaires. Graph 1 presents 

the modal responses of parents to the kindergarten goals in the cognitive 

domain. Graph 2 shows the modal responses of parents to the kindergarten 

goals in the affective domain while graph 3 presents the modal responses 

of parents to the kindergarten goals in the psychomotor domain.

The dotted line  in each of the graphs represents the modal re­

sponses of the kindergarten parents to the kindergarten goals listed on 

the f i r s t  questionnaire. The solid line  in each graph represents the 

modal responses of the parents to the goals listed in the final 

questionnaire. The difference between the solid and dotted lines gives a 

visual indication of the kindergarten parents' movement toward consensus 

of opinion concerning the learning goals included in this study. Evi­

dence presented supported the researcher's acceptance of specific 

hypothesis 1-a.
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TABLE 3

COMPARISON OF MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES OF PARENTS (N 
Q u ts tlo n iw lrt 1 ind  Q u tstlonna lrt 3

132)

i  P r . % P

A.  , coG N m vB  L m an N c
E x h ib i t  C u r io s i ty 66 127 96

(  ?> E x h ib i t  S o lf  M o tiv a tio n 62 A7 129 98
(  7) D a a e n s tr a t t  S a i f  S lo e lo l ln a 63 AB 129 98
f  A) Maka M ontai AdiuatxM nto 66 50 123 93
(  M R aeo an lia  A lohabat 63 AB ' 131 99
(  A) l a t a l l  S to r la a BA 6A 12A _ 9A
(  7 ) R aoaat Khvaaa 72 55 12A 9A
(  "? R a ro sn ita  C niora 60 12B Î Î
( 9 ) iii l32 100
f io ) U ndaratand Miabora 62 A7
(11) B a n n a e r a ta  V la u sl D la c r la ln a t lo n 60 5 l 5 l 4 )
(12 ) D avaloo O w a n tlta tlv a  v o c ab u la ry 55 A2 126 95
:i3 ) R a eo c n lta  Baalc Shaoaa* 75 57 121 92
U ) Dam. U ndaratand ina o f  A a tr .H a r l ta a a A5 3A 121 92

(1 ? ) 131 99
( i e ) D avaloo la a a ln a t lo n 12A 9A
( i ? ) Know B aalc S u rv iv a l  In fo rm a tio n 132 100

■ t A m c n V E  UABNINC
( 1) E x h ib i t  Good t a e t io n a l  A dluatam nt 6B 52 129 98
(  2) E x h ib i t  Good S o c ia l  A dhiatm ant 6A AB 128 97
( 3) E x h ib i t  a Eaalinm  o f  B a lo n a ln a 63 AB 131 99
(  A) Exh. Sanaa o f  S e c u r i ty  w /A dulta SB AA 127 96
(  M Exh. Sanaa o f  S e c u r i ty  w /P aara 6B 52 p i  - 99
(  6) Ammuma B a a o o n a lb l l lty  f o r  A cciona 76 5B 128 9?
(  7) Davaloo Own I d e n t i t y am 19R 97
(  B) R aao act l i i h t a  o f  O thara 7fl 59 130 98
(  9 ) P la y  A ceoo tab ly 77 5 119 90
(10) Aaauma B a a o o n a lb l l lty 67 5 i 130 . jlS
( i i j S h a ra  B a a o o n a ib l l i t ia a 6A 2b 129 98
(l2> Davaloo Good P a rao n a l VOluaa 6A AS 131 99
(13) D avaloo a  P o a l t lv a  S a i f  Saaaa 79 60 l i l 99
(lA ) E x h ib i t  R aaoact f o r  A u th o r i ty SB 67 130
(1?) Davaloo Sanaa o f  B iR ht and Wrona 130 98
(16) 131 99
12 2 1 . Dav.Awaranaaa o f  A R aaoact f o r  Cod 122 - 9 2 —

( 1) I d a n t l f v  P a r ta  o f  Body 69 52 122 _ 92
(  2) Mova In  C oordInatad  Mannar 71 SA 118 99
(  3) 127 iT ~
(  A) D evalon Rand-Eye C o o rd in a tio n 130 98

l i L Davaloo S a i f  C o n tro l 12B 9i
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Specific hypothesis 1-b stated a movement toward consensus of 

opinion concerning kindergarten goals would be evidenced among kinder­

garten teachers between the f ir s t  and final responses to questionnaires 

on kindergarten goals. During the f ir s t  administration of the kinder­

garten questionnaire, the teachers' responses were distributed across 109 

of the possible 150 choice points of the rating continuum (Appendix B); 

during the third administration of the questionnaire, the responses of 

the teachers were found in 71 of the 159 choice points (Appendix D).

During the f i r s t  administration of the kindergarten question­

naire, kindergarten teachers averaged 66% agreement on the most frequent 

response to each goal item; during the final administration of the ques­

tionnaire, the teachers averaged 95% agreement on the most frequent re­

sponse to each goal item. Ten of the goals (N=39) received 100% teacher 

approval; twenty-one goals received 97% teacher approval; and only four 

goal items received less than 90% acceptance. The most frequent re­

sponses of the kindergarten teachers to the f irs t  and final question­

naires have been listed in Table 4. A comparison of these figures sug­

gest there was movement toward consensus of teacher opinion.

Graphs 4, 5, and 6 were designed to give a visual description of 

the kindergarten teachers’ movement toward consensus of opinion concern­

ing the goals included in this study. The difference between the dotted 

lines (Questionnaire 1 modal responses) and solid lines (Questionnaire 3 

modal responses) shows a noticeable movement toward consensus of teacher 

opinion concerning the goals included in this study. The evidence pre­

sented supported the researcher's acceptance of specific hypothesis 1-b.
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TABLE 4

COMPARISON OF MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES OF TEACHERS 
QUESTIONNAIRE 1 and .QUESTIONNAIRE 3

,  ”  T
A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
f 1) Exhibit C uriotitv 18 • .56 28 88
f 2} Exhibit Saif Motivation 16 50 32 100
( 3) Danonatrata S aif D laelnlina 26 fil 31 V
f 4 Maka Mantal Adluataanta 16 50 31 97
f M Raeoanisa Alohabat 17 31 97
( 6 ) R atall Storlaa iz b9 i f
f 7? Raoaat Rhvnaa 20 63 i i 97
{ 8) Raeoanisa Colors 21 66 31 97
( 9) Raeoanisa Nunbara 22 69 32 100
(10) Undaratand Numbers 22 69 31 97
(11) Danonatrata Visual Olaerlmlnatlon 20 63 31 97
(12) Davaloo O uantitatlva Veeabularv 17 53 31 ■ 97
(13) Raeoanisa Basie Shaoaa - - 50 31 _ 97
(14) Dam. an Undar. o f Anar. Raritaae 55 30 .
(15) Davaloo Good L iatanina S k ills §7—
(16) Davaloo Inaaination 16 50
(17) Know Basie Survival Information 36 94

( 1) Exhibit Good Emotional Adlustmant ■■ "S f 75 3 l  . 9 T " :
( 2) Exhibit Good Social Adluatmant 23 72 31 — 97
( 3) Exhibit a Faalina of Balonaina 24 75 31 97
( 4) Exh. Sanaa of Saeuritv  with Adults 18 56 31 97
( 5) Exh. Sanaa of Saeuritv  with Paars 21 66 31 97
( 6) Assuma R asnonsibilitv for Aetlona 25 7R 31 97
( 7) Davaloo Own Id an titv 25 78 31 97
( 8) Rasoaet Riahts o f Others 25 78 31 97
( 9) Plav Aeeaotablv 20 63 31 97
(IQ) Assuma Rasnonsibilitv ■ 24 75 32 100
(11) Shara R asoonsibilitias 21 66 31 97
(12) Davaloo Good Paraonal Values 21 66 32 100
(13) Davaloo a Positiva Self-Inaaa 27 84 32 100
(14) Exhibit Rasoaet for Authoritv 28 88 32 166
(15) Davaloo Sanaa o f Riaht and Wrona 32 îôfl
(16) Davaloo Good Paraonal Habits 32 100
(17) Dav. Awaranass of & Reaoaet for God 28 SB

( 1) Idantlfv Parts o f Bodv 21 . 66 _ 28 88
( 2) Mova in Coordinated Mannar 18 56 29 91
( 3) Choies of Band and Eve 29 91
( 4) Davaloo Hand-Eve Coordination 32 100
( 5) Davaloo Self-Control 32 100
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Specific hypothesis 1-c stated a movement toward consensus of 

opinion concerning kindergarten goals would be evidenced among adminis­

trators between the f ir s t  and final responses to questionnaires on kinder­

garten goals. During the f ir s t  administration of the questionnaire, 

administrators' responses were distributed across 98 of the 150 choice 

points of the rating continuum (Appendix B); during the th ird adminis­

tra tion  of the questionnaire, the administrators' responses were limited 

to only 47 of the 159 choice points (Appendix D).

During the f ir s t  administration of the questionnaire, the 

administrators averaged 61% agreement on th e ir  most frequent response to 

each goal item; during the final administration of the questionnaire, 

they averaged 95% agreement on th e ir most frequent response to each goal 

item. Twenty-four of the goals (N=39) received 100% agreement among the 

administrators; nine goals received 94% administrator agreement; and only 

f iv e  items received less than 90%. The most frequent responses of the 

administrators to the f ir s t  and final questionnaires have been listed in 

Table 5. A comparison of these figures suggest there was movement to­

ward consensus of administrator opinion.

Graphs 7, 8 , and 9 were designed to give a visual description of 

the administrators' movement toward consensus of opinion concerning the 

learning goals included in this study. The difference between the dotted 

lines (Questionnaire 1 modal responses) and solid lines (Questionnaire 3 

modal responses) shows a noticeable movement toward consensus of adminis­

tra to r opinion concerning the learning goals included in this study. The 

evidence presented supported the researcher's acceptance of specific 

hypothesis 1-c.



61

TABU S

COMPARISON OF MOST FRZQUZNT RZSF0NSE5 OF AOHINXSTRAtORS 
qOESTIONNAIRK 1 m 4  QOBSTIONNAIRE 3

A. COCNITIVg lEARNTOC
( 1) E x h ib i t  C u r io i le v
( »  T x h lb l t  S a l*  M o tiv a tio n

31 Demon#crmtm Self P ltclB lla»
43 M»kt M tBM l A d i u i t t n t i

{ S3 R t e e w t w . A l j h t f  t
JL2. 75 JLfi. j m .f 73 Rmae R hw t Jl. jiU L

( 8 3  R tc e « n l i t  C olor* JJL
( 93 R tca«n l«>  N u n b trt JJl
(103 P n d tf iM n d  W uabari 36 RR

1(123 P tv tlo B  O w t n t l t t t l v  V aeabuU Tv
(133 R * eo * n t:a  B a tie  S h t a t t

T3T
Tüir

(143 B ta .  an  U n d er, o f  Amer. H t r l m t
"IT(153 B t v t l w  Good l l i t w l M  S k i l l#

(163 P tv tln B  i M K lM tlo n
(173 Know B#*ie S u rv iv a l  I n f o t M t to n

( 1) E x h ib ie  6oad b o t l o M l  A d lu ic a to e
T “ T P I f

r o o "
( 2) E x h lb ie  (teed S o c ia l  A d lu s tM n c 9 DO 16 i u o
( 33 E x h ib i t  a  F a a lln a  o f  B a lo n a lti t 11 fiO 16 1 0 0
( Exh. S an ta  o f  S a e u rltY  w i th  A d u lc t 9 5 6 15 9 6
f  M Exh. Sanaa o f  S a c u r l tv  w i th  F a a ra 1(3 6 5 16 RR
f  6} A atuoa R a a n o n a lb l l l t r  f o r  A celona 1 0 6 5 16 1 0 0
f  7) O avaloo Own I d a n t l t v 1 0 6 5 15 9 6
f  8) R a to a c t  R lah ca  o f  O th a ra 1 1 6 0 16 1 0 0
( 9) F la v  A c e n t a b l r 8 5 0 1 6 1 0 0
flO ) A tiu a a  R a a n o n a lb l l l t r i 5 0 .1 6 1 0 0
f i l l S h a re  Raanonaibilitlet 10 15 f i
f l2 ) D avalon (teed F a ra o n a l  V aluaa 10 03 ^ 5 9 6
(13) O avalon a  F e a l t l v a  S a l !  In a a a Î 9  -

65 16
(14) E x h ib i t  R a in a e t  f o r  A u th o r i ty 6 9 16

M
(15) D avalon S anaa  o f  R l i h t  and (fro n t Ï6
(16) D avalon (teed F a ra o n a l H a b ita " " 1 6 1 0 0
; i j i Dav. A uaranaaa o f  & R a an a c t f o r  God 13

( 1) I d e n t i f y  F a r t a  o f  Body là 81 l4
'

( 2) Move in  C o o rd in a te d  M annar lo 63 16 1 0 0
f  3 ) C hoice  o f  Rand and Eva 15
( 4) D avalon Rand-Eva ( te o rd ln a t lo n Î5 ,00
( fl D avalon S e l f - C o n tr o l W ,09
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Specific hypothesis 1-d stated a movement toward consensus of 

opinion concerning kindergarten goals would be evidenced between kinder­

garten parents and kindergarten teachers between the f ir s t  and final 

responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals. The mode was the 

s ta tis tica l measure used to test the movement toward consensus.

Re-examination of the kindergarten parents' and the kindergarten 

teachers' responses to Questionnaire 1 suggested a lack of agreement 

among or between kindergarten parent and kindergarten teacher group? on 

Questionnaire 1. Responses to Questionnaire 3 , on the other hand, sug­

gested a movement toward consensus of opinion between groups concerning 

38 of the 39 kindergarten goals considered in the current study. Al­

though 94% of the kindergarten parents reached consensus of opinion 

concerning cognitive goal item 16 (Develop Imagination), only 50% of the 

kindergarten teachers moved toward consensus of opinion in response to 

that particular goal.

In response to Questionnaire 3, both kindergarten parent and 

kindergarten teacher groups rated the kindergarten goals either important 

or very important. Their ratings suggested that both groups supported 

the goals presented in the study.

Modal responses made by kindergarten parents and kindergarten 

teachers to Questionnaires 1 and 3 have been placed in Table 6 in il lu s ­

tration  of the movement of both groups toward consensus of opinion con­

cerning the kindergarten goals composing the current study. This evi­

dence supported the researcher's acceptance of specific hypothesis 1-d.

Specific hypothesis 1-e stated a movement toward consensus of 

opinion concerning kindergarten goals would be evidenced between
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TABLE 6

MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES OF PARENTS (N = 132) ANO TEACHERS (N 
Q uestionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 3

3 2 )

Ql
K P

Ql
K T

Q3
X P

Q3 
K T

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) E x h ib it C u rlo a ltv SO 56 96 88
( 2) E x h ib it S e lf M otivation 47 50 98 100
f Demonstrate S e lf  D ls c lo lln e 48 81 98 97
(  4) Make Mental Adlustments 50 50 93 97
( 5) Recoenlze Aluli.ibet 48 53 99 97

R e te ll S tories 66 . 69 . 94 97
( 7) Reoeat Rhvmes 35 63 94 97
( «) Recoanize Colors 45 66 97 97
( RccoKiilzo Numbers 48 69 100 100
(10) Understand Numbers 47 69 95 97
( U ) Demonstrate V isual D iscrim ination 45 63 99 97
(12) Develon Q u an tita tive  Vocabularv 42 S3 95 97
(131 Recoenlzc Basic Shanes 57 SO 92 97
(14) Dem. Understanding o f  Amer.Heritage 34 53 92 94
(13) Develon Good L is ten ing  S k i l ls 99 97
(16) Develon Im agination 94 50
(17) Know Basic Sur<;lval Inform ation 100 94

B. AFFECTIVE LEARNING
( 1) E x h ib it Good Emotional Adjustment 52 75 98 97
( 2) E x h ib it Good S o c ia l Adlustment 48 72 97 97
( 3) E x h ib it a Feeling o f Belonging 48 75 99 97
( Exh. Sense o f S ecu rity  w/AcluIcs 44 56 96 97
( 5) Exh. Sense o f S ecu rity  w/Peers 52 66 99 97
( 6) Assume R esno ns ib ilitv  fo r  Actions 58 78 97 97
( 7) Develon Own Id e n tity 61 78 97 97
( S) Resnect Rights o f Others 59 78 98 97
( 9) F lay  Accentablv 55 63 90 97
(10) Assume R esno ns ib ilitv 51 75 98 100
(11) Share R esp o n s ib ilities 48 66 98 97
(12) Develon Good Personal Values 48 66 99 100
(13) Develop a P o s itive  S e lf  Image 60 84 99 100
(14) E xh ib it Resnect fo r A u th o rity 67 88 98 100
(IS ) Develon Sense o f Right and Wrong 98 100
(16) Develon Good Personal Habits 99 100
(17) Dev.Awareness o f & Resnect for Cod 92 88

C. PSYCnOUOTOR LEARNING
( 1) Id e n t ify  Parts o f Body 52 66 92 88
( 2) Move In  Coordinated Manner 54 56 89 91
( 31 Choice o f Hand and Eve 96 91
( ^) Develop Hand-Eve Coordination 98 100
( 5) Develop S e lf Control 97 100
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kindergarten parents and administrators between the f ir s t  and final re­

sponses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals. The mode was the sta­

t is t ic a l measure used to test the movement toward consensus of opinion.

Re-examination of the kindergarten parents' and administrators' 

modal responses to Questionnaire 1 suggested a lack of agreement among or 

between kindergarten parent and administrator groups on Questionnaire 1. 

The responses to Questionnaire 3, on the other hand, suggested a movement 

toward consensus of opinion both among and between groups concerning 38 

of the 39 kindergarten goals considered in the current study. Although 

92% of the kindergarten parents reached consensus of opinion on Question­

naire 3 concerning cognitive goal item 14 (Demonstrate an Understanding 

of American Heritage), only 44% of the administrators moved toward con­

sensus of opinion in response to that particular goal.

In response to Questionnaire 3, both kindergarten parent and ad­

ministrator groups rated the kindergarten goals either important or very 

important. Their ratings suggested that both groups supported the goals 

presented in the study.

Modal responses made by kindergarten parents and administrators 

to  Questionnaires 1 and 3 have been placed in Table 7 in illu s tra tio n  of 

the movement of both groups toward consensus of opinion concerning the 

kindergarten goals composing the current study. This evidence supported 

the researcher's acceptance of specific hypothesis 1-e.

Specific hypothesis 1 -f  stated a movement toward consensus of 

opinion concerning kindergarten goals would be evidenced between kinder­

garten teachers and administrators between the f ir s t  and final responses 

to questionnaires on kindergarten goals. The mode was the s ta tis tica l
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TABLE 7

MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES OF PARENTS (N « 132) ANO ADMINISTRATORS (N = 16) 
Q uestionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 3

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING T^lp ,Q3p ,Q 3,

( 1) Exhibie C u rio s ity 50 63 96 100
( 2) Exhibie S a if  Meeivaelon 47 50 98 100
( 3 ' Demonseraee S e lf  D is c io lin e 48. 69 98 100
( 4) Make Meneal Ad lus eaianea 50 56 93 94
( 5) Recoenize Alohabee 48 56 99 100
( 6) R eee ll Seoriss 64 75 94 100
( 7) Reoeae Rhvmes 55 81 94 100 i
f 81 Recognize Colors 43 56 97 94
( 91 Recognize Numbers 48 56 100 94
(10) Understand Numbers 47 56 95 38
(11) Demonstrate V isu a l D isc rim in a tio n 45 50 99 81
(12) Dcveloo Q u a n tita tiv e  Vocabularv 42 63 95 100
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 57 69 92 100
(14) Dorn. Understanding o f Amer.H e rita g e 34 44 92 44
(15) Develoe Good L is ten in g  S k il ls 99 100
(16) Develon Im agination 94 94
(17) Know Basic S u rv iv a l In fo rm ation 100 100

AFFECTIVE LEARNING
( 1) E x h ib it Good Emotional Adlustment 52 56 98 100
( 2) E x h ib it Good S o c ia l Adlustment 48 56 97 100
(  3) E x h ib it a Feeling  o f Belonging 48 69 99 100
( 4) Exh. Sense o f  S e c u rity  w /Adults 44 56 96 94
( 3) Exh. Sense o f S ec u rity  u/Peers 52 63 99 88
(  6) Assume R e sn o n s ib ilitv  fo r  Actions 58 63 97 100
( 7) Develon Own Id e n t ity 61 63 97 94
( 8) Resnect Rights o f Others 59 69 98 100
( 9) P lay Accentablv 55 50 90 100
(10) Assume R e sp o n s ib ility 51 50 98 100
( “ ) Shore R e s p o n s ib ilitie s 48 63 98 94
(12) Develop Good Personal Values 48 63 99 94
(13) Develop a P o s itiv e  S e lf  Image 60 63 99 ICO
(141 E x h ib it Respect fo r  A u th o rity 67 69 98 100
(15) Develon Sense o f  R ight and Wrong 98 100
(16) Develop Good Personal Habita 99 100
(17) Dev.Awareness o f  & Respect fo r God 92 81

C. PSVCHOMOTOR LEARNING
( 1) Id e n t ify  P arts  o f Body 52 81 92 88
( 2) Move in  Coordinated Manner 54 63 89 100
( 3) Choice o f Hand and Eve 96 94
( 4) Develon Hand-Eve C oordination 98 100
( .5 ) Develop S e lf  Contro l 97 100
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measure used to test the movement toward consensus of opinion.

Re-examination of the kindergarten teachers' and administrators' 

modal responses to Questionnaire 1 suggested a lack of agreement among 

and between kindergarten teachers and administrators on Questionnaire 1. 

The responses to Questionnaire 3, on the other hand, suggested a move­

ment toward consensus of opinion both among and between groups concern­

ing 37 of the 39 kindergarten goals considered in the study. Cognitive 

goal 14 (Demonstrate an Understanding of American Heritage) and cognitive 

goal 16 (Develop Imagination) received noticeably different ratings.

In response to Questionnaire 3, both kindergarten teachers and 

administrators rated the kindergarten goals either important or very im­

portant. Their ratings suggested that both groups supported the goals 

presented in the study.

Modal responses made by kindergarten teachers and administrators 

to Questionnaires 1 and 3 have been placed in Table 8 in illustra tion  of 

the movement of both groups toward consensus of opinion concerning the 

kindergarten goals composing the current study. This evidence supported 

the researcher's acceptance of specific hypothesis 1 - f .

Summary of the F irs t General Hypothesis 

The f ir s t  general hypothesis stated a movement toward consensus 

of opinion concerning kindergarten goals would be evidenced among kinder­

garten parents, kindergarten teachers, and administrators between the 

f ir s t  and final responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals.
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TABLE 8

MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES OF TEACHERS (N -  32) AND ADMINISTRATORS (N 
Questionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 3

1 6)

7.*̂  ̂ T T

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) E x h ib it  C u rio s ity Sfi ■ 63 88 100
(  2 ) E x h ib it  S e lf  M o tiva tio n 1 o 5Ô 100 100
< 3) Demonstrate S e lf  D ls c in lin e 81 69 97 io n
< Make M ental Adlustments 50 56 97 94
( 5) Recoanize Alnhabet 53 56 97 100
( 6) R e te ll  S to ries 69 75 97 100
( 7) Reneat Rhvmes 63 81 97 100
f 8) Recognize Colors 66 56 97 94
( 9) Recognize Numbers 69 . _ 56 100 94
r io ) Understand Numbers 69 . 56 97 88
(11) Demonstrate V isu a l D is c rim in a tio n 63 50 97 81
(12) Develon Q u a n tita tiv e  Vocabularv 53 63 97 100
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 50 69 97 100
(14) Dem. an Under, o f Amer. H eritage 53 44 94 44
(15) Develop Good L is te n in g  S k i l ls 97 100
(161 Develon Im agination 50 -  g4 '

(17) Know Basic S u rv iv a l In fo rm ation ...5,4 .. . ._ m o  ,

( 1) E x h ib it  Good Emotional Adlustment 75 -  56 97 100
( 2) E x h ib it  Good S o c ia l Adjustment 72 56 97 1ÔÔ
( 5) E x h ib it  a Fee ling  o f Belonging 75 69 97 1Ô0
( 4) Exh. Sense o f S ec u rity  w ith  Adults 56 56 97 94 '
( 5) Exh. Sense o f S ec u rity  w ith  Peers 66 63 97 56
( 6) Assume R e s p o n s ib ility  fo r  Actions 7Ô 63 97 1()0
(  7) Develop Own Id e n t ity 78 63 97 94
(  8) Respect Rights o f  Others 78 .... 69 97 100
( 9) P la y  Acceptably 63 5$ 97 100
(10) Assume R e s p o n s ib ility 75 5Ô 100 ifiô
(11) Share R e s p o n s ib ilit ie s 66 63 97 94
(12) Develop Good Personal Values 66 63 100 94
(13) Develop a P o s itiv e  S e lf-Im age 84 63 100 100
(14) E x h ib it  Respect fo r  A u th o r ity 88 ... 69 100 100
(13) Develop Sense o f  R ight and Wrong 100 100
(16) Develop Good Personal H ab its 100 100
(17) Dev. Awareness o f & Respect fo r  God 88 J l

( 1) Id e n t i f y  P arts  o f Body 66 81 88 • 88
( 2) Move in  Coordinated Manner 56 . 63 91 100
( 3) Choice o f Hand and Eye 91 94
( 4) Develop Hand-Eve C oordination 1 0 0 100
( 5) Develop S e lf-C o n tro l 1 0 0 100
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Specific hypotheses 1-a through 1 -f were developed to present the 

analysis of the data concerning the f ir s t  general hypothesis.

Responses to Questionnaire 1 showed discernible differences of 

opinion both within and among respondent groups (kindergarten parents, 

kindergarten teachers and administrators). The response to Question­

naire 3 suggested a movement toward consensus of opinion both among and 

between respondent groups concerning 37 of the 39 goals considered in 

the study.

Kindergarten parents, kindergarten teachers, and administrators 

rated a ll goals listed on Questionnaire 3 as either important or very im­

portant. Those ratings suggested to the researcher that a ll three groups 

accepted the goals considered in the study.

Modal responses made by kindergarten parents, kindergarten 

teachers and administrators to Questionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 3 have 

been placed in Table 9 to offer a comparison of the three groups in order 

to  suggest that a ll three groups did move from l i t t l e  or moderate 

agreement to high agreement concerning kindergarten goals. This evidence 

supported the researcher's acceptance of the f ir s t  general hypothesis.

Second General Hypothesis

The second general hypothesis stated a movement toward 

convergence of opinion concerning p rio rities  of the kindergarten goals 

would be evidenced among the select panel of kindergarten parents, 

kindergarten teachers, and administrators between the f ir s t  and final 

responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals. This general 

hypothesis included specific hypotheses 2-a through 2 - f .
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TABLE 9

MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES OF PARENTS (N « 132), TEACHERS (N » 32) 
and ADMINISTRATORS (N » 16)

Questionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 3

iQ ip . %OlT .f3 p ,o :T ,0 3 ,
A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
< E x h ib it C u rlo s itv 50 56 63 96 88 100
f 2) E x h ib it  S e lf  M otivation 47 50 50 98 100 ICO
( 3) Demonstrate S e lf  D is e io lin e 48 81 69 98 97 100
( 4) Make Mental Adlustments 50 50 56 93 97 94
( 5) Recognize Alnhabet 48 53 56 99 97 100
( 6) R e te l l  S to ries 64 69 75 94 97 100
( 7) Reneat Rhvmes 55 63 31 94 97 100
f 8) Recognize Colors 45 66 56 97 97 94
f 9) Recognize Numbers 48 69 56 100 100 94
(10) understand Numbers 47 69 56 95 97 88
(11) Demonstrate V isu a l D iscrim ination 45 63 30 99 97 81
(12) Develon Q u a n tita tiv e  Vocabularv 42 53 63 95 97 100
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 57 50 69 92 97 100
(14) Dem.Understanding o f Amer.H eritage 34 53 44 92 94 44
(15) Develon Good L is ten ing  S k i l ls 99 97 100
(16) Develon Im agination 94 50 94
(17) Know Basic S u rv iv a l In form ation 100 94 100

3 . AFFECTIVE LEARNING
( 1) E x h ib it Good Emotional Adlustment 52 75 56 98 97 100
( 2) E x h ib it Good S o c ia l Adjustment 48 72 36 97 97 100
( 3) E x h ib it A Feeling  o f Belonging 48 75 69 99 97 100
( 4) Exh. Sense o f S e cu ritv  w /Adults 44 36 56 96 97 94
(  5) Exh.Sense o f  S e c u ritv  w/Peers 52 66 63 99 97 38
( 6) Assume R esn o n s ib ilitv  fo r  Actions 58 78 63 97 97 100
( 7) Develon Own Id e n t ity 61 78 63 97 97 94
( 8) Resnect Rights o f Others 59 78 69 98 97 100
( 9) P lav  Accentablv 55 63 50 90 97 100
(10) Assume R e sn o n s ib ilitv 51 75 50 98 100 100
(11) Share R e s n o n s ib ilitie s 48 66 63 98 97 94
(■2) Develon Good Personal Values 48 66 63 99 ICO 94
(13) Develon a P o s itiv e  S e lf  Image 60 84 63 99 100 100
(14) E x h ib it Resnect fo r  A u th o rity 67 88 69 98 100 100
fl51 Develon Sense o f  R ight and Wrong 98 100 100
(16) Develon Good Personal Habits 99 100 100
(17) Dev.Awareness o f  & Resnect fo r  God 92 88 81

C. PSYCHOMOTOR lEARNING
( 1) Id e n t ify  Parts o f Body 52 66 81 92 88 88
( 2) Move in  Coordinated Manner 54 56 63 89 91 100
( ?) Choice o f  Hand and Eve 96 91 94
( 4) Develon Hand-Eye Coordination 98 100 100
( 5) Develon S e lf  Control 97 100 100
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Specific hypothesis 2-a stated a movement toward convergence of 

opinion concerning p rio rities  of the kindergarten goals would be evi­

denced among the kindergarten parents between the f ir s t  and final re­

sponses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals. Three sta tis tica l 

measures were used in analyzing the p rio rities  kindergarten parents 

placed on the kindergarten goals. Modal responses of the kindergarten 

parents provided a basis for dividing goal items into two broad groups 

(important and extremely important). A summary of the number of goals 

parents assigned to each of these categories has been placed in Table 10.

TABLE 10

KINDERGARTEN GOAL CATEGORIES 
ASSIGNED BY PARENTS' MODAL RESPONSES

CATEGORIES
DOMAIN EXTREMELY IMPORTANT IMPORTANT

Cognitive 11 6

Affective 16 1

Psychomotor 2 3

In addition to the consideration of parents' modal responses, 

the mean of the modal responses to each goal item, was also calculated 

and examined. While modal responses revealed two broad categories, mean 

scores provided a more discriminating measure of assigning the p rio ri­

ties  of kindergarten parents concerning kindergarten goals. The cate­

gories by mode and mean scores in response to Questionnaire 3 have been 

1isted in Table 11.
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TABLE 11

PARENTS' (N -  132) MODE AND MEAN SCORES 
Questionnaire 3

MODE MEAN
A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
< 1) Exhibit Curiosiev 1.00 1.06
( 2) Exhibit Self Motivation 1.00 1.02
( 3) Demon#trate Self Diseinline 1.00 1.02
f 4> Make Mental Adluatmenta 2.00 1.96
( 5) Recognize Alehabet 1.00 1.01
( «) R etell Steriea 2.00 1.98
( 7) Reoeat Rhvmea 2.00 1.96
( 8) Recognize Colora 1.00 1.04
( 9) Recognize Number# 1.00 1.00
(10) Underatand Numbers 1.00 1.05
(11) Demon#trate Visual Discrimination 1.00 1.02
(12) Develon Ouantitative Vocabularv 1.00 1.06
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 2.00 1.92
(16) Dem. Understanding of Amer.Heritage 2.00 2.02
(15) Develon Good Listening S kills 1.00 1.01
(16) Develon Imagination 2.00 1.94
(17) Know Basic Survival Information 1.00 1.00

B. AFFECTIVE LEARNING
( 1) Exhibit Good Emotional Adlustment 1.00 1.02
( 2) Exhibit Good Social Adlustment 1.00 1.03
( 3) Exhibit a Feeling of Belonging 1.00 1.01
( Exh. Sense of Securitv w/Adults 1.00 _ 1.05
( 5) Exh. Sense of Securitv w/Peers 1.00 _ 1.01
( 6) Assume Resnonsibilitv for Actions 1.00 1.03
( 7) Develon Own Identity 1.00 1.05
( 8) Resnect Rights of Others 1.00 1.02
( 9) Plav Accentablv 2.00 1.90
(10) Assume Resnonsibilitv 1.00 1.02
(11) Share Resnonsibilities 1.0Ü 1.02
(i2) Develon Good Personal Values 1.00 1.01
(13) Develon a Positive Self Image 1.00 1.01
(16) Exhibit Resnect for Authority 1.00 1.02
(15) Develon Sense of Right and Wrong 1.00 1.02
(16) Develon Good Personal Habits 1.00 1.02
(17) Dev.Awareness of & Resnect for God 1.00 1.15

C. PSYCHDMOTOR LEARNING
( 1) Identify  Parts of Bodv 2.00 1.92
( 2) Move in Coordinated Manner 2.00 1.89
( 3) Choice of Hand and Eve 2.00 1.98
( 6) Develon Hand-Eve Coordination 1.00 1.02
(.5)., Develon Self Control 1.00 1.03
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Two goals achieved tota l convergence of kindergarten parents 

opinions. They were: (9) Recognize Numbers, and (17) Know Basic

Survival Information. Both goals, which were from the cognitive domain, 

achieved the highest possible mean score (1 .00). The lowest rated goal 

(mean -  2.02) among parents was (14) Demonstrate an Understanding of 

American Heritage, which was also from the cognitive domain.

The affective goals rated highest among parents on Questionnaire 

3 were: (3) Exhibit a Feeling of Belonging, (5) Exhibit a Sense of

Security with Peers, (12) Develop Good Personal Values, and (13) Develop 

a Positive Self-Image. A mean score of 1.01 was achieved for the above 

four goal items. The lowest rated affective goal was (9) Play Acceptably 

with a mean score of 1.90.

The psychomotor goal rated the highest by the parent group on 

Questionnaire 3 was (4) Develop Hand-Eye Coordination (mean = 1.02). The 

lowest rated psychomotor goal was (3) Choice of Hand and Eye (mean = 

1.98).

Examination of the mean scores calculated fo r learning goals 

within the three domains considered in this study revealed that 

kindergarten parents valued affective learning goals (mean score -  1.08) 

more than learning goals within the other domains. The cognitive domain, 

from which came the highest and lowest rated individual goals, had an 

overall mean score of 1.36. The lowest rated domain was psychomotor 

learning (mean = 1.57).

The movement toward convergence of opinion among kindergarten 

parents concerning prio rities  of each identified kindergarten goal has 

been illustrated in the comparison of mean scores and standard deviations
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fo r Questionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 3, (Table 12). The degree of 

dispersion has been indicated by a comparison of standard deviations on 

Questionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 3. On Questionnaire 1 there was 

noticeable variation in parents' responses; on Questionnaire 3 the 

dispersion was minimal.

While a high degree of convergence was observed for a ll goal 

items on Questionnaire 3, movement toward convergence of opinion 

concerning certain items was particularly noteworthy. Cognitive goals 9 

and 17 achieved total convergence (mean = 1.00) of parent opinion, and 

goals 5 and 15 achieved a noticeable high level of convergence (mean = 

1.01, standard deviation = .0 8 ). Affective goals 3, 5, 12, and 13 

reached notably high degree of convergence (mean = 1.01, standard devia­

tion = .08) on Questionnaire 3. The goals which attained the highest 

level of convergence in the psychomotor domain were goal 3 (mean = 1.98, 

standard deviation = .1 2 ), and goal 4 (mean = 1.02, standard deviation 

= .12).
Although final convergence was somewhat less than noted for cer­

ta in  other goals listed in Table 12, the movement toward convergence of 

parent opinion for three goals was very noticeable. After a Question­

naire 1 mean score of 1.89 and a standard deviation of .97, cognitive 

goal 11 moved toward convergence on Questionnaire 3 with a mean score of 

1.02 and a standard deviation of .17. Cognitive goal 12 had a mean 

score of 2.06 and a standard deviation of 1.04 on Questionnaire 1; a 

mean score o f 1.06 and a standard deviation of .32 was noted on Ques­

tionnaire 3. Affective goal 4 had a mean score of 1.92 and a standard 

deviation of 1.14 on Questionnaire 1; the movement toward convergence of
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TABLE 12

PARENTS' (N » 132) MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
Questionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 3

q . 1
nan

q. 3
Mnan

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) Exhibie C u rlo s itv 1.62 .76 1.04 .19
f 2) E x h ib it S e lf  M o tiva tio n 1.72 .85 1.02 .15
( 2) Demonstrate S e lf  D is e in lin e 1.73 .90 1.02 .15
( Make Mental Adlustnancs . 1.87 .32 1.06 .26
( 5) Recognize Alnhabet 1.67 .70 1.01 .08 1
f 6) R e te ll S to ries 2.11 .30 1.98 .29 1
( 7) Reoeat Rhvmes 2.39 .81 1.96 .56 i
(  8) Recognize Colors l.SO .91 1.04 .2 3 . 1
f 91 Recognize Numbers 1.69 .82 1.00 .00 j
(10) Understand Numbers 1.66 ._ .70 1.05 .21 :
(11) Demonstrate V is u a l D iscrim ination 1.89 .97 1.02 .17
(12) Develon Q u a n tita tiv e  Vocabularv 2.06 1.04 1.06 .32
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 1.87 .30 1.92 .28
(U .) Dem. Understanding o f Amer.H eritage _ 2..3.5. 1.08 2.02 .36
(15) Develon Good L is ten in g  S k il ls 1.01 . .08 1
(16) Develon Im agination 1.94 ■ 1
(17) Know Basic S u rv iv e ! Inform ation 1.00 .00 1

B. AFFECTIVE LEARNING
< 1) E x h ib it Good Emotional Adlustment 1.58 .76 1.02 .15. 1
( 2) E x h ib it Good S o c ia l Adjustment L.75 .96 1.03 .17
( 2) E x h ib it  a F ee ling  o f Belonging 1.72 .89 1.01 .08
( 4) Exh. Sense o f S e c u ritv  w/Adults 1.92 1.14 1.05 .24 I
( 5) Exh. Sense o f S ec u ritv  w/Feers 1.69 . .37 1.01 .08
( 6) Assume R e s n o n s ib ilitv  fo r Actions 1.50 .53 1.03 .17
( 7) Develon Own Id e n titv 1.50 .73 1.05 .27
( 8) Resnect Rights o f  Others 1.52 .68 1.02 .12
( 9) P lav  Accentablv 1.77 .73 1.09 .30
(10) Assume R es n o n s ib ilitv 1.58 .70 1.02 .12
(11) Share R e s n o n s ib ilitie s 1.67 .82 1.02 .15
(12) Develon Good Personal Values 1.68 .72 1.01 .08
(13) Develon a P o s itiv e  S e lf  Image 1.76 .73 1.01 .08
(14) E x h ib it Resocct fo r  A u th ority 1.41 .66 1.02 .12
(15) Develon Sense o f R ight and Wrong 1.02 _ .19
(15) Develon Good Personal Habits 1.02 .17
(17) Dev.Awareness o f  & Resnect fo r God 1 1.15 .71

C. PSYCHDMOTOR LEARNING
( 1) Id e n t ifv  Parts  o f  Bodv 1.73 .77 1.92 .27
(  2) Move in  Coordinated Manner 1.73 .74 1.89 .31
(  2) Choice o f Hand end Eve 1.98 .12
( 4) Develon Hand-Eve Coordination 1.02 .12
(.5) Develon S e lf  C ontro l 1.03 .17
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opinion of kindergarten parents fo r that goal showed a Questionnaire 3 

mean score o f 1.05 and standard deviation of .24. The evidence de­

scribed led to the researcher's acceptance of specific hypothesis 2-a.

Specific hypothesis 2-b stated a movement toward convergence of 

opinion concerning prio rities  o f the kindergarten goals would be 

evidenced among the kindergarten teachers between the f ir s t  and 

fin a l responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals. Three statis­

tic a l measures were used in analyzing the p rio rities  that kindergarten 

teachers placed on the kindergarten goals. Modal responses of kinder­

garten teachers provided a basis for dividing goal items into two broad 

groups (important and extremely important). A summary o f the number of 

goals teachers assigne^ to each of these categories has been placed in 

Table 13.

TABLE 13

KINDERGARTEN GOAL CATEGORIES 
ASSIGNED BY TEACHERS' MODAL RESPONSES

CATEGORIES
DOMAIN EXTREMELY IMPORTANT IMPORTANT

Cognitive 10 7

Affective 17 0

Psychomotor 2 3

While the mode was the s ta tis tica l measure used to assign goal 

preferences to general categories, the mean was the measure used to 

e l ic i t  a more specific assignment of prio rities  of kindergarten teachers 

concerning kindergarten goals. Both measures proved beneficial.
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TABLE 14

TEACHERS' (N > 32) MODE AND MEAN SCORES 
Q uestionnaire 3

MODE MEAN

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) Exhibie Curiosiev 2.00 1.88
( 2) Exhibie Self Moeiveeion 1.00 1.00
f 3) Oenonseraee S e lf D iseioline 1.00 1.03
( Make Meneal Adlusenanea 1.00 1.03
( 5) Receanlza Alohabee 1.00 1.06
( 6) Recall Seorlea 2.00 1.97
( 7) Reoeae Rhvmea 2.00 1.97
f 8} Recognize Colors 1.00 1.03
f 9) Recognize Numbers 1.00 1.00
(10) Underseand Numbers 1.00 1.03
(11) Demonseraee Visual Discriminaeion 1.00 1.03
(12) Devcloo Ouaneieaeive Vocabularv 2.00 1.97
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 2.00 1.97
fU ) Dem. Underseanding of Amer.Herieage 2.00 2.06
(15) Develon Good Liseening S k ills 1.00 . 1.03
(16) Develoo Imaginaeion l.SO 1.50
(17 ) Know Basie Survival Informaeion 1.00 1.06

B. AFFECTIVE LEARNING
( 1) Exhibie Good Emoeional Adluscmenc 1.00 1.03
( 2) Exhibie Good Social Adlusemene 1.00 . 1.13
( 3) Exhibie a Feeling of Belonging i.oo 1.06
( 6) Exh. Sense of Seeuriev w/Adules 1.00 1.06
( 5) Exh. Sense of Seeuriev w/Peers 1.00 i. ia
( Assume Resnnnnihiliev Cor Ace limn r.ob 1.06
( 7) Dcveloo Own Idcneicv 1.00 1.06
( 8) Resoeee Rlghes of Ochers 1.00 1.03
( 9) Plav Aceeoeablv 1.00 1.03
(10) Assume Resoonsibiliev 1.00 1.00
(11) Share Resoonaibilieies 1.00 ■■'"n53
(12) Develoo Good Personal Values 1.00. 1.00
(13) Develoo a Posicive S e lf Image 1.00 1.00
(14) Exhibie ResoecC for AuChoriev 1.00 1.00
(15) Develoo Sense of Right and Wrong 1.00 1.00
(16) Develoo Good Personal Habies 1.00 1.00
(17) Dev.Awareness of & ResoecC for God 1.00 1.19

C. PSYCHDMOTOR LEARNING
( 1) Idenelfv Parts of Bodv 2.00 1.88
( 2) Move in Coordinaeed Manner 2.00 1.97
( 3) Choice of Hand and Eve 2.00 . 1.91
( 4) Develoo Hand*Eve Coordination 1.00 1.00
L-5), Develoo Self Control 1.00 1.00
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Although modal responses were useful in identifying two broad 

categories, mean scores revealed seven cognitive groups, five  affective  

groups and four psychomotor groups. The categories identified by mode 

and mean scores, calculated from Questionnaire 3 , have been listed in 

Table 14.

Teachers assigned the highest possible rating (mean scores = 

1.00) to ten goal items on Questionnaire 3. Those items have been listed  

by domains in Table 15.

TABLE 15

KINDERGARTEN GOALS RATED 
HIGHEST BY TEACHERS' MEAN SCORES

LEARNING DOMAIN GOALS

Cognitive (2) Exhibit Self Motivation
(9) Recognize Numbers

Affective (10) Assume Responsibility
(12) Develop Good Personal Values
(13) Develop a Positive Self-Image
(14) Exhibit Respect for Authority
(15) Develop Sense of Right & Wrong
(16) Develop Good Personal Habits

Psychomotor (4) Develop Hand-Eye Coordination
(5) Develop Self-Control

The teachers' lowest rated cognitive goal (mean score = 2.06) 

was (14) Demonstrate an Understanding of American Heritage. Affective 

learning goal (17) Develop Awareness of and Respect for God, with a mean 

score of 1.19 was the lowest rated in that domain. The lowest rating 

(mean score = 1.97) for the psychomotor domain was (2) Move in a 

Coordinated Manner.
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Examination of Questionnaire 3 mean scores calculated for the 

three domains showed that teachers rated the affective domain highest 

(mean score = 1.04}. The cognitive domain had a mean score of 1.38 and 

the psychomotor domain score was the lowest rated (mean score -  1.55).

The movement toward convergence of opinion among kindergarten 

teachers concerning p rio rities  of each kindergarten goal has been I l ­

lustrated In the comparison of mean scores and standard deviations on 

Questionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 3 (Table 16). Although there was con­

siderable variation In teachers' responses on Questionnaire 1 the dis­

persion on most goals was minimal on Questionnaire 3.

Two goals from the affective domain, (2) Exhibit Good Social 

Adjustment and (5) Exhibit Sense of Security with Peers, yielded more 

convergent mean scores In spite of greater dispersion of responses. That 

unusual combination of respones resulted In a greater standard deviation 

fo r those Items on Questionnaire 3 than on Questionnaire 1. All other 

means and standard deviations suggested that the kindergarten teachers 

did move toward convergence of opinion concerning the ranking of prior­

it ie s  of kindergarten goals. The evidence described above led to the 

researcher's acceptance of specific hypothesis 2-b.

Specific hypothesis 2-c stated a movement toward convergence of 

opinion concerning the ranking of p rio rities  of the Identified kinder­

garten goals would be evidenced among the administrators between the 

f i r s t  and final responses to questionnaires on kindergarten goals. 

Three s ta tis tica l measures were used In ranking the p rio rities  kinder­

garten parents placed on the kindergarten goals. Modal responses 

of the administrators provided a basis fo r dividing goal Items Into two 

broad groups (Important and extremely Important).
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TABLE 16

TEACHERS’ (N « 32) MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
Questionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 3

Q. 1
Mean

Q. 1
S.  n.

Q. 3 
Moan

Q. 3
5 . 0.

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
(  11 Exhibie C uriosiev 1.69 .59 1.88 .34
{ 2) Exhibie S e lf Xoeivaeion 1.50 .51 1.00 .00
(  3)  Demonseraee S e lf  D is e io lin e 1.19 .40 1.03 .18
(  A) Make Meneal Adiusemenes 1,59 .67 1.03 .18
( SI Recognize Alohabee 1.53 .78 1.06 .35
(  61 R eeell Seories 1.97 .78 1.97 .13
(  7 )  Reoeae Rhvmes 2.00 .88 1.97 .18
( 81 Recognize Colors 1.38 .55 1.03 .18
(  91 Recognize Numbers 1.41 .71 1.00 .00
(101 Underseand Numbers 1.38 .66 1.03 .18
(111 Demonseraee V isu a l D iscrim inaeion 1.44 .62 1.03 .18
(121 Develoo Ouaneieaeive Vocabularv 1.72 .63 1.97 .13
(131 Recognize Basic Shanes 1.78 .75 1.97 .18
(141 Dem. Underseanding o f Amer.Herieage 1.98 .34 2.06 .25
(151 Develoo Good Liseening S k i l ls 1.03 .18
(161 Develoo Imaeinaeion 1.50 .51
(171 Know Sasic S u rv iv a l Inform aeion 1.06 .25

AFTECTIVE lEARNTNG
( 1) Exhibie Good Emoeional Adlusemene 1.25 .44 . 1.03 .18
( 21 Exhibie Good S o c ia l Adlusemene 1.23 .52 1.13 .71
( 33 Exhibie a Feeling o f Belonging 1.25 .44 1.06 .35
( 43 Exh. Sense o f Seeuriev w/Adules 1.44 .50 1.06 .35
( 53 Exh. Sense o f Seeuriev w/Peers 1.34 .49 1.13 .71
( 63 Assume R esoonsibiliev fo r  Aceiona 1.25 .51 1.06 .35
( 73 Develoo Own Idenciev 1.28 .58 1.06 .35
( 83 Resoeee Righes o f Oehers 1.25 .51 1.03 .18
( 93 P lav Aceeoeablv 1.38 .49 1.03 .18
(103 Assume Resoonsibiliev 1.15 .44 1.00 .00
(113 Share Resoonaib ilie ies 1.34 .48 1.03 .18
(123 Develoo Good Personal values 1.38 .55 1.00 .00
(133 Develoo a Posleive S e lf  Image 1.16 .37 1.00 .00
(143 Exhibie Resoeee fo r Auehorlev 1.13 .34 1.00 .00
(153 Develoo Sense o f Righe and Wrong 1.00 .00
(163 Develoo Good Personal Habies 1.00 .00
(173 Dev.Awareness o f & Resoeee fo r God 1.19 .54

PSYCTPWOTOR LEAiaiTOC
( 1) Id e n e ifv  Pares o f Bodv 1.72 .52 1.88 .34
( 2) Move In  Coordinaeed Manner 1.69 .59 1.97 .31
( 3) Choice o f Hand and Eve 1.91 .30
( 4) Develon Hand-Eve Coordlnaeion 1.00 .00
1,5) Develon S e lf  Control 1.00 .00
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A summary of the number of goals the administrators assigned to each of 

these categories has been placed in Table 17.

TABLE 17

KINDERGARTEN GOAL CATEGORIES 
ASSIGNED BY ADMINISTRATORS’ MODAL RESPONSES

DOMAIN EXTREMELY NOT SURE OR
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT NO OPINION

Cognitive 5 11 1/2 1/2

Affective 11 6 0

Psychomotor 2 3 0

The administrators' mean scores were calculated to determine 

more specific prio rities  assigned to each goal. The ratings by mode and 

mean scores in response to Questionnaire 3 have been listed in Table 18.

Examination of the administrators' mean scores on Questionnaire

3 showed that eighteen of the goal items received the highest possible

mean score (1 .00). Those goals have been listed in Table 19.

The lowest rated goal among administrators was cognitive goal 

(14 ), Demonstrate an Understanding of American Heritage, with a mean 

score of 2.69. Goal (17), Develop Awareness of and Respect for God, 

rated lowest (mean = 2.13) in the affective domain; and goal (2 ), Move in

Coordinated Manner, rated lowest (mean = 2.00) in the psychomotor

learning domain.

Questionnaire 3 mean scores for the three domains showed that 

the administrators valued the affective learning domain highest (mean 

score = 1.21). The psychomotor learning domain attained an overall mean
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TABLE 18

ADMINISTRATORS' (N -  16) MODE AND MEAN SCORES 
Q uestionnaire 3

MODE MEAN

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) Exhibit Curiosity 2.00 2.00
( 2) Exhibit Self Mstivatlon 1.00 1.00
( 3) Denonstrate S elf Diseiuline i.po 1.00
f 6) Make Mental Adluetments 2.00 1.94
f M Recognise Aluhabet 1.00 1.00
( 6) R ete ll Scoriae 2.00 2.00
( 7) Reoeet Rhvnea 2.00 2.00
f 8) Recocnise Colors 2.00 1.94
( 9) Recognize Numbers 2.00 1.94
(10) Understand Numbers 2.00 1.88
f l l ) Demonstrate Visual Discrimination 2.00 1.83
(12) Develoo Ouantitative Vocabulary 2.00 2.00
(13 Recognize Basic Shanes 2.00 2.00
(14) Dam. Understanding of Amer.Heritaee 2.50 2.69
(15) Develoo Good Listening S k ills 1.00 1.00
(16) Develoo Imagination 2.00 . 1.94
(17) Know Baaic Survival Information 1.00 1.00

B. AFFECTIVE LEARNING
( 1) Exhibit Good Emotional Adlustmcnt 1.00 1.00
( 2) Exhibit Good Social Adlustment 1.00 1.00
( 3) Exhibit a Feeling of Belonging 1.00 1.00
( 4) Exh. Sense of Security w/Adults 2.00 1.94
( 5) Exh. Sense o f Security w/Peers 2.00 1.88
( 4) Assume Responsibility for Actions 1.00 1.00
( 7) Develoo Own Identity 2.00 1.94
( 8) Resneet Rights of Others 1.00 1.00
( 9) Play Acceptably 1.00 1.00
(10) Assume Responsibility 1.00 1.00
(11) Share Resoonaibilities 2.00 1.94
(12) Develoo Good Personal Values 2.00 1.94
(13) Develop a Positive Self Image _ 1.00 1.00
(14) Exhibit Respect for Authority 1.00 1.00 .
(15) Develop Sense of Right and Wrong 1.00 1.00
(16) Develop Good Personal Habits 1.00 1.00
(17) Dev.Awareness of & Respect for God 2.00 2.13

C. PSYCHOIDTOR LEARNING
( 1) Iden tify  Parts of Bodv 2.00 1.93
( 2) Move in  Coordinated Manner 2.00 2.00
( 3) Choice of Hand and Eve 2.00 1.94 _
( 4) Develop Hand-Eve Coordination 1.00 1.00
L5).. Develop S elf Control 1.00 1.00
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score of 1.57; and the cognitive learning domain rated lowest (mean = 
1 .71 ).

TABLE 19

KINDERGARTEN GOALS RATED HIGHEST 
ADMINISTRATORS' MEAN RESPONSES

DOMAIN GOAL

Cognitive (2) Exhibit Self Motivation
(3) Demonstrate Self Discipline
(5) Recognize Alphabet
(15) Develop Good Listening S kills
(17) Know Basic Survival Information

Affective (1) Exhibit Good Emotional Adjustment
(2) Exhibit Good Social Adjustment
(3) Exhibit A Feeling of Belonging
(6) Assime Responsibility for Actions
(8) Respect Rights of Others
(9) Play Acceptably
(10) Assume Responsibility
(13) Develop a Positive Self-Image
(14) Exhibit Respect for Authority
(15) Develop Sense of Right and Wrong
(16) Develop Good Personal Habits

Psychomotor (4) Develop Hand-Eye Coordination
(5) Develop Self-Control

The movement toward convergence of opinion among administrators 

concerning p rio rities  of each kindergarten goal has been illustrated  in 

the comparison of mean scores and standard deviations for Questionnaire 1 

and Questionnaire 3 (Table 20). The degree of dispersion has been indi­

cated by a comparison of standard deviations on Questionnaire 1 and Ques­

tionnaire 3. On Questionnaire 1 there was considerable variation in the 

administrators' responses; and on Questionnaire 3, the dispersion was 

minimal for most goal items. The evidence described above led to the
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TABLE 20

ADMINISTRATORS' (N •  16) MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
Q uestionnaires 1 and 3

Q. 1 Q. 1
S. D.

Q. 3 Q. 3 
s. D.

COGNITIVE LZARNmC
E x h ib it  C u r lo a l tv 1,75 .58 2.00 .00

1.50 .52 1.00 .00
1.31 . .la 1.00 .00

, ( 6 ) Make M ancal Adiu#tm«*em 1.81 .66 1.94 .24
( M 1.64 .51 1.00 .00
( 6) 1!T4‘ . is 2.00 .00
( i) Eepaac Rhvaaa 1.81 .40 2.00 .00
( «) R aeean laa  C o lo ra 1.56 .51 1.94 .24
( ?) R a c o a n ita  NuWbara 1.56 .51 1.94 .24
(10) U n d arstan d  Muahora 1.69 .60 1.88 .35
( i i ) D aao n ae ra ta  V la u a l  D la c r la ln a e io n 1.75 .62 1.83 .40 _
( Ig ) S av a lo o  O u a n e lta e iv a  V ocab u la ry 1.63 .50 2.00 .00

R a c o m lia  B aaic  Shaeaa 1.69 .48 2.00 .00
. D aa. U n d o ra ca n d in t o f  A o a r .l la r l ta a a 2.50 .73 2.69 .71

(1?) Davelog Good L la ta n ln a  S k l l l a 1.00 .00
(i6) Da va lo o  laM B inaelen 1.94 .24
i i Z L Know B aaic  S u r v iv a l  In fo rm a tio n .00

f T
a r r c m v E  u a a i w w
E x h ib i t  Coed t a a c lo n a l  AdiuatmanC 1.44 .51 1 .0 0 ,00

f 2) E x h ib i t  Good S o c ia l  AdiuatmanC 1.56 .51 1 .0 0 .00
( ?) E x h ib i t  a  F a a l in a  o f  B a lo n a in e 1.31  . .4 8 1 .0 0 ,0 0
(  4 ) Exh. S anaa  o f  S a c u r lc v  v /A d u lta 1.56 .5 Ï 1 .9 4 .24
( ?) Exh. S an aa  o f  S a c u r i tv  w /P aara 1 .6 Î .5 0 1 .8 8 .35
( 4> A aauM  R a a n o n a ib i l ic v  f o r  A cciona 1 .38 .5 0 1 .0 0 .00
( 7) D avaloo Own I d a n c ic v 1.63 .50 1 .9 4 .24
( 8) R aao ae t K ixhca o f  OChara 1 .31  _ .4 8 1 .0 0 .0 0
C 9) P la v  A ccao cab lv 1.50 .5 2 1 .0 0 .00
(10) Aaaune R e a n o n a ib i l ic v 1.56 .63 1 .0 0 .0 0
(11) S h are  R e s o e n a lb i l l t le a 1.63 .5 0 1 .9 4 .24
(12) Davaloo Good P a ra o n a l Valuaa 1.63 .5 0 1 .9 4 .24
(13) Develoo a P o a lC iv a  S e l f  Tmaaa i .3 8 .5 0 1 .0 0 .0 0
(14) E x h ib i t  R a ao a e t f o r  A u th o r i ty 1.31 .4 8 1 .0 0 .00
(15) D eveloo Sanaa o f  R ia h t  and Wrona 1 .0 0 .0 0
(16) Davaloo Good P a ra o n a l  H ab ita 1 .0 0 .0 0
(17) D ev .A uaraneaa o f  & RetoecC f o r  God 2 .1 3 -  .38

c, PSYCHOKnOR HARMING
( 1) I d e n t i f y  P a r te  o f  Body 1.81 .4 0 1 .9 3 .37
( 2) Move In  C o o rd in a te d  Manner 1 .75 .58 2 .0 0 .00
( 3) C hoice  o f  Mend and Eva 1 .9 4 .24
( 4) D eveloo Iinnd-Eve C o o rd in a tio n 1 .0 0 .00
JL2L Dovoliiii S n i r  C o n tro l 1 .0 0 .00
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researcher's acceptance of specific hypothesis 2-c.

Specific hypothesis 2-d stated a movement toward convergence of 

opinion would be evidenced between kindergarten parents and kindergarten 

teachers concerning prio rities  among the kindergarten goals. The mode, 

mean scores, and mean rank were the statis tical measures used in ana­

lyzing the Questionnaire 3 prio rities  of parents and teachers concerning 

kindergarten goals (Table 21).

When modal responses were used as the s ta tis tica l measure for 

assigning Questionnaire 3 p rio rities  of kindergarten parents and kinder­

garten teachers, both the groups converged on identical ratings for 34 

(87%) of the goals. They reached convergence of opinion in assigning 

p rio rities  of 13 (76%) of the cognitive goals, 16 (94%) of the affec­

tiv e  goals, and 5 (100%) of the psychomotor goals.

When the mean scores of the kindergarten parents' and 

kindergarten teachers' responses to Questionnaire 3 were used as the 

s ta tis tica l measure for assigning p rio ritie s , most scores were noticeably 

close. Although both groups moved toward convergence of opinion between 

Questionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 3, only one goal attained complete 

convergence of opinion by the two groups. Cognitive goal (9) Recognize 

Numbers, was assigned a mean score of 1.00 by both kindergarten parents 

and kindergarten teachers.

Mean ranks were identical for both groups on two goals, both 

from the cognitive domain. They were: (9) Recognize Numbers, which

ranked 1.50 and (14) Demonstrate Understanding of American Heritage, 

which ranked 17.00. Those were the highest and the lowest ranks for the 

cognitive domain.
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TABLE 21

MODE. MEAN, AND MEAN RANKS FOR 
PARENTS (N « 132) AND KINDERGARTEN TEACHERS (N 

on Q uestionnaire 3
32)

MODE MEAN MEAN RANK
k . COGNITIVE LEARNING P. T. P. T P. T.
< E x h ib it C u rlo a ltv 1 .00 2.00 1.04 1.88 8.50 12.00
(  2) E x h ib it S e lf  M otivation 1 .00 1.00 1.02 1.00 6.00 1.50
f  3) Demonstrate S e lf  D la c in lln e 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.03 6.00 5.50
( A) Make Mental Adiuscmanet 2.00 1.00 1.96 1.03 14.50 5.50
( Î ) Recognize Alshabet 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.06 3.50 9.50
( 6) R e te ll  Stoclea 2.00 2.00 1.98 1.97 16.00 14.50
( 7) Reneat Rhvmea 2.00 2.00 1.96 1.97 14.50 14.50
{ 81 Recognize Colors 1.00 1.00 1.04 1.03 8.50 5.50
( 9) Recognize Numbers 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.30 1.50
(10) Understand Numbers 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.03 10.00 5.50
(11) Demonstrate V isual D iscrim in atio n 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.03 6.00 5.50
(12) Develon Q u a n tita tiv e  Vocabularv 1.00 2.00 1.06 1.97 11.00 14.50
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 2.00 2.00 1.92 1.97 12.00 14.50
(14) Dem.Underatending o f Amer.H eritage 2.00 2.00 2.02 2.06 17.00 17.00
(15) Develon Good L is ten in g  S k i l ls 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.03 3.50 5.50
(16) Develoo Im agination 2.00 1.50 1.94 1.30 13.00 11.00
(17) Know Basic S u rv iva l In form ation 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.50 9.50

B. AFFECTIVE LEARNING
f 1) E x h ib it Good Emotional Adlustment 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.03 3.00 3.30
(  2) E x h ib it  Good S o c ia l Adlustment 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.13 12.50 15.50
( 3) E x h ib it A Feeling  o f Belonging 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.06 2.50 12.50
(  4) Exh. Sense o f S e e u rltv  w/Adults 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.06 14.50 12.50
( 5) Exh.Sense o f S ee u rltv  w/Feers 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.13 2.50 15.50
( 6) Assume R eso o n s lb llltv  fo r  Actions 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.06 12.50 12.50
( 7) Develoo Own Id e n t ity 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.06 14.50 12.50
( 8) Resoect Rights o f Others 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.03 8.00 8.50
( 9) P lav Aceeotablv 2.00 1.00 1.09 1.03 17.00 8.50
(10 ) Assume R eso o n s lb llltv 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 8.00 3.50
(11 ) Share R e s o o n a ib ilitie s 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.03 3.00 8.50
f l2 ) Develoo Good Personal Values 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 2.50 3.50
(13) Develoo a P o s itiv e  S e lf  Image 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 2.50 3.50
(14) E x h ib it Resoect fo r A u th o rity 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 8.00 3.50
(15) Develoo Sense o f R iah t and Wrong 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 j 8.00 3.50
(16) Develoo Good Personal H abita 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 8.00 3.50
(17) Dev.Awareness o f  & Resoect fo r  God 1.00 1.00 1.15 1.19 1 16.00 17.00

C. PSTCHOMOTOR HARtlUK!
( 1) Id e n t ify  P arts  o f Bodv 2.00 2.00 1.92 1.88 4 .00 3.00
( 2) Move In  Coordinated Manner 2.00 2.00 1.89 1.97 3.00 5.00
( 3) Choice o f Hand and Eve 2.00 2.00 1.98 1.91 5.00 4.00
( A) Develoo Hand-Eve Coordination 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.50
( .5 ) Develoo S e lf  Contro l 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 2.00 1.50
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Spearman's rank correlation tested the amount of correlation or 

agreement reached between parents and kindergarten teachers. The test of 

significance for correlation between the groups was set at the .05 level. 

The Spearman score between parents and kindergarten teachers was highest 

for psychomotor learning and lowest for affective learning as shown In 

Table 22.

TABLE 22

SPEARMAN CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
FOR PARENTS AND KINDERGARTEN TEACHERS ON QUESTIONNAIRE 3

Learning Domain CorrelatIon

Cognitive .66 *

Affective .41

Psychomotor

•ét
.67

As shown In Table 22, Spearman coefficients Indicated moderate 

correlation between parents and teachers on cognitive and psychomotor 

goals, and low correlation on affective learning. The evidence present­

ed allowed the researcher only a partial acceptance of hypothesis 2-d.

Specific hypothesis 2-e stated a movement toward convergence of 

opinion would be evidenced between parents and administrators concerning 

p rio rities  among the kindergarten goals. Movement toward convergence was 

explored under specific hypotheses 1-a and 1-c.

The mode, mean, and mean ranks were used In analyzing the 

p rio rities  of parents and administrators concerning kindergarten goals. 

The mode, mean, and rank by mean scores on Questionnaire 3 have been 

lis ted  In Table 23.
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TABLE 23

MODE, MEAN AND MEAN RANKS 
FOR PARENTS (N » 132) AND ADMINISTRATORS (N » 16) 

on Questionnaire 3

M 0 0 E M E A N MEAN RANK

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING P. A. P. A. P. A.

( Exhtb ie  CurloslCv 1.00 2.00 1.06 2.00 8 .SO 14. no
( 2) E x h ib it  S e lf  M otivation 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 6.00 3.00
f  31 Sanonatrsta S a if  D is c ip lin a 1.00 1.00 1.02 _1.00 ,6.00 .3 .0 0
( 4) Make M ental Adluaemanta 2.00 2.00 1.96 1.94 14.50 9.50
( 5) Recognita Alphabet l.o6 1.00 1.01 1.00 3.50 3.00
( 6) R e te ll  S to ries 2.00 2.00 1.98 2.00 16.00 14.00
( 71 Repeat Rhvmea 2.00 2.00 1.96 2.00 14.50 14.00
( 31 Recognize Colors 1.00 2.00 1.04 1.94 8.50 9.50
( 9) Recognize Numbers 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.94 1.50 9.50
(10) Understand Numbers 1.00 2.00 1.05 1.88 10.00 7.00
(11) Demonstrate V is u a l D isc rim in a tio n 1.00 2.00 1.02 1.83 6.00 6.00
(12) Develop Q u a n tita tiv e  Vocabulary 1.00 2.00 1.06 2.00 11.00 14.00
(13) Recognize Baaic Shanes 2.00 2.00 1.92 2.00 12.00 14.00
(14) Dem.Understanding o f Amer.H eritage 2.00 2.50 2.02 2.69 17.00 17.00
(IS) Develop Good L is ten in g  S k i l ls 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 3.50 3.00
(161 Develop Im agination 2.00 2.00 1.94 1.94 13.00 9.50
(17) Know Basic S u rv iva l In fo rm ation 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 3.00

B. AFFECTIVE LEARNING
( 11 E x h ib it  Good Emotional Adlustment 1.00 1.00 1.02 . 1.00 8.00 6 on
( 21 E x h ib it  Good S o c ia l Adlustment 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 12.50 6.00
( 31 E x h ib it  A Feeling  o f Belonging 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 2.50 6.00
( 41 Exh. Sense o f S e c u rity  u /A du lts 1.00 2.00 1.05 1.94 14.50 -14.50
( 51 Exh.Sense o f S ecu rity  w/Veers 1.00 2.00 1.01 1.88 2.50 12.00
( 61 Assume R e s p o n s ib ility  fo r  Actions 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 12.50 6.00
( 71 Develop Own Id e n t i ty 1.00 2.00 1.05 1.94 14.50 14.50
( 81 Respect Rights o f  Others 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 8.00 6.00
( 9) P lav  Acceptably 2.00 1.00 1.09 1.00 17.00 6.00
(101 Assume R espo ns ib ility 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 8.00 6.00
(111 Share R esp o n s ib ilitie s 1.00 2.00 1.02 1.94 8.00 14.50
(121 i.do 2.ÔÂ 1.01 1.94 2.50 14.50
(131 Develop a P o s itiv e  S e lf  Image 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 2.50 . 6.00
(141 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 8.00 6.00
(151 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 8.00 _6.00
(161 Develop Good Personal H ab its 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 8.00 6.00
(171 Dev.Awareness o f & Resneet fo r  God 1.00 2-00 1.15 2.13 16.00 17.00

C. PSÏCHOMOTOR LEARNING
( 11 Id e n t i fy  Parts  o f Body 2.00 2.00 1.92 1.92 4.00 -3 .0 0
( 21 Move in  Coordinated Manner 2.00 2.00 1.89 2.00 3.00 -3.00
( 31 Choice o f Hand and Eve 2.00 2.00 1.98 1.94 5.00 4.00
( 4) Develop Hand-Eve Coordination 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.50
LSI Develop S e lf  C ontro l 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 2.00 1.50
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When the modal responses were used as the s ta tis tica l measure 

fo r assigning Questionnaire 3 p rio rities  of the parents and

administrators, both groups converged on identical ratings for 25 (64%) 

of the goals. Parents and administrators were in agreement in the 

assignment of p rio rities  of 10 (59%) of the cognitive goals, 10 (59%) of 

the affective goals, and 5 (100%) of the psychomotor goals.

When the mean scores of the kindergarten parents' and

administrators' responses to Questionnaire 3 were used as the statistical 

measure for ranking p rio ritie s , most scores were noticeably close. Only 

three goals, however, attained complete convergence of opinion by the two 

groups. Two of these goals were from the cognitive domain and one goal

was from the psychomotor domain. When mean ranks were examined, four

goals were assigned identical ranks by both the kindergarten parents and 

the administrators. Two dof the goals were from the cognitive domain, 

and two goals were from the affective domain.

Spearman's rank correlation tested the amount of correlation or 

agreement reached between parents and administrators. The test of sig­

nificance for correlation between the groups was set at the .05 level. 

The Spearman score between parents and administrators was highest for 

goals in the cognitive domain and lowest for goals in the affective do­

main, as shown in Table 24.

As shown in Table 24, Spearman scores indicated moderate 

correlation between parents and administrators concerning cognitive and 

psychomotor goals and a low correlation in affective learning goals. The 

evidence presented led the researcher to a partial acceptance of 

hypothesis 2-e.
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TABLE 24
SPEARMAN CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

FOR PARENTS AND ADMINISTRATORS ON QUESTIONNAIRE 3

Learning Domain Correlation

Cognitive .77 *

Affective .20

Psychomotor .67

♦Significant

Specific hypothesis 2 -f  stated a movement toward convergence of 

opinion would be evidenced between kindergarten teachers and 

administrators concerning prio rities  among the kindergarten goals. The 

mode, mean scores, and mean rank were statis tical measures used in 

assigning the p rio rities  of kindergarten teachers and administrators 

concerning kindergarten goals (Table 25).

When modal ranks were used as the s ta tis tica l measure for 

assigning Questionnaire 3 priorities of kindergarten teachers and 

administrators, both groups converged on identical ranks for 26 (67%) of 

the goals. They reached convergence of opinion in assigning priorities  

of 10 (59%) of the cognitive goals, 11 (65%) of the affective goals, and 

5 (100%) of the psychomotor goals.

When the mean scores of kindergarten teachers' and 

administrators' responses to Questionnaire 3 were used as the statistical 

measure for assigning p rio rities , eight goals attained complete 

convergence of opinion by the two groups. The eight learning goals 

included one goal from the cognitive domain, five  goals from the 

affective domain, and two goals from the pschomotor domain.
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TABLE 25

MODE, MEAN SCORE AND MEAN RANKS 
FOR TEACHERS (N « 32) AND ADMINISTRATORS (N 

on Questionnaire 3
16)

M 0 0 E M E A N MEAN RANK

A. COGNITIVE LEAttNINC A. T. A. T. A.
( E xh ib ic  C u rio s ity i . ùô 2.00 1.88 2.00 12.00 14.00
f  2) E x h ib it  S a if  M o tivation 1.00 . 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 3.00
{ 3) Damonstrata  S a if  D is e io lin a 1.00 1,C 0 1.03 1.00 5.50 3.00
f 6) Maica N antal Adlustaianea i.o S ” 6 1.03 1.94 5.50 9.50 1
( 5) Reeoaniza Alohabat 1.0Ô 1.00 1.06 1.00 9.50 3.00
< 6) R e te ll  S to rlaa 2.00 2.00 1.97 2.00 14.50 14.00
( 7) Raneat Rhvnea 2.0Ô 2.00 1.97 2.00 14.50 14.00
( 8) Reeoaniza Colors 1.00 2.00 1.03 1.94 5.50 9 .SO
( Recognize Numbers 1.À0 2.dd 1.ÔÔ 1.94 1.50 9.50
(101 Understand Numbers 1.00 2.00 1.03 1.88 5.50 7.00
(11) Demonstrate V isu a l D isc rim in a tio n 1.00 2.00 1.03 1.83 5.50 6.00
(12) Develon Q u a n tita tiv e  Vocabulary 2.00 2.00 1.97 2.00 14.50 .14.00
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 2.00 2.00 1.97 2.00 14.50 14.00
( U ) Dem.Understanding o f Amer.H eritage 2.00 2.50 2.06 2.69 17.00 17.00
a s ) Develoo Good l is te n in g  S k i l ls 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 5.50 3.00
(16) Develoo Im agination 1.50 2.00 1.50 1.94 11.00 9.50
(17 ). Know Basic S u rv iv a l In fo rm ation 1 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 9.50 3.00

( 11 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 8.50 6.00
( 21 E x h ib it  Good S o c ia l Adlustment 1.00 1.00 1.13 1.00 15.50 6.00
< 31 1.00 . 1.00 1.06 1.00 19. 50 6.00
( 41 Exh. Sense o f S e c u rity  w /Adults 1.00 2.00 1.06 1.94 12.50 14.50
( 51 Exh.Sense o f  S ecu rity  w/Peers 1.00 2.00 _1..13._ 1.88 15.50. 12.00
( 61 Assume R eso o n s ib ilitv  fo r  Actions 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 12.50 6.00
( 7) Develoo Own Id e n t ity 1.00 2.00 1.06 1.94 12.50 14.50
f 81 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 3.50 6.00
( 91 P lav  Aceeotablv 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 8.50 6.00
a o i Assume R esoo ns ib ilitv 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.50 6.00
f i l l Share R e s o o n s ib ilitie s 1.00 2.00 1.03 1.94 8.50 14.50
fl21 Develoo Good Personal Values 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.94 3.50 14.50
fl31 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.50 6.00
(141 E x h ib it  Resoect fo r A u th o rity 1 .00 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.50 6.00
(151 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.50 6.00. _
(161 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.50 6.00
(17) Dev.Awareness o f & Resoect fo r  God 1.00 2.00 1.19 2.13 17.00 17.00

C. PSYCHOMOTDR LEARNING
( 1) Id e n t i fy  Parts  o f Bodv 2.00 2.00 1.88 1.93 3.00 3.00
f 2) Move in  Coordinated Manner 2.00 2.00 1.97 2.00 5.00 5.00
( 31 Choice o f Hand and Eve 2.00 2.00 1.91 1.94 4.00 4.00

( Doveloo Hand-Eve C oordination 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.50
( 51 Devuloo S e lf  C ontro l 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.50
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When the mean ranks were examined, i t  was found that 

kindergarten teachers' and administrators' responses to Questionnaire 3 

were identical for seven learning goals. The seven goals included one 

each from the cognitive and affective domains and five  from the psycho­

motor domain.

The amount of agreement between the kindergarten teachers and 

the administrators was tested by Spearman's rank correlation. The test 

of significance for correlation between the groups was set at the .05 

leve l. The Spearman score between kindergarten teachers and adminis­

trators was highest fo r psychomotor learning and lowest for cognitive 

learning, as listed in Table 26.

TABLE 26

SPEARMAN CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
FOR KINDERGARTEN TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS 

ON QUESTIONNAIRE 3

Learning Domain Correlation

Cognitive .77 *

Affective .20

Psychomotor 1.00

♦Significant

As seen in Table 26, Spearman coefficients indicated a perfect 

correlation for psychomotor learning, a moderate correlation for 

cognitive learning and a low correlation for affective learning. The 

evidence presented allowed the researcher only a partial acceptance of 

hypothesis 2 -f .
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Summary of the Second General Hypothesis

The second general hypothesis stated a movement toward conver­

gence of opinion concerning prio rities  of the kindergarten goals would be 

evidenced among the select panel of kindergarten parents, kindergarten 

teachers, and administrators between the f ir s t  and fina l responses to 

questionnaires on kindergarten goals. Specific hypotheses 2-a through 

2 -f  were developed to present the analysis of the data concerning the 

second general hypothesis.

Mean scores and standard deviations were used to show the 

movement toward convergence of opinion. That data (Table 27) suggested 

that each group moved toward convergence within groups; movement toward 

convergence of opinion between groups was more limited.

When the modal scores were used as the statis tical measure for 

assigning the p rio rities  of kindergarten parents, kindergarten teachers, 

and administrators (Table 28) a ll three groups converged on Identical 

rankings for 23 (59%) of the goals. Agreement was reached on 8 (47%) of 

the cognitive goals, 10 (59%) of the affective goals, and 5 (100%) of the 

psychomotor goals.

Examination of the mean score ranks on Questionnaire 3 (Table

28) showed that even though a ll three groups accepted the same goals,

they did not assign Identical rankings of p rio rities  to the goals within 

each domain. When rankings were calculated across domains (Table 29) the

differences were more noticeable.
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TABU 28

MODAL AND MEAN RANKS WITHIN DOMAINS 
PARENTS (N -  132). TEACHERS (N -  32), ADMINISTRATORS (N 

Quatcloinairi 3
16)

MODAL A N K ME AN R A N K
CO(»ITIVS LEARNIN8 P. T. A. P. T. A.

I  11 2. » 2.00 a. 50 12.00 14.00
“ î'ü il ' ' t : I.OO 6.00 '*T!50 3.00

1.00 i.oo I.OO 6.00 5.50 3.00
2.00 1.00 2.00 14.50 5.50 9.50t sS 1.00 1.05 1 00 5 50 9.50 3.00

i .6 )_ 2.00 2.00 2.00 16.00 14.50 14.00
(„7Î, R««MC RhvMa 2.00 2.00 2.00 14.50 14.50 14.00
U) R team lsa Colon 1.00 1.00 2.00 8.50 5.50 9.50
L n, 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.50 1.50 9.50
(10). Undtround Nuabon 1.00 1.00 2.00 10.00 5.50 7.00
(11 Doaonatnco Vlaual D laerlalnaeion 1.00 1.00 2.00 6.00 5.50 6.00
(1;) l.(H) 2.00 2.(H) 11.00 14.50 14.00
(13), Raeoinlaa Baa le Bhaoaa “5.ofl 2.00 2.00 I2.OÜ 14.50 14.00
(14),, Daai.Undara land lorn of Amar.Harltaa# 2.00 2.00 2.50 17.00 17.00 17.00
(IS) Davaloo Good Llacanlm  S k llla 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.50 5.50 3.00
(16) Davaloo laaalnaelon 2.00 1.50 2.00 13.00 11.00 9.50
(17) Know Baale Survival Information 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 9.50 3.00

6, , AFFECTIVE LEARNIM
( 1̂ Exhibit Good Eaatlonal Adluatmant 1.00 1.00 1.00 8.00 8.50 6.00
( 2) Exhibit (kod Social Adluataant 1.00 1.00 1.00 12.50 15.50 6.00
(  31 Exhibit A Faallnm o f Balonaln* 1.00 1 00 1.00 2.50 12 50 6.00
( 4) Exh. Sanaa of Sacuritv w/Adulea 1.0( 1.00 2.00 14.50 12.50 14.50
( 5) Exh.Sanaa of Sacuritv w/Paan T r 1.00 2.00 2.50 15.50 12.00
( 6) Aaauma Raaoonalbilitv for Actlona 1.00 1.00 1.00 12.50 12.50 6.00
( 7) Davaloo Own Idanticv 1.00 1.00 2.00 14.50 12.50 14.50
( 8) Raaoaet BlRhta of Othara 1.00 1.00 1.00 a. 00 a 50 A 00
( 9) Plav Aceeotablv 2.00 1.00 1.00 17.00 8.50 6.00
(10) Aaauma Raaoonalbilitv 1.00 1.00 1.00 8.00 3.50 6.00
(11) Shara RaaoonaIhilitiaa 1.00 1.00 2.00 8.00 8.50 14.50
(12) Davaloo Good Panonal Valuaa 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.50 3.50 14.50
(13) Davaloo a Poaltlva S a if Inaaa 1.00 1.00 I.OO 2.50 3.50 6.00
(14) Exhibit Raaoaet for Authority 1.00 1.00 1.00 a. 00 3.50 6 00
(1?) Davaloo Sanaa of Riaht and Wrona 1.00 1.00 1.00 8.00 3.50 6.00
(16) Davaloo Good Panonal Habita 1.00 1.00 1.00 8.00 3.50 6.00
(,1,7). Dav.Awannaaa of & Raaoaet for God 1.00 1.00 2.00 16.00 17.00 17.00

t w I d e n t i f y  P a r ta  o f  Bodv 1 2.00 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.00 3.00
( 2) Move In  C o o rd in a te d  Mannar 1 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 5.00 5.00
( 3) C hoice  o f  Hand and Eva 2.00 2.66 2.00 5.00 4.00 4.00
( 4) D avalon lland>Rva C o o rd in a tio n 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.50
U L D avolun S o le  C o n tro l — 1, I.oo 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.50 1.50
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PARENTS (N

TABU 29

MEAN BANKS ACROSS DOMAIN 
132), TEACHERS (N -  32), ADMINISTRATORS (N 

QiMseiomialn 3
16)

M E AN R A N R S
COGNITIVE LEARNING PARENTS TEACHERS ADMINI-gmaunno

l j L Exhibit Curiositv Î3.M 31. SO 34.50
( 21 Exhibit Sal* Motivation 14.00 5.50 9.50

14.00 15.50 9.50
L*) Maka Montai Adluatmanta 35. SO IS. SO 27.00
.L ?î„ Raeomlia Alohabat 5.30 9.50
( 6) Retail S tortaa i i .s o 12.00 14.50
L 7 ) Raoeat Rhvmaa 35. SO 36.00 34.50
(.8 ) Recognita Colova 36.s6 ” U .iô i).oo
( ?> Recognita Nunbaca I .  SO i"5S- 2).0O
(10) Undaratand Numbara 26.00 l i î i ô 20.50
( l i t Oanonatcata Vlaual Dlacrimination 14.00 15.50 19.00
ü ? ) Davaloo O uantitative Vocabularv 28.00 36.00 34.50
lU L . Recognita Ratio Shanaa 32. SO 36.00 34.30
(16) Son, UndarieandtnR of AMr.llorlMM 39.00 39.00 39.00
(13) DoVOloo Good L iatoning Skllla S. SO Is.SO 9.50
(10) Oevoloo Imagination 34.00 30.00 27.00
(17) Know Boole Survival Information 1.50 23. SO 9.50

B,,. APFBCTIVB LEARNING
( i t Exhibit Good Emotional Adluatmant 14.00 15. SO 9.50
( 2) Exhibit Good Social Adluatmant 21.00 27.50 9. SO
( 3) Exhibit a Pealing of Belonging 3.SÔ 23.50 9.50
( 4) Exh. Sanaa of Sacuritv w/Adulta 26.00 23.30 27.00
( ?) Exh. Sanaa o f Sacuritv  w/Poart 5. SO 27.50 20.50
( 6) Aaauma Raaoonalbilitv for Actiona 21.00 23.50 9.50
( 7) Dnveloo Own Id an titv 26.00 23. SO 27.00
( 8) Raanoct Rightt o f Othara 14.00 15.50 9.50
( 9) Plov Aceeotablv 31.00 15.50 9.50
(10) Aaauma Raaoonalbilitv 14.00 5.50 9.50
( l i ) Share R osnenaibilitioa 14.00 15.50 27.00
(12) Dovolon Good Paraonal Vnluea 5. SO 5.30 27.00
(13) Develoo a Poaitiva S a if Image S. SO 5.50 9.50
(14) Exhibit Raaoaet fo r Autlioritv 14.00 5.50 9.50
(15) Davaloo Sanaa of Right mod Wrong 14.00 5.50 9.50
(16) Davaloo Good Paraonal Habita 14.00 5 .SO 9.50
(17), Dav.Awaranaaa o f & Raaoaet for God 29.00 ja* .oo

n r Idantifv  Parta o f Bodv 32.50 31.50 22.00
( 2) Move in  Coordinated Mannar 30.00 36.00 34.50
( 3) Choice of Hand and Eva 3V.SO 11.06 27.00
( 4 ) Oevoloo Hand-Eva Coordination 14.00 5.50 9.50
i i L _DovoloB_Sol( Control 21.00 5.30. 9.50
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Spearman's rank correlation tested the amount of correlation or 

agreement reached between participant groups across the three domains 

considered in this study. The test of significance for correlation be­

tween the groups was set at the .05 leve l. The scores are shown in Table 

30.

TABLE 30

SPEARMAN CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
FOR PARENTS, TEACHERS, ADMINISTRATORS ACROSS ALL THREE DOMAINS

Parents Teachers Administrators

Parents 1.00 * .63 * .63 *

Teachers .63 * 1.00 ,* .66 *

Administrators .63 * .66 * 1.00 *

*  Exceeds .05 level of significance

As shown in Table 30, Spearman scores indicated only moderate 

correlation between parents, teachers and administrators in ranking a ll 

kindergarten goals. The evidence presented allowed the researcher only a 

partial acceptance of the second general hypothesis.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS,

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

Because a search of the lite rtu re  revealed disparity among and 

between parents, teachers and administrators concerning kindergarten 

goals, this study was conceived and developed to seek a movement toward

consensus of opinion concerning kindergarten goals and convergence of

opinion concerning p rio rities  of said goals. The Delphi Technique has 

been successful in encouraging agreement among various groups concerned 

with education at the preschool, elementary, high school, college and 

university levels. This was an attempt to study kindergarten goals 

through the Delphi Technique.

A s tra tified  random sample of parents (N = 132) of kindergarten 

children, a ll kindergarten teachers (N = 32), and elementary administra­

tors (N = 16) in the Midwest City-Del City Schools provided the data for 

the study. The data were acquired by administering a series of three 

questionnaires to the three groups of participants. Goals adopted for

the school system in an e a rlie r study were used as the basis for the

questionnaires.

On Questionnaire 1, the participants were asked to circ le  the

1 0 0
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value they wished to assign to each kindergarten goal. They were also 

invited to add any additional goals which they fe lt  should be stressed in 

kindergarten. After the questionnaires had been returned, the researcher 

ta llie d  the responses of each sub-group.

The researcher prepared three forms of Questionnaire 2 by 

marking the most frequent response of each sub-group to each item on 

Questionnaire 1. The new goal items which were suggested on 

Questionnaire 1 were also added to Questionnaire 2. A copy of the 

appropriate Questionnaire 2 (based on sub-group membership) was mailed to 

each kindergarten parent, kindergarten teacher, and administrator. Each 

participant was asked to re-consider his/her opinions in light of the 

sub-group responses and to agree or disagree with the most frequent 

response to each item. They were also asked to ju s tify  responses that 

differed from the most frequent sub-group responses, then return the 

form.

Questionnaire 3 was prepared, mailed, returned and ta llie d  

following the procedure used for Questionnaire 2. The rate of response 

throughout the study suggested high interest on the part of the par­

tic ipants.

The f ir s t  general hypothesis stated a movement toward consensus 

of opinion of kindergarten parents, kindergarten teachers, and adminis­

trators concerning kindergarten goals. Six specific hypotheses were 

established to present the analysis of the data concerning the f irs t  

general hypothesis.

The second general hypothesis stated a movement toward 

convergence of opinion of kindergarten parents, kindergarten teachers 

and administrators concerning prio rities  of the kindergarten goals. Six
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specific hypotheses were developed to present the analysis of the data 

concerning the second general hypothesis.

Findings

Treatment of the data generated by the study yielded the 

following results:

1. Each participant group, as well as the total group, moved 

toward consensus of opinion concerning kindergarten goals. These 

findings supported Delphi Technique research in general and Hutchins'1 

study in particular. In Hutchins' poll of 92 parents, teachers, and 

administrators of private preschools, there was no consensus concerning 

preschool goals on the f ir s t  questionnaire administered. On the second 

questionnaire, however, a ll the groups reached agreement.

2. Parents valued the goals within the affective domain more 

than the cognitive and psychomotor domains. This supported Buford's? 

findings.

3. Parents placed a higher value on cognitive learning than
2

either educator group. This supported similar findings of Dank, C a b le r ,4

^Hutchins, "Consensus Formation on Preschool Objectives Using a 
Modified Delphi Technique," p. 103.

2
Buford, "Parents' Perceptions of Early Childhood Education,"

p. 77.
3
Dank, "An Investigation of the Relationship Between the Kinder­

garten Goals Ascribed to by Parents, Kindergarten Teachers, and Grade One 
Teachers," p. 79.

4
Cabler, "The Task of the Kindergarten: Goal Perceptions of 

Principals, Teachers and Parents of Kentucky's 100 P ilot Kindergarten 
Units," pp. 69-71.
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Sanders and Creaghan  ̂ and Curwood.6

4. Parents were found to value psychomotor s k ills  less than 

other categories of learning. Again, Buford's? research sub­

stantiated this concept.

5. Teachers valued affective and psychomotor learning over the 

parent and administrator groups. This finding was supported by CablerS 

and Reed.9

6. Teachers valued cognitive learning considerably higher than 

administrators, but s lig h tly  lower than parents. Studies by Wolff10 

fu l ly  supported this finding, while R e e d ' f i n d i n g s  were that teachers 

valued a ll areas of learning above parent and administrator groups.

5
Sanders and Creaghan, "Parents and Children Evaluated Our 

Program," p. 45.

^Curwood, "A Survey and Evaluation of Project Head Start as 
Established and Operated in Communities of the Commonwealth Massachusetts 
during the Summer of 1965" p. 46.

7
Buford, "Parents' Perceptions of Early Childhood Education,"

p.77
Q
Cabler, "The Task of the Kindergarten: Goal Perceptions of 

Principals, Teachers and Parents of Kentucky's 100 P ilo t Kindergarten 
Units," pp. 69-70.

g
Reed, "A Comparison of Kindergarten Goals as Perceived by Public 

School Superintendents, Elementary Principals, F irst Grade Teachers, 
Kindergarten Teachers, and Parents in the State of Mississippi,"
pp. 80-82.

^^Molff, "Is the Bridge Completed?" p. 14.

^^Reed, "A Comparison of Kindergarten Goals as Perceived by 
Public School Superintendents, Elementary Principals, First Grade 
Teachers, Kindergarten Teachers, and Parents in the State of Mis­
sissippi," p. 84.
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Subsidiary Findings

Although not specifically sought In the treatment of the data, 

certain additional relationships and differences emerged which merit 

mention. The following patterns were observed.

1. The most movement toward consensus of opinion was 

evidenced among the parents.

2. The least movement toward consensus of opinion was 

among the administrators.

3. The most convergence of opinion was achieved among 

the administrators.

4. The least convergence of opinion was shown in the 

parent group.

5. The only perfect domainal correlation across groups

was between kindergarten teachers and administrators

concerning psychomotor s k ills .

6. The only perfect item correlation for a ll three groups

was the lowest ranked item, (Goal 14 in the cognitive

domain: Demonstrate an Understanding of American Heritage).

7. The highest value achieved on any domain was by the 

teacher group for the affective domain.

8. The lowest value placed on any one domain was by the 

administrators concerning cognitive learning.

Conclusions

The findings of this study gave support to previously conducted 

studies, discussed in Chapter 2, which pointed out the divergent views 

concerning kindergarten goals. The findings also suggested that the
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Delphi Technique was useful in diminishing the distance between some of 

those views.

Movement toward consensus of opinion concerning kindergarten 

goals was examined in several ways. F irs t, a comparison of responses to 

items on the f ir s t  and final questionnaires was examined for the three 

sub-groups as well as for the total group. On Questionnaire 1 there was 

an extreme range of responses (mode scores) for the sub-groups as well as 

fo r the total group. On Questionnaire 3 there was a dramatic movement 

toward consensus of opinion for a ll groups.

Movement toward convergence of opinion concerning kindergarten 

goal p rio rities  when examined by comparing the amount of agreement (mean 

scores) on the f ir s t  and final questionnaires revealed extreme movement 

toward convergence of opinion within each sup-group. Movement toward 

convergence for the total group was much less noticeable. Although move­

ment was evident, actual convergence was quite limited.

Consensus of opinion concerning kindergarten goals and a move­

ment toward convergence of opinion concerning priorities among goals may 

have been encouraged by the Delphi Technique through sharing both opin­

ions and ju stifica tio n  statements. Although there were remaining d iffe r­

ences of opinion both among and between groups, the findings of this  

study suggested that the Delphi Technique was a useful tool for bringing 

group opinions much closer together.

Implications

The findings of this study have several implications for a ll in­

volved in kindergarten education. F irs t, this study was a re-statement 

of the importance o f the consideration of the expectations of both
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educators and parents. Program planners must be ever cognizant of these 

variations.

A second implication was that a re-examination of educator con­

cepts was warranted. More constructive sharing between teachers and 

principals of rationales for goal selection should be attempted in order 

to achieve a more cohesive teacher-administrator agreement on kinder­

garten goals. This could be attempted as pre-service orientation and/or 

inservice programs.

Third, there were obvious implications concerning effective pub­

l ic  relations. Consensus techniques can be effective tools in helping 

parents and educators achieve common goals. Although educators possess 

the a b ility  and training to create and implement good educational pro­

grams, they must be ever aware that they are to use the ir expertise to 

serve th e ir public.

F ina lly , although every e ffo rt must be made to a llev iate  the 

differences between and among parents, teachers, and administrators -  

re a lis tic a lly , complete consensus w ill probably never be achieved. 

Honest consideration for the views of a ll the participants should be 

respected.

Recommendations

The researcher offers the following recommendations for further

research:

1. A replication study, using parallel groups of participants, 

is recommended to discover whether the same patterns of responses emerge 

with a d ifferent sample.

2. A replication study is recommended in a different geographic
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area to assess whether the findings of this study could be supported or 

rejected in a d ifferent environment.

3. A replication study, using a forced choice format, which 

would force the participants to p rio ritize  th e ir goal preferences, should 

assist in identifying p rio rities  of groups concerning goals.

4. A repeat study following a concentrated public relations 

e ffo rt would determine the effectiveness of the public relations endeavor.

5. A replication study which incorporated data on demographic 

variables of participants, such as parents' age, sex, occupation, work 

experience, re lig ion , race and educational level as well as educators' 

age, educational leve l, number of years teaching and/or administrative

experience, re lig io n , ethnic background ..........  would pinpoint reasons for

certain variances of opinion.

Final Summary

This study attempted not only to re-assess the kindergarten 

goals valued by the major participants, but also to encourage a movement 

toward consensus of opinion concerning these goals. I t  has re-stated, 

for curriculum planners, information regarding differences in the percep­

tions of kindergarten goal p rio ritie s . I t  also demonstrated that there 

were a number of areas of common goals between and among the concerned 

groups.

Increased awareness of the goal preferences of each involved 

segment of the educational community could lead to more objective analy­

sis of goals as well as more refined educational planning, presentation, 

and follow through. Parents, teachers, and administrators fu lly  aware of 

the concerns of each other, would have the opportunity to build upon
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areas of common concern and design a kindergarten program more accept­

able, thus better supported, by a l l .

F ina lly , this study w ill hopefully add to a body of knowledge 

which w ill be translated Into active concern for and precisely designed 

educational experiences for the child. Such planning and programming 

w ill provide optimum opportunities for the child to expand the exper­

iences of the home as he/she enters and progresses through kindergarten.
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The materials presented in Appendix A are preliminary 

materials developed in preparation of the Delphi question­

naires. The order of materials presented follows:

Exhibit 1. Letter to principals and kindergarten 
teachers requesting copies of their 
kindergarten goals.

Exhibit 2. Letter to principals and kindergarten
teachers giving directions for selection 
of parents.

Exhibit 3. Form used to record names of randomly 
chosen parents.

Exhibit 4. Parents who participated in the study.

Exhibit 5. Letter to Dean Wisniewski requesting 
supplies to be used in the study.
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EXHIBIT 1

February 19, 1979

TO: Elementary P rin c ipa ls  and Kindergarten Teachers 

RE: Study fo r  Doctoral D isse rta tio n

Several years ago a study was conducted In  the Mid-Del School - 
system to  estab lish  Kindergarten goals. A new study, by one o f 
our Kindergarten teachers. Is  being made th is  spring to  determine 
whether o r not these goals are s t i l l  re le va n t. This study Is  a 
jo in t  p ro je c t o f Mid-Del Schools and the Education Department o f 
the U n ive rs ity  o f Oklahoma. I t  w i l l  be used as the basis f o r  a 
doctora l d is s e rta t io n . Elementary p r in c ip a ls ,  kindergarten teachers, 
and a randomly selected group o f parents w i l l  be asked to  p a r t ic i ­
pate In  the study.

I t  Is  extremely Important In  th is  p a r t ic u la r  study th a t those who 
p a rtic ip a te  continue w ith  the p ro je c t throughout the study. This 
w i l l  Invo lve fu rn ish in g  us w ith  a copy o f  your goals and ob jec tives  
fo r  your kindergarten and answering three questionnaires over a 
period o f several weeks. Each o f these w i l l  requ ire  about f i f te e n  
m inutes. The questionnaires w i l l  be com pletely c o n fid e n tia l.  
In d iv id ua l re s u lts  w i l l  not be released; a l l  re s u lts  w i l l  be summ­
arized by groups, such as parents, teachers and adm in is tra to rs .

Please m all your*goals and ob jec tives  to  the  Reading O ffic e  as soon 
as possib le and w ith  th is  please add the number o f kindergarten 
classes you have and how many c h ild re n  In  each c lass.

m .  F, Austin
D ire c to r o f E le . In s tru c tio n

oneta Dupy
Reading O ffice

BD:cm

*Many o f you have these on f i l e  from a study completed In  1977.
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EXHIBIT 2

March 1, 1979

TO: Elementary P rin c ip a ls  and Kindergarten Teachers 

RE: Study fo r  Doctoral D isserta tion

Thank you for your lists of kindergarten goals and objectives. 
The lists are being compiled and made into a questionnaire, sihich «ill be mailed to you soon.
The next task is to secure the appropriate information from 
the randomly selected parents who are to participate in the study. Please follow these next steps carefully.

(1) Arrange attendance cards for each class in alphabet­ical order.
(2) Identify the students in each class whose numbers appear below:

a. Barnes, students 7, 9, 19
b. Cleveland Bailey, students 19, 20, 23, 30
c. Country Estates, students 1, 8, 15
d. Del Elementary, students 2, 4, 5, 25e. East Side, students 2, 5, 16
f. Epperly Heights, students 4, 6, 19
g. Highland Park, students 15, 19, 22h. Parkview, students 5, 6, 18i. Pleasant Hill, students 3,8, 9 
j. Ridgecrest, students 3, 15, 16 k. Soldier Creek, students 1, 8, 15 
1. Sooner-Rose, students 3, 6, 18 m. Steed, students 1, 10, 11, 20n. Tinker, students 5, 6, 15 
o. Townsend, students 5, 15, 19 
p. Traub, students 3, 16, 18

(3) Fill out the enclosed form, providing the needed 
information on the parents of the above children.

Your prompt response is greatly appreciated.
MAIL TO READING OFFICE.

Director of Elementary Instruction

tBoneta Dupy 
Reading Office
Enclosure: Kindergarten Parents Form
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EXHIBIT 3

P o ren ti from  to p o r f ic ip o fe  In  K In d e rg o r tfn  G oo I :  R tie o rc h  S tudy
ic h o o l

S tudent N um ber P o re n tj A d d re ii Pbone

Teoehe

Teacher

te a c h e r

Teoche
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EXHIBIT 4

Barnes
PARENT PARTICIPANTS

East Side
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
mr.
tùr.Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

& Mrs. 
& Mrs. 
Mrs. 
Ites. 
Mrs. 
Mrs. 
Mrs. 
Mrs.

James Erhard 
Kenneth Jennings 
Richard Jones 
Robert Martinez 
Marvin Ozbum 
Walter St. Clair 
Joseph Urban 
William Webb

Cleveland Bailey
Mr. & Mrs. Bremond Cozort 
Mr. & Mrs. Jon Caldwell 
Mr. & Mrs. James Oolph 
Mr. & Mrs. James Johnson 
Mr. & Mrs. Dwight Jones 
Mr. & Mrs. Carl Kleysteuber 
Mr. & Mrs. Gary Loveland 
Mr. & Mrs. Paul Nicholson 
Mr. & Mrs. Harvey Pratt
Country Estates
Joyce & Dewey Allen 
Mrs. Jennifer Diaz 
Mr. & Mrs. Ryan Dick 
Mr. & Mrs. Roy Hodge 
Mrs. Charlotte Lassiter 
Mrs. Jennifer Tate
Del Elementary
Mr. & Mrs. Jimmy Baird 
Mr. & Mrs. Charles Curtiss 
Mr. & Mrs. Ronald Ferris 
Mr. & Mrs. David Heck 
Mr. & Mrs. Michael Johnson 
Mr. & Mrs. Clifford Jones 
Mr. & Mrs. William Kedigh 
Mr. & Mrs. Brad McCarty 
Mr. & Mrs. Les MbGlasson 
Mr. & Mrs. Jack McKelvy 
Mr. & Mrs. John Moles 
Mr. & Mrs. Ronald Riddle 
Mrs. Alene Sange 
Mr. & Mrs. Gary Straughn 
Barbara & Bud Tate 
Mr. & Mrs. Daniel Whitaker

James Bames 
Bruce Boggs

Hr. & Mrs.
Mr. & Mrs.
Mr. & Mrs. Chris Brown 
Joyce & John Carter 
Mrs. Carolyn Coffey 
Mr. & Mrs. Keith Head 
Mrs. Cynthia McComb 
Mrs. Vickie O'Neal 
Mrs. Saundea Mathews 
Mr. & Mrs. Ricky Schutte Mr. & Mrs. Gerald Smith 
Mr. & Mrs. Chris Wright

Epperly Heights
Linda & Gary Case
Mr. & Mrs. Carl Davis
Mrs. Debra Foster
Sherri & Roger Fry
Mr. & Mrs. Jerry Hines
Mr. & Mrs. Kenneth Minter
Judy & Ronald Fendley
Karin & Dennis Potts
Mr. & Mrs. Frankie Richardson
Mildred & Orville Shackelford
Mr. & Mrs. Charles Shaw
Collenna & Geary Walker
Mary & Terry Yonnes

Highland Park
Mr. & Mrs. Jerry Blair 
Mr. & Mrs. Lane Carder 
Mr. & Mrs. Jim Croft 
Mr. & Mrs. Verlon Dilley 
Mrs. Mary Ewald 
Mary & Ronald Polk Donna & Edward Schmitt 
Mr. & Mrs. Chris Stone 
Linda & Frank Wiley 
Linda & Nick Young
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EXHIBIT 4

Parkview
Mr. & Mrs. Paul Baylor 
Mr. & Mrs. Dennis Dickens 
Mr. & Mrs. Daniel Durocher 
Becky & Russell Foster 
Elizabeth & Robert Kurtz 
Delores & Curtis Parks 
Ifc. & Mrs. Eddie Ratchel 
Ifr. & Mrs. Gary Scott 
Mr. & Mrs. Roger Seagrave Mr. & Mrs. Rich White
Pleasant Hill
Mr. & Mrs. Ephrian Bloomer 
Mr. Michael Coleman 
Mrs. Cathy Phea
Ridgecrest

Mr. & Mrs. Kirk Castleman 
Mr. & Mrs. Johnny Davis 
Mr. & Mrs. Jon Denton 
Mr. & Mrs. Irving Frank 
Mr. & Mrs. Ronnie Satterwhite 
(te. & Mrs. Richard Wilkerson
Soldier Creek
Mr. & Mrs. Dexter Dillon 
Mr. & Mrs. Bobby Eakens 
Mr. & Mrs. Clarence Easton 
Mrs. Barbara Gee Deborah & Charles Gates 
Mr. & Mrs. Levi Hendricks 
Mrs. Linda Hunmhrey 
Mrs. Betty Jackson 
Roxanna & Willard Lee
Sooner Rose
Lynnea & Stephen Blom 
Dona & Michael Burdick 
Mr. & Mrs. Lewis Christy 
Julie & Ernest Evans 
Mr. & Mts. Andrew Mongold 
Fayrene & Harold Morrison 
Mr. & Mrs. Keith Phelps 
Mrs. Linda Reede 
Judy & Thomas Reynolds 
Mr. & Mrs. Homer Scott

Steed
Mr. & Mrs 
Mr. & Mrs 
Ginger & 
Mr. & Mrs 

&
&
&
&

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mrs
Mrs
MrsMrs

Hubert Autry 
Donald High 

James Mullins 
Mark Nolan 
Calvin Perry 
Rodney Pilgrim 
Gerald Streff Mark Wright

Tinker
Mr. & Mrs. Clarence Beaver 
Mr. & Mrs. Michael Corey 
Susan & Joseph Cox 
Mr. & Mrs. Stephen Graf Mr. & Mrs. Joe Hiracheta 
Mr. & Mrs. Phillip Hyatt 
Mr. & Mrs. Steve Rogers 
Mr. & Mrs. Jimny Stewart 
Mr. & Mrs. John H. Thompson
Townsend
Mrs. Deanne Batts 
Hr. & Mrs. Daniel Chalender 
Mickey & Larry Davenport 
Mr. & Mrs. John Dean 
Mr. & Mrs. Jerry Dinwiddle 
Mr. & Mrs. Jimmie Dyehe 
Mr. & Mrs. Ronald Mbore 
Mr. & Mrs. Steve Smith 
Mr. & Mrs. Paskell Spencer Carolyn & Donald Stager 
Mr. & Mrs. John Taylor
Traub
Mr. & Mrs. Tony Brooks 
Mr. & Mrs. Dale Burke 
Mr. & Mrs. John Crisp 
Mr. & Mrs. Carl Hendley 
Mr. & Mrs. Larry Samuels 
Mrs. Sharon Smith 
Mr. & Mrs. Buddie Spurlock 
Mr. & Mrs. Paul Traynor 
Mr. & Mrs. Floyd Walker
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EXHIBT 5

TO: Dean Richard Wisniewski

FROM: Nelta R. Smart

SUBJECT: Request fo r  Supplies fo r  Doctoral Study

March 6, 1979

From the very beginning o f k indergarten the importance o f parenta l 
involvement was recognized and encouraged. When kindergarten became 
a p art o f pub lic  schools, lack  o f funds and the pressure o f conforming 
to the p a tte rn  followed by the elementary classes elim inated  much o f 
the parent-teacher, teacher-sdm in istrator in te ra c tio n . During recent 
years there has been a rediscovery o f the importance o f a close  
working re la tio n s h ip  among the c h ild 's  f i r s t  and permanent teachers- 
his parents -  and the professionals who guide him.

Several recent studies have sought parents ' opinions concerning 
kindergarten goals; several have sought both parents' and teachers' 
opinions. One study d ea lt w ith  p r in c ip a ls ' opinions. This proposed 
doctoral study is  designed to  s o l ic i t  imput from parents, teachers, 
and adm inistrators concerning kindergarten  goals.

The c o lle c tio n  of the data w i l l  be done in  three phases, using the  
Delphi Technique. This technique has been used to  gain consensus of 
opinion concerning goals fo r in fa n ts , pre-school, high school, co lleges, 
and u n iv e rs it ie s . This proposed study w i l l  be an attempt to e l i c i t  
mote convergent th inking  on kindergarten  goals.

Questionnaires w i l l  be mailed to a l l  elementary p rin c ip a ls  (16) and 
kindergarten teachers (32) in  the M id-Del Schools. These questionnaires  
w i l l  be mailed from and returned to  the o ff ic e  o f H r. W illiam  F. Austin, 
D irector o f Elementary In s tru c tio n . Questionnaires to  170 parents (o f  
a s t r a t i f ie d  random sample o f the 1,247 kindergarten population) w i l l  
be mailed from and returned to  Dr. Gene Shepherd, Professor, College of 
Education, U n ive rs ity  o f Oklahoma.

A p ro jec tion  o f supplies which w i l l  be needed fo llow s:

Questionnaire 1 
Questionnaire 2

Stationery
170
150

Envelopes
340
300

Stamps
340
300

260Questionnaire 3 130 260

900450T o ta l 900
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APPENDIX B

The materials presented in Appendix B are those which were 

used in connection with Questionnaire 1. The order of presenta­

tion was:

Exhibit 1. Letters to parents, introducing the study
and asking for their participation

Exhibit 2. Questionnaire 1 (Parents, Teachers, and
Administrators

Exhibit 3. Letter to principals and kindergarten
teachers asking for their cooperation 
in the study

Exhibit 4. Follow-up le tte r to parents who had not
returned questionnaires

Exhibit 5. Letter to principals and teachers requesting
additional names of randomly selected parents

Exhibit 6. Parent form

Exhibit 7. Letter to newly identified parents introduc­
ing the study and asking for their participation

Exhibit 8. Questionnaire 1

Exhibit 9. Follow-up le tte r to parents who had not
returned questionnaires

Exhibit 10. Raw data collected from parents on 
Questionnaire 1

Exhibit 11. Raw data collected from teachers on 
Questionnaire 1

Exhibit 12. Raw data collected from administrators 
on Questionnaire 1
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EXHIBIT 1

The
^UaivCTsity'of Oklabotns van Vieol 0»al Norman, Oklahoma 73069

College of Education

March 13, 1979

To; Parents of Kindergarten Children  

RE: Kindergarten Goals Research

Several years ago a study was conducted In  the Mid-Del Schools to 
estab lish  kindergarten goals. A new study Is  being made th is  spring 
to determine whether or not these goals are s t i l l  re le v a n t. This 
study Is  a jo in t  p ro jec t o f M id-Del Schools and the Education Department 
of the U n iversity  o f Oklahoma. I t  w i l l  be used as the basis fo r a 
doctoral d isse rta tio n . Elementary p rin c ip a ls , k indergarten teachers, 
and a randomly selected group of parents w i l l  be asked to  p artic ip a te  
In  the study.

I t  Is  extremely Important In  th is  p a rtic u la r study th a t those who 
p a rtic ip a te  continue w ith  the pro ject throughout the study. This w i l l  
Invo lve answering three questionnaires over a period o f several weeks.
Each of these w i l l  require  about f if te e n  minutes. The questionnaires 
w i l l  be completely c o n fid e n tia l. Ind iv idu al resu lts  w i l l  not be released; 
a l l  resu lts  w i l l  be summarized by groups, such as parents, teachers and 
adm inistrators.

You were your c h ild 's  f i r s t  teacher; you w i l l  always be h is  most Important 
teacher. Please jo in  h is  professional educators in  th is  p ro jec t of develop­
ing a revised set of goals fo r  Mid-Del kindergarten ch ild ren . Please 
respond to the enclosed questionnaire and m a il i t  in  the envelope provided.

S incerely ,

 , -7'tc ' ‘ ‘•■'V
Gene Shepherd, Professor 
U nivers ity  o f Oklahoma

W llllam  p. A ustin , D irec to r of 
Elementary In s tru c tio n  
Mid-Del Schools
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EXHIBIT 2

KINDERGARTEN G O A IS  QUESTIONNAIRE

R«ieoreh Code

D irect ions; The fo ilow ing lis t contain* some o f  the goois w liich  arc considered to be 
important In kindergurten pronronn. Please rate eoch goal listed by c irc lin g  one o f 
the choice points on the continuum fo llow ing  eoch. You’may olso w rite  in (ond rote) 
ad d ilio u o l goo Is which ore not included in  the lis t.  Be sure to rote EACH o f the gools 
listed o r w ritte n  in ,

0 )  Extremely Importent (4) Unimporlont
(2) Importent (5) Extremely Unim portant
(3) N ot sure or no op in ion

A . CO G N IT IV E  LEARNING
0 ) E xh ib il C u r io ilt / . . . 2 . .
(2) E xh ib il Se lf /«tolivslion . . . 2 .
(3) D em snilro ls Self D itc ip lin t . . . 2 . . 3 . . . 4 . . . S
(4) Make M on lo l A d ju itm enli . .  . 2 . .
(5) Recognize Alphobet . . . 2 . .
(6) Retell S torie i . .  . 2 . .
(7) Repeal Rhymes . .  . 2 .
(0) Recognize Colors
(9) Recognize Numbers . .  . 2 .
(10) Uno'erstond Numbers . . . 2 . .
(11) Demonslrole Visual D iscrlm otion . . . 2 . .
(12) Develop Q uantilo llv e  Vacabulary . . . 2 . .
(13) Recognize Basic Shapes . . . 2 . .
(14) Demonstrole An Understanding o f American . .  . 2 .

Heritage
(IS ) . . . 2 . .
(I<S). . . . 2 . . . 3 . . 4 . . 5

B. AFFECTIVE LEARNING
(1) Exhibit Goad Emotianal Adjustmenl . . . 2 . .
(2) Exh ib il Good Social Adjustmenl . . . 2 . .
(3) E xh ib il A  Feeling of Belonging . . . 2 . .
(4) Exh ib it A  Sense o f Security W ith  Adults . . . 2 . .
(5) Exh ib it A  Sense o f Security W ith Peers . . .  2 . .
(6) Assume Responsibility For One's 0«vn Actions . . . 2 . .
(7) Develop Own Identity . . . 2 . .
(B) Respect Rights O f Others . .  . 2 . .
(9) Play Acceptably . .  . 2 . .
(10) Assume Responsibility . . . 2 .
(11) Share Responsibilities . . . 2 .
(12) Develop Personal Values . .  . 2 . . . 3  . . 4 . . 5
(13) Develop A  Positive Self-Image .  .  . 2 . .
(14) Exh ib it Respect For A u tho rity . . . 2 .
(15) . .  . 2 .
(16) . . . 2 .

C. PSYCHOMOTOR LEARNING
(1) Iden tify  Ports of Body ! . . . 2 .
(2) A b ili ty  To ,'Aove In Coordinated Monner ! . . . 2 .

^ '/o lk ,  Run, Skip, Hop, Jump)
(3) ! . . . 2 .
(4) 1 . . . 2 .
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EXHIBIT 3

March 13, 1979

To; Elementary Principals and Kindergarten Teachers 

RE: Study for Doctorial Dissertation

Your kindergarten goals have been synthesized and placed in 
questionnaire form. Will you please rank each goal by circling 
one of the choice points on the continuum following each. If 
you think of another goal which is not on the list, please 
include it in the place provided and rank it.

Please respond to each goal statement without discussing among 
yourselves. Do not spend undue time on any one item. Your 
response should not take more than fifteen minutes. Please 
return the questionnaire to the Reading Office before you 
leave for Spring break.

Your prompt response is greatly appreciated.

William Fe Austin
Director of Elementary Instruction

Boneta Dupy 
Reading Office

Enclosure; Kindergarten Goals Questionnaire
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EXHIBIT 4

BOARD of EDUCATION MIDWEST CITY—DEL CITY SCHOOLS le m s  u  e ub an ks

DON BARKER Pott Office Box 10630 Supeiinlrwienl

BILLY B.CROUCH Midwest C ty, Oklahoma 73110 AreiCotk405

% % %  March 27. 1979

ANTHONY C. THOMAS

TO: Parents of Kindergarten Children

FROM: Kindergarten Goals Research

Recently you received a le tte r from Or. Gene Shepherd, Professor 
of Education at the University of Oklahoma and Hr. William F.
Austin, Director of Elementary Instruction for Mid-Del Schools.
In their le tte r  they explained the study being conducted on kinder­
garten goals. A questionnaire was sent with a request that you 
respond to i t  and return i t  to Dr. Shepherd. We realize the timing 
may have been inconvenient for some of you and probably explains 
why some questionnaires have not been returned. Now that spring 
vacation has ended and the children have returned to their school 
routine, we trust that we may receive your questionnaire.

As mentioned in the f i r s t  le tte r you were chosen by random selection, 
and i t  is extremely important to the va lid ity  of this study that we 
hear from you. We value your ideas concerning your child's education, 
and the response you make w ill help us provide a better program for 
your child.

In case your f i r s t  questionnaire has been misplaced, another is being 
enclosed. I t  should be mailed to Dr. Gene Shephered, University of 
Oklahoma, 820 Van Vleet Oval, Norman, Oklahoma 73019. Please return 
your questionnaire today. The child you help w ill be the most special 
child in the world — your own.

Boneta D u p y ✓  y
Reading Consultant, Mid-Del Schools
Special Consultant for Kindergarten Research

Return to : Boneta Dupy
Reading Consultant 
Mid-Del Schools

6 0 7  W E S T  R I C K E N B A C K E R  D R I V E
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EXHIBIT 5

To: Elementary P rinc ip a ls  and Kindergarten Teachers

Re: Kindergarten Goals Research

Although we have received a good response from parents we need to p o ll 
ad d itio n a l parents to achieve the representation needed. Remember please 
tha t s ta t is t ic a l  precision  Is  Important -  thus we ask you to fo llow  the 
next steps c a re fu lly .

(1) Arrange attendance cards fo r each class In  a lphabetica l order.

(2 ) Id e n tify  the students in  each class whose numbers appear 
below:

a. Barnes, students 10, 11, 20
b. Cleveland B a ile y , students 4 , 6 , 11, 13, 15, 16
c. Country Estates, students 7, 9, 19
d. Del Elementary, students 10, 13, 16, 17
e. East Side, students 2, 4 , 23
f .  Epperly Heights, students 8, 10, 26
g. Highland Park, students 3, 5, 6 , 18
h. Parkview H i l l ,  students 15, 18, 19
1. Pleasant H i l l ,  students 1, 2 , 6 , 15, 16
J. Ridgecrest, students 4 , 6, 11, 13, 14
k. Soldier Creek, students 7, 9 , 10, 11
1. Sooner-Rose, students 5, 15, 19
m. Steed, students 8 , 9 , 15
n. T inker, students 3, 18, 19
o. Townsend, students 3, 6, 18
p. Traub, students 5 , 6, 15, 19, 22

(3) P i l l  out the enclosed form, providing the needed Inform ation  
on the parents of the above ch ild ren .

Your prompt response Is  g re a tly  appreciated.
HAIL TO READING OFFICE.

W illiam  F. Austin 
D ire c to r o f Elementary In s tru c tio n

Boneta Dupy y  y  
Reading O ffice

Enclosure: Kindergarten Parents Form
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EXHIBIT 6

Parents from to participate in Kindergorten Goals Research Study
school

Student Number Parents Address Phone

Teacher

Teocker

Teacher

Teacher
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EXHIBIT 7

Th e
^ (M iverS tty 'o f Oklàbom à  *20 V«n V lw l Oval Norman. Oklahoma 73069 

Collage of Education

A p r i l  14, 1979

To: Parents of Kindergarten Children

RE: Kindergarten Goals Research

Several years ago a study was conducted in the Mid-Del Schools to 
establish kindergarten goals. A new study is being made this spring 
to determine whether or not these goals are still relevant. This 
study is a joint project of Mid-Del Schools and the Education Department 
of the University of Oklahoma. It will be used as the basis for a 
doctoral dissertation. Elementary principals, kindergarten teachers, 
and a randomly selected group of parents will be asked to participate 
in the study.
It is extremely important in this particular study that those who 
participate continue with the project throughout the study. This will 
involve answering three questionnaires over a period of several weeks.
Each of these will require about fifteen minutes. The questionnaires 
will be completely confidential. Individual results will not be released; 
all results will be summarized by groups, such as parents, teachers and 
administrators.

You were your child's first teacher; you will always be his most important 
teacher. Please join his professional educators in this project of develop­
ing a revised set of goals for Mid-Del kindergarten children. Please 
respond to the enclosed questionnaire and mail it in the envelope provided.

Sincerely,

Gene Shepherd, Professor 
University of Oklahoma

William Fe Austin, Director of 
Elementary Instruction 
Mid-Del Schools
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EXHIBIT 8

KINDERGARTEN G OALS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Research Code

Dtfeeitorw; The fo llow ing  lis t eon lo im  some of the gools which ore considered io  be 
imporiont in  hindcfgorren pronronn. Pleose rote eoch ((Ool lis ted by  c irc lin g  one of 
the choice points on the continuum fo llo w in g  eoch. You moy also w rite  in (ond role)
o dd ilio n o f pools which ore not included in the lis t. Be sure to rote EACH o f the gools
lis ted o r w ritte n  in .

(1) Extremely Imporiont (4) Unimporlont
(2) Importent (5) Extremely Unim portant
(3) N o t sure or no opin ion

A .  C O G N IT IV E  LEARNING
(1) Exhibit Curiosity I ,  . 2 .  . 3 .  . 4 .  . 5
(2) E xh ib it Se lf f/u ïliva tion  1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(3) Demonstrole Self D iscip line 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(4) Moke M cnto l Ad|ustmenls I . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(5) Recognize A lphobet K . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(S) Reloll Stories 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(7) Repcof Rhymes 1 . . 2 . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(0) Recognize Colors . ! , , . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(9) Recognize Numbers I . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(10) Undcrslond Numbers 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
0 1 )  Demonslrole Visuol D iscrim otion 1 .  . . 2 * .  « 3 . ^ . 4 .  « « 5
(12) Develop Q u o n lilc t ive  Vocobulory 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
03) Recognize Sasic Shopcs I .  . . 2 . .  . 3 .  . . 4 ,  . . 5
0 4 )  Demonslrole An Understonding o f  American 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5  

Heriloge
(15) I . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(16).   1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5

B. AFFECTIVE LEARNING
(1) Exhibit Good Emotionol Adjusiment 1 . . . 2 . .  . 3 . . .  4 . . .  5
(2) Exhibit Good Social Adjuslment I .  . . 2 , ,  . 3 .  . 4 .  . 5
(3) Exh ib it A  Feeling of Belonging 1 . . . 2 . .  . 3 . . .  4 . . .  5
(4) Exh ib it A  Sense o f  Security W ith  Adults 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(5) Exh ib it A  Sense o f Security W ith  Peers 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(6) Assume Responsibility For O ne's O w n Actions 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(7) Develop Own Iden tity  I .  . . 2 . .  . 3 . . .  4 . . .  5
(6) Respect Rights O f O thers 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(9) Ploy A cccp lob ly  1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
0 0 )  Assume Responsibility I . . .  2  . . .  3  . . .  4 * . . .  5
(11) Shore Responsibilities 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
02)  Develop Pcrsonol VqIucs 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(13) Develop A  Positive Se lf-lm oge I . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
0 4 )  Exh ibit Respect For A u tho rity  1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
05)  ______________________'______________  1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
( 1 6 ) __________________________1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5

C . PSYCHOMOTOR LEARNING
(1) Iden tify  Forts o f Body 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(2) A b ili ty  To Move In Coordinoted Monner 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5

(W oIk, Run, Skip, Hop, Jump)

(3)   1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
(4)    I . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5
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EXHIBIT 9

BOARD of EDUCATION MIDWEST C ITY  -  DEL C IT Y  SCHOOLS LCwis L E u k A \< s

•sSV z z :
LouiM  M oert Telt. 737>4461
Anthony C Thom#*

Kay 2 ,  1979

TO: Parents of Kindergarten Children
FP.OK: Kindergarten Coals Research

Recently you received a letter from Dr. Gene Shepherd, Professor of 
Education at the University of Oklahoma and Mr. '̂'iillam T, Austin, 
Director of Elementary Instruction for Mid-Del Schools. Tn their 
letter they explained the study being conducted concerning kinder­
garten goals. A questionnaire was sent with a renuest chat vou 
resDond to it and return it to Dr. Shenherd.

As mentioned in the first letter, you were chosen by random selection, 
and it is extremely important to the validity of this study chat we 
hear from you. V t value your ideas concerning your child's education, 
and Che resnonse you make will heln us provide a better program for 
your child.

cnee vour first rueptionnaire hap been misnlaced, another is being 
enclosed. Tt should be mailed to "'r. Gene ^̂ 'enherd, I’niversitv of 
'̂ Mahcr.a, 820 "an ’’leet '̂ val, ’‘orran, <̂ k]pbn!ra 7301". Tf vou nrefer, 
YOU nay mail your cuestionnaire to "«v office or vour child rav take it 
hack to hir school, and the school ••ill return it to nv office, ^lease 
return your questionnaire todav. The child vou helo rill he the nose 
snecial child in the world —  vour ovm.

Boneta Dupy ^
Reading Consultant, Kid-Del Schools 
special Consultant for Kindergarten "esearch

607 WEST RlCK EN BA LKER D R IV E
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EXHIBIT 10

SAW DATA COLLECTED FROM PARENTS ON QUESTIONNAIRE 1

1 2 3 4 5

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) E xh ib it C u rio s ity 6 6 55 7 3 1
( 2) E xh ib it S e lf  M otivation 62 51 15 2 2
(  3) Demonstrate S e lf  D isc ln line 52 10 4 3
(  43 Make Mental Adlustments 45 66 16 3 2
(  5)  Recognize Alphabet $3 55 8 6 Ç
( 63 R e te ll S to ries 21 84 19 7 1
(  73 Repeat Rhymes 12 72 33 15 0
(  83 Recognize Colors fiO 50 11 11 0
(  93 Recognize Numbers 61 51 1? ?. ?
(103 Understand Numbers 62 59 8 3 Q
(113 Demonstrate V isu a l D iscrim ination fiO 4.6 Ifi 9 5
(123 Develop O u an tita tive  Vocabulary 55 41 15 15 6
(133 Recognize Basie Shapes 41 75 10 4 2
(143 Dev.Understanding o f Amer. H eritage 23 45 39 19 6
(153 Develop Good L istening S k ills
(163 Develop Im agination
(173 Know Basic S u rv iva l Inform ation

( 1) E x h ib it Good Emotional Adjustment 68 il 4 0 3"
( 2) E x h ib it Good Social Adjustment 64 50 9 S 4
( 3) E xh ib it a Feeling  o f Belonging 63 S i 14 0
( 4) E x h ib it Sense o f  Security  w/Adults 48 15 0 11
( 5) E x h ib it Sense o f Security  w/Peers 68 èn 14 5 1
( 6) Assume R espons ib ility  fo r Actions 76 5Ü 3 2 1
( 7) Develop Own Id e n tity 8Ü 43 6 2 1
( 8) Respect Rights o f Others - 44 7 2 1
f 9) Play Acceptably 48 72 8 3 I
(10) Assume R espo ns ib ility 67 4 2 1
(11) Share R espo ns ib ilities 64 5Ü 13 3 1
(12) Develop Good Personal Values 64 53 12 2 1,
(13) Develop a P o s itive  Self-Image 79 41 18 3 1
(14) E x h ib it Respect fo r A uthority 88 38 7 () 1
(15) Develop Sense o f R ight and Wrong
(16) Develop Good Personal Habits
(17) Duv, Awareness of & Respect fo r  God

PSYCHOMDTOR LEARNING
( 1) Id e n tify  Parts  o f Body 53 69 5 3 2
( 2) Move in  Coordinated Manner 51 71 5 4 1
( 3) Choice o f  Hand and Eve
( 4) Develop Hand-Eve Coordination
( 5) Develop S e lf-C o n tro l
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EXHIBIT 11

RAW DATA COllECTED FROM TEACHERS ON QUESTIONNAIRE 1

RATING
1 2 3 4 5

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) E xh ib it C u rlo s ltv 18 2

f 2) E xh ib it S e lf M otivation T 5 16
( 3) Demonstrate S e lf  D is c ln lin e 26 $
( 4) Make Mental Adlustments 13 3
( 5> Recognize Alnhabet 17 13 1 1
( 6) R e te ll  S tories 7 22 3
( Reneat Rhvnea a 20 4
( 8) Recognize Colors 21  _ 10 1
( 9) Recognize Numbers 99 R 1 1
(10) Understand Numbers 27 9 1
(11) Demonstrate V isu a l D iscrim ination 90 in ?
(12) Develon Q u an tita tive  Vocabulary 17
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 1 2 18 1
(14) Dev.Understanding o f  Amer. Heritage 1 17 8 6
(15) Develon Good L is ten ing  S k ills
(16) Develon Im agination
(17) Know Basic S u rv iva l Inform ation

( 11 E x h ib it Good Emotional Adjustment 24 . ..  g_
C 21 E xh ib it Good S ocia l Adjustment 23 9
(  31 E xh ib it a Feeling  o f Belonging 24 8
(  4V E xh ib it Sense o f S ecu rity  w/Adults 18 14
( 51 E x h ib it Sense o f S ecurity  w/Feers 21 11
(  61 Assume R esno ns lb lllty  fo r Actions 28 8 1
(  7) Develon Own Id e n t ity 25 5 2
(  81 Resnect Rights o f Others 25 8 1
( 91 Play Accentably 29 12
(101 Assume R esno ns lb lllty 26 8
(111 Share R esno ns lb llltles 21 11
(12) Develon Good Personal Values 21 10 1
(131 Develon a P o s itive  Self-Image 27 9
(141 E x h ib it Respect fo r  A u thority 98 4
(151 Develon Sense o f R ight and Wrong
(161 Develon Good Personal Habits
(171 Dev. Awareness o f & Resnect fo r God

( 11 Id e n tify  P arts  o f  Body 10 21 1
( 21 Move in  Coordinated Manner l 2 IS 2
( 31 Choice o f Hand and Eve
( 41 Develon Hand-Eve Coordination
( 51 Develon S e lf-C o n tro l
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EXHIBIT 12

RAW DATA COLLECTED FROM ADMINISTRATORS OH QUESTIONNAIRE 1

RATING
1 2 3 4 5

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) E xh ib it C u rio s ity ? 10 1
( 2) E xh ib it S e lf  M otivation s s
( 3) Demonstrate S e lf  D isc in line 11 5
( 6) Make Mental Adjustments 5 9 2
( 5) Recognize Alphabet 9 7
f  6) R e te ll S to ries 4 12
( 7) Repeat Rhymes 3 13
f 8) Recognize Colors 7 9
( 9) Recognize Numbers 7 9
(10) Understand Numbers 6 9 1
(11) Demonstrate V is u a l D iscrim ination 7 8 1
(12) Develop O u an tita tive  Vocabulary 6 10
(13) Recognize Basic Shapes 5 11
(14) Dev.Understanding o f Amer. H eritage 1 7 7 1
(15) Develop Good L is ten ing  S k ills
(16) Develop Im agination
(17) Know Basic S u rv iva l Inform ation

( 11 E xh ib it Good Emotional Adjustment 9 7
C 21 E xh ib it Good S o c ia l Adjustment 7 9
( 31 E x h ib it a F ee ling  o f Belonging 11 5( 41 E x h ib it Sense o f  S ecurity  w/Adults 7 9
(  51 E x h ib it Sense o f Security  w/Feers 6 lo
( 61 Assume R espo ns ib ility  fo r Actions 10 $
( 71 Develop Own Id e n tity 6 %0
f 81 Respect Rights o f Others 11 5
(  91 F lay Acceptably 6 8
(101 Assume R espo ns ib ility é 7 1
(111 Share R espo ns ib ilities 6 10
(121 Develop Good Fersonal Values é
(131 Develop a F o s itiv e  Self-Im age 10 I
(141 E x h ib it Respect fo r A u thority 11 ?
(151 Develop Sense o f Right and Wrong
(161 Develop Good Fersonal Habits
(171 Dev. Awareness o f  & Respect fo r  God

( 11 Id e n tify  F arts  o f Body 3 13
( 2) Move in  Coordinated Manner 5 10 1
( 3) Choice o f Hand and Eye
( 41 Develop Hand-Eye Coordination
( 51 Develop S e lf-C o n tro l
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MATERIALS USED WITH 

QUESTIONNAIRE 2



APPENDIX C

The materials presented in Appendix C were used in Round 

2 of the Delphi probe. The order in which the materials were 

presented follows:

Exhibit 1. Cover le tte r to parents

Exhibit 2. Parents' form of Questionnaire 2

Exhibit 3. Cover le tte r  to principals and
teachers

Exhibit 4. Teachers' form of Questionnaire 2

Exhibit 5. Administrators' form of Questionnaire 2

Exhibit 6. Raw data collected from parents on
Questionnaire 2

Exhibit 7. Raw data collected from kindergarten
teachers on Questionnaire 2

Exhibit 8. Raw data collected from administrators 
on Questionnaire 2

137
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EXHIBIT 1

The
^IM versity'O f Oklaboau B20 V#n Vl**t Oval Noiman, Oklahoma 73019 

College ol Education

May 8, 1979

To: Parents o f Kindergarten Children

Re: Kindergarten Goals Research

The enclosed questionnaire is  the second phase of the study which you s tarted  
la s t  month. We appreciate your response to  the f i r s t  questionnaire. A fte r  
completing th is  questionnaire, please re tu rn  i t  in  the enclosed envelope 
w ith in  5 days. The research w i l l  be severely lim ite d  i f  each parent does not 
complete the study.

The goal statements tdiich appeared on the f i r s t  questionnaire have a square 
around one of the choices. This represents the most frequent choice of the 
parents who responded to the f i r s t  questionnaire. Consider the group response 
and again c irc le  your response. On each item  th a t you agree w ith  the group 
response, leave the comments space blank; on each item th a t you c irc le  a 
choice other than the one chosen by the most p a r tic ip a n ts , please make a b r ie f  
comment concerning your reason fo r  your choice. Please remember tha t we value  
your opinion. A major ob jec tive  o f th is  phase is  to  id e n tify  the reasons fo r  
opinions th a t are d if fe re n t  from the opinion o f the group.

The la s t  three goals in  each category were added by p artic ip an ts  on the f i r s t  
questionnaire. We appreciate these additions and the comments th a t many of 
you took the time to d ire c t to the research team. Please c irc le  these newly 
added goals according to your opinion of th e ir  importance.

Please give th is  questionnaire your prompt a tte n t io n . Thank you fo r  being a 
partner w ith  us in  the education o f your c h ild ;  together we w i l l  bu ild  a b e tte r  
program fo r  him.

S in c e re ly ,

Gene Shepherd, Professor 
U n iv e rs ity  o f  Oklahoma

W illiam  F . A u s tin , D ire c to r o f 
Elementary In s tru c tio n  
M id-Del Schools
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EXHIBIT 3

BOARD Of EDUCATION M IDW EST C ITY  -  D E L C IT Y  SCHOOLS LEWIS L. EUBANKS

£..n!r
L o u ,*  Moo,#
Anthony C. Thom#* May 8, 1979

To: Principals and Kindergarten Teachers

Re: Kindergarten Goals Research

The enclosed questionnaire is the second phase of the study which you started 
last month. We appreciate your response to the first questionnaire. After 
completing this questionnaire, please return it in the enclosed envelope. The 
research will be severely limited if each principal and teacher does not com­
plete the study.
The goal statements which appeared on the first questionnaire have a square 
around one of the choices. This represents the most frequent choice of your 
peer group on the first questionnaire. A square around two choices indicates 
a tie in the number of opinions concerning that goal. Consider the group 
response and again circle your response. On each item that you agree with the 
group response, leave the comments space blank; on each item that you circle 
a choice other than the one chosen by the most participants, please makers 
brief comment concerning your reason for your choice. A major objective of 
this phase is to identify the reasons for opinions that are different from the 
opinion of the group.
The last three goals in each category were added by participants on the first 
questionnaire. We appreciate these additions and the comments that many of you 
took the time to direct to the research team. Please circle these newly added 
goals according to your opinion of their importance.
Please give this questionnaire your prompt attention, and return it to the 
Reading Office. Thank you for your continued cooperation.

william F. Austin, Director of Elementary Instruction

Boneta Dupy, Reading Consultant

607 WEST RICK EN BA LKER D R IV E
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EXHIBIT 6

RAW DATA COLLECTED FROM PARENTS ON QUESTIONNAIRE 2

RATING
1 2 3 4 5

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) Exhibit: Curlosltv l26 4 2
( 2) Exhibit Self Motivation 125 5 2
( 3) Deinonstrate Self Disclnline 125 s
( 4) Make Mental Adlustments 8 119 5
( 5) Recognize Alnhabet 130 2
( 6) Retell Stories 2 130
< 7) Reneat Rhvmes 2 124 4
< 8) Recognize Colors 131 1
( 9) Recognize Numbers 13?(10) Understand Numbers 132
(11) Demonstrate Visual Discrimination 132
(12) Develon Quantitative Vocabulary 132
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 3 129
(14) Dev.Understanding of Amer. Heritage 1 119 7 4 1
(15) Develon Good Listening Skills 94 39 9 3
(16) Develon Imagination 47 37 29 2
(17) Know Basic Survival Information 84 26 22

( 11 E x h ib it Good Emotional Adlustment no ---- T
( 21 E xh ib it Good Social Adlustment 131 1
( 3) E x h ib it a Feeling  o f Belonging 127 3 2
( 4) E x h ib it Sense o f S ecu rity  w/Adults 131 1
( 5) E x h ib it Sense o f S ecu rity  w/Feers l30 2
( 6) Assume R esno ns lb lllty  fo r  Actions 128 2 2'
( 7) Develon Own Id e n t ity 125 4 2 1"
( 8) Resnect Rights o f Others - 13o 2
( 9) Play Accentably 4 126 2
(10) Assume R esnons lb lllty 132
(11 ) Share R esno ns lb llltles 128 9 2
(12) Develon Good Personal Values 129 3 3
(13 ) Develon a P o s itiv e  Self-Im age 130 2
(14) E x h ib it Resnect fo r  A u th ority 130 2
(15) Develon Sense o f R ight and Wrong 75 35 20 2
(16) Develon Good Personal H abits SO 41 4o 2
(17) Dev. Awareness o f & Resnect fo r  God 63 52 9 5 3

( 1) Identify Parts of Body 3 129
( 21 Move In Coordinated Manner 2 129 2
( 31 Choice of Hand and Eve 41 54 37
( 41 Develon Hand-Eve Coordination 51 40 41
( 51 Develon Self-Control 68 S4 10
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EXHIBIT 7

RAW DATA COllECTED FROM TEACHERS ON QUESTIONNAIRE 2

RATING
1 2 3 4 5

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) E x h ib it C u rlo s ltv 7 ?3
( 2) E x h ib it S e lf  M otivation 19 13
( 3) Demonstrate S e lf  D is c ln lin e 32
f  4) Make Mental Adjustments 32
( 5) Recognize Alnhabet 32
(  6) R e te ll  S to ries 32
< ^) Reneat Rhvmes 3 29
(  8) Recognize Colors 31 1
(  9) Recognize Numbers 31 1
(10) Understand Numbers 31 1
(11) Demonstrate V isual D iscrim ination 32
(12) Develon Q uan tita tive  Vocabulary 3 29
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 2 30
(14) Dev.Understanding o f Amer. H eritage 1 30 1
(15) Develon Good L is ten ing  S k il ls 32
(16) Develon Im agination 1,3 10 3
(17) Know Basic S urv iva l Inform ation 26 5 1

(  11 E x h ib it Good Emotional Adjustment 32
(  2) E x h ib it Good Social Adjustment 31 1
( 3) E x h ib it  a Feeling o f Belonging 32
(  41 E x h ib it Sense o f S ecu rity  w /Adults 31 1
( 51 E x h ib it Sense o f S ecu rity  w/Feers 31 1
(  61 Assume R esnons lb lllty  fo r  Actions 3?
( 71 Develon Own Id e n tity 31
f 81 Resnect Rights o f Others . 32
(  91 F la y  Accentably 32
C101 Assume R esnons lb lllty 32
(111 Share R esno ns lb llltles 31
(121 Develon Good Fersonal Values 3 l
(131 Develon a F o s itive  Self-Im age 32
(141 E x h ib it  Resnect fo r  A u th ority 32
(151 Develon Sense o f R ight and Wrong 3() 2
(161 Develon Good Fersonal Habits 29 3
(171 Dev. Awareness o f & Resnect fo r God 17 8 7

(  11 Id e n tify  Farts  o f Body 1 29 2
(  21 Move in  Coordinated Manner 2 3Ô
( 31 Choice o f Hand and Eve 12 15 i
(  41 Develon Hand-Eye Coordination 27 5
(  51 Develon S e lf-C o n tro l 27 , 5
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EXHIBIT 8

SAW DATA COllECTED PROM ADMINISTRATORS ON QUESTIONNAIRE 2

RATING
1 2 3 4 5

A. COGNITIVE lEARNING
( 1) Exhibit Curlosltv 16
( 2) Exhibit Self Motivation 16
( 3) Demonstrate Self Discipline 14
( 4) Make Mental Adjustments 14
f s> Recognize Alphabet 15 1
( 6) Retell Stories 16
f 7) Repeat Rhvmes 16
( 8) Recognize Colors 14
( 9) Recognize Numbers
(10) Understand Numbers 16
(11) Demonstrate Visual Discrimination 1 15
(12) Develop Ouantitative Vocabularv
(13) Recognize Basic Shapes lé
(14) Dev.Understanding of Amer. Heritage 2 7 7
(15) Develop Good Listening Skills 13 3
(16) Develop Imagination .3 1? 1
(17) Know Basic Survival Information 12 Î

( 1) Exhibit Good Emotional Adjustment 14( 2) Exhibit Good Social Adjustment 11 5
( 3> Exhibit a Feeling of Belonging 16
( 4) Exhibit Sense of Securltv w/Adults 7 4
( si Exhibit Sense of Securltv w/Feers lé
f si Assume Resnonslbllltv for Actions 16
( 7) Develop Own Identltv 16
f 81 Respect Rights of Others . 16
( 9) Flav Acceptablv 16
flO) Assume Responsibility IW
(11) Share Responsibilities 16
(12i Develop Good Personal Values lé
(13i Develop a Positive Self-Image 14
(14) Exhibit Respect for Authority lè
(15) Develop Sense of Right and Wrong 13 3
(16) Develop Good Fersonal Habits 10 6
(17) Dev. Awareness of & Respect for God 5 6 ■5

( 1) Identify Farts of Body 15 1
( 2) Move In Coordinated Manner 1 15
( 3) Choice of Hand and Eve 6 4 1
( 4) Develop Hand-Eve Coordination 10 6
( 5) Develop Self-Control 11 5
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APPENDIX D

The materials presented in Appendix D were used in executing 

Questionnaire 3. The order in which they were developed follows:

Exhibit 1. Cover le tte r  parents

Exhibit 2. Parents' form of Questionnaire 3

Exhibit 3. Cover le tte r to administrators and 
kindergarten teachers

Exhibit 4. Teachers' form of Questionnaire 3

Exhibit 5. Administrators' form of Questionnaire 3

Exhibit 6. Raw data collected from parents on 
Questionnaire 3

Exhibit 7. Raw data collected from kindergarten 
teachers on Questionnaire 3

Exhibit 8. Raw data collected from administrators 
on Questionnaire 3
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EXHIBIT 1

The
^Uaiversity'of Oklaboma >20 Vm VImt Oval Norman, Oklihoma 73019 

Collage of Education

May 21, 1979

To: Parents of Kindergarten Children
Re: Kindergarten Goals Research
The enclosed questionnaire is the final phase of the study which 
you started earlier. We appreciate your response to the pre­
vious questionnaires. After completing this questionnaire, please 
return it in the enclosed envelope within 5 days. The research 
will be severely limited if each parent does not complete the study.
The goal statements which appeared on the earlier questionnaires 
have a square around one of the choices. This represents the most 
frequent choice of the parents who responded to the last question­
naire. This questionnaire differs from the preceding ones in that 
a summary has been added giving other participants' reasons for 
disagreeing with the rank of importance which most participants 
checked. Consider the group response and again circle your 
response. On each item that you agree with the group response, 
leave the comments space blank; on each item that you circle a 
choice other than the one chosen by the most participants, please 
make a brief comment concerning your reason for your choice.
Please give this questionnaire your prompt attention. A summary 
of this research will be sent to all who return the three ques­
tionnaires. Thank you for your outstanding cooperation, and for 
the contribution you have made to research.
Sincerely,

Gene Shepherd, Professor 
University of Oklahoma

William F. Austin, Director of 
Elementary Instruction 
Mid-Del Schools
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EXHIBIT 3

BOARD o f EDUCATION MIDWEST CITY “ DEL CITY SCHOOLS LEWIS l .  E u b a n k s

TSo... Offic. Box 10630
Melvin Dtcktr Mldwtjt City. Oklihooi» 73110
Low I#  M ooft T tN . 737-4461
Anthony C. Thom#*

May 21, 1979

To: Principal: and Kindargartan Taachars

Re: Kindargartan Goals Research

The enclosed questionnaire Is the Final phase of the study which you started earlier. We 
appreciate your response to the previous questionnoires. After completing this questionnaire, 
pleose return i t  in the enclosed envelope. The research w ill be severely limited i f  each 
principal and teacher does not complete the study.

The goal statements which appeared on the first questionnaire hove o square around one of 
the choices. This represents the most frequent choice o f your peer group on the second 
questionnaire. A square oround two choices indicates a tie  in the number of opinions 
concerning that gool. This questionnaire differs from the preceding ones in thot a summary 
has been odded giving other participants' reasons for disagreeing with the rank o f importance 
which most participants checked. Consider the group response and ogoin c ircle your response.
On each item that you agree with the group response, leave the comments space blank; on 
each item that you circ le a choice other than the ane chosen by the most participants, please 
make o brie f comment concerning your reason for your choice.

Please give this questionnaire your prompt ottention, and return it to the Reading O ffice.
Thank yau for your outstonding cooperation. Please be assured that you hove mode o positive 
contribution to research. A summary o f this study w ill be mailed to each participant os soon 
os the finol analysis con be completed.

W illiam  F. Austin, Director of Elementary Instruction 

Bone to Dupy, ReodinguConsultant

607 WEST RICKENBACKER DRIVE
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EXHIBIT 6

SAW DATA COLLECTED FROM PARENTS ON QUESTIONNAIRE 3

RATING
1 2 3 4 5

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) Exhibit Curlosltv 177 ■j
( 2) Exhibit Self Motivation 129 3
( 3) Demonstrate Self Disclnline 129 3
f 4) Make Mental Adlustments 7 1?1 ?
f 5) Recognize Alnhabet l i t 1
( 6) Retell Stories 6 1?4 1 1
f 7) Reneat Rhvmes , 4 1?4 2 2
f 8) Recognize Colors l28 3 1
( 9) Recognize Nusibers 13)
(10) Understand Numbers 126 6
(11) Demonstrate Visual Discrimination 1
(12) Develon Ouantitative Vocabularv 5 1
(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 11 121
(14) Dev.Understanding of Amer. Heritage . 5 121 4 2
(15) Develon Good Listening Skills l31 1
(16) Develon Imagination 8 124
(17) Know Basic Survival Information 132

( 1) E x h ib it Good Emotional Adlustment 129 3
(  2) E x h ib it Good S ocial Adlustment 129 4
( 3) E x h ib it a Feeling  o f Belonging 131 1
( 4) E x h ib it Sense o f  Securltv  w/Adults 127 4 1
( 5) E x h ib it Sense o f Securltv w/Feers 131 1
( 6) Assume R esno ns lb llltv  fo r Actions 129 4
( 7) Develon Own Id e n tity 129 2 2
( 8) Resnect Rights o f Others 139 2
( 9) F lav  Accentably 13 119
(10) Assume R esnonslb llltv 130 2
(111 Share R esno ns lb llltles 129 3
(12) Develon Good Personal Values 131 1
(13) Develon a P o s itiv e  Self-Im age 131 1
(14) E x h ib it Resnect fo r  A u thority i
(15) Develon Sense o f Right and Wrong 13Ù 1 1
(16) Develon Good Personal Habits 1
(17) Dev. Awareness o f  & Resnect fo r  God l2) 5 4

( 11 Identify Parts of Body 10 122
( 2) Move in Coordinated Manner 14 119
( 31 Choice of Hand and Eve 5 127 1
( 41 Develon Hand-Eve Coordination 130 2
( 51 Develon Self-Control 128 4
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EXHIBIT 7

RAW DATA COllECTED FROM TEACHERS ON QUESTIONNAIRE 3

RATING
1 2 3 4 5

A. COGNITIVE lEARNING
( 1) Exhibit Curlosltv 4 28
( 2) Exhibit Self Motivation 3i

( 3) Demonstrate Self Disclnline 31 1
f Make Mental Adjustments 31 1
( 5> Recognize Alnhabet 31 1
( 6) Retell Stories 1 "
( 7) Reneat Rhvmes 1 31
f 8) Recognize Colors 31 1
( 9) Recognize Numbers 32
(10) Understand Numbers 31 1
(11) Demonstrate Visual Discrimination 31 1
(12) Develon Quantitative Vocabularv 1 31(13) Recognize Basic Shanes 1 31
(14) Dev.Understanding of Amer. Heritage 30 2
(15) Develon Good Listening Skills 31 1
(16) Develon Imagination i i 16
(17) Know Basic Survival Information 30 2

( 1) Exhibit Good Emotional Adjustment 31 1
( 2) Exhibit Good Social Adjustment 33, 1
( 3) Exhibit a Feeling of Belonging 31 1
( 4) Exhibit Sense of Securltv w/Adults 31 1
( 5) Exhibit Sense of Securltv w/Feers 31 1
( 6) Assume Resnonslbllltv for Actions 31 1
( 7) Develon Own Identltv àl 1
( 8) Resnect Rights of Others ' 31 1
( 9) Flav Accentablv 31 1
(10) Assume Resnonslbllltv 32
(11) Share Resnonslbllltles 31 1
(12) Develon Good Personal Values 32
(13) Develon a Positive Self-Image 32
(14) Exhibit Resnect for Authorltv 32
(15) Develon Sense of Right and Wrong 32
(16) Develon Good Personal Habits 32
(17) Dev. Awareness of & Resnect for God 29 2 ?

( 11 Identify Parts of Bodv 4 29
( 2) Move in Coordinated Manner 2 29 1
( 31 Choice of Hand and Eve 3 29
( 41 Develon Hand-Eve Coordination 32
( 51 Develon Self-Control 32
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EXHIBIT 8

RAW DATA COLLECTED FROM ADMINISTRATORS ON QUESTIONNAIRE 3

1 2 3 4 5

A. COGNITIVE LEARNING
( 1) Exhibit Curlosltv 16
{ 2'i Exhibit Self Motivation
( 31 Demonstrate Self Disclnline 16
( 41 Make Mental Adlustments 1 1$
( 51 Recognize Alnhabet 16
( 61 Retell Stories 16
( 71 Reneat Rhvmes Ifi
( 81 Recognize Colors 1 Ifi
( 91 Recognize Numbers 1 15(101 Understand Numbers i l4
fill Demonstrate Visual Discrimination 3 1)
fl21 Develon Quantitative Vocabularv Ifi
fl31 Recognize Basic Shanes Ifi
fl41 Dev.Understanding of Amer. Heritage 1 ; 2
fl51 Develon Good Listening Skills l6
fl61 Develon Imagination .1 15
fl71 Know Basic Survival Information 16

( 1) Exhibit Good Emotional Adjustment Ifi
( 2) Exhibit Good Social Adlustment Ifi
( 3) Exhibit a Feeling of Belonging Ifi
( 4) Exhibit Sense of Securltv w/Adults 1 15
( 5) Exhibit Sense of Securltv w/Feers 2 14
( 6) Assume Resnonslbllltv for Actions Ifi
( 7) Develon Own Identltv 1 15
( 8) Resnect Rights of Others < Ifi
( 9) Flav Accentablv Ifi
(10) Assume Resnonslbllltv Ifi
(11) Share Resnonslbllltles 1 15(12) Develon Good Fersonal Values 1 15
(13) Develon a Fositive Self-Image Ifi
(14) Exhibit Resnect for Authorltv 16
(15) Develon Sense of Right and Wrong 16
(16) Develon Good Fersonal Habits
(17) Dev. Awareness of & Resnect for God 1 13 1 1

f 13 Identlfv Farts of Bodv 1 14 I
f 23 Move In Coordinated Manner 16
f 33 Choice of Hand and Eve 1 IS
f 43 Develon Hand-Eve Coordination 16
f 53 Develon Self-Control 16
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APPENDIX E

The materials presented in Appendix E are a report to the

parents, teachers and administrators who participated in the

study. The order of materials presented follows:

Exhibit 1. Kindergarten Research -  A Report to Parents, 
Teachers, and Administrators.

Exhibit 2. Parent Participants

157
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EXHIBIT 1

KINDERGARTEN RESEARCH

A Report to Parents, Teachers, and Administrators

During the Spring of 1979, a group of randomly selected 

parents joined the Mid-Del elementary school administrators and 

kindergarten teachers in a study to determine consensus of shared 

opinions concerning kindergarten goals. Such studies are needed 

because goals are frequently changing. They are, of necessity, 

constantly undergoing alterations to conform to the ever changing 

needs of the public which they serve.

The study was designed to serve a two-fold purpose. F irst, 

an analysis was made of the amount of agreement within groups 

(parents agreeing with parents, teachers with teachers, adminis­

trators with administrators). Second, an effort was made to 

determine the amount and kinds of agreements existing between 

groups (parents and teachers, parents and administrators, teachers 

and administrators).

Although there were great variations of opinions in response 

to the f ir s t  questionnaire, each group moved to very high agreement 

within groups at the conclusion of the study. The average amount 

of agreement within groups in response to the f ir s t  questionnaire 

and the third (f in a l)  questionnaire is shown in the following 

table.
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AGREEMENT OF OPINIONS WITHIN GROUPS

BASED ON THE MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES OF GROUPS 

ON Q1 & Q3

GROUP % qi % Q3

Parents 51 97

Teachers 66 95

Administrators 61 95

While there was general agreement between groups (parents 

and teachers, parents and administrators, teachers and adminis­

trato rs), there was less agreement between groups than was noted 

within each group. Parents and teachers agreed on ranking 34 of 

the 39 kindergarten goals listed in the study; parents and ad­

ministrators agreed on ranking 25 goals; teachers and adminis­

trators agreed on the ranks of 26 goals; and a ll three groups 

(parents, teachers, administrators) agreed on 23 of the goals.

Parents and teachers ranked cognitive and affective learning 

higher than administrators. All three groups agreed on ranking 

psychomotor learning.

The data complied in the study has been used by one of the 

Mid-Del kindergarten teachers as the basis for a doctoral disserta­

tion. The complete dissertation w ill be available in the reading 

office at the Mid-Del Administration Building for those who are 

interested.
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All kindergarten teachers and elementary administrators in 

the Mid-Del School system participated in the study; parents who 

participated are listed at the end of this report. To a ll of 

you, thank you for your interest in young children in general, 

and for your splendid cooperation in this research in particular.

Gene Shepherd, Professor 
University of Oklahoma

William F. Austin, Director 
Elementary Instruction 
Mid-Del Schools

 ^

Boneta Dupy, Reading Consultant 
Mid-Del Schools
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EXHIBIT 2

Barnes
PARENT PARTICIPANTS

East Side

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ifir.

Mrs. 
Mrs. 
Mrs. 
Mrs. 
Mrs. 

& Mrs. & Mrs. 
& Mrs.

James Erhard 
Kenneth Jennings 
Richard Jones 
Robert Martinez 
Marvin Ozbum 
Walter St. Clair 
Joseph Urban William Webb

Cleveland Bailey
Mr. & Mrs. Breoond Cozort 
Hr. & Mrs. Jon Caldwell 
Mr. & Mrs. James Oolph Mr. & Mrs. James Johnson 
Mr. & Mrs. Dwight Jones 
Mr. & Mrs. Carl Kleysteuber Mr. & Mrs. Gary Loveland 
Mr. & Mrs. Paul Nicholson 
Mr. & Mrs. Harvey Pratt
Country Estates
Joyce & Dewey Allen Mrs. Jennifer Diaz 
Mr. & Mrs. Ryan Dick 
Mr. & Mrs. Roy Hodge Mrs. Charlotte Lassiter 
Mrs. Jennifer Tate
Del Elementary
Mr. & Mrs. Jimmy Baird Mr. & Mrs. Charles Curtiss 
Mr. & Mrs. Ronald Perris 
Mr. & Mrs. David Heck Mr. & Mrs. Michael Johnson 
Mr. & Mrs. Clifford Jones 
Mr. & Mrs. William Redlgh 
Mr. & Mrs. Brad McCarty Mr. & Mrs. Les MbGlasson 
Mr. & Mrs. Jack McKelvy 
Mr. & Mrs. John Moles 
Mr. 6 Mrs. Ronald Riddle 
Mrs. Alene Sange 
Mr. & Mrs. Gary Straughn 
Barbara & Bud Tate 
Mr. & Mrs. Daniel Whitaker

Mr. & Mrs. James.Barnes 
Mr. & Mrs. Bruce Boggs 
Mr. & Mrs. Chris Brown Joyce & John Carter 
Mrs. Carolyn Coffey 
Mr. & Mrs. Keith Head 
Mrs. Cynthia MbComb 
Mrs. Vickie O'Neal Mrs. Saundea Mathews 
Mr. & Mrs. Ricky Schutte Mr. & Mrs. Gerald Smith 
Mr. & Mrs. Chris Wright

Eooerlv Heights
Linda & Gary CaseMr. & Mrs. Carl DavisMrs. Debra Foster
Sherri & Roger FryMr. & Mrs. Jerry HinesMr. & Mrs. Kenneth Minter
Judy & Ronald Pendley
Karin & Dennis PottsMr. & Mrs. Frankie Richardson
Mildred & Orville Shackelford
Mr. & Mrs. Charles ShawCollenna & Geary Walker
MSry & Terry Yonnes

Highland Park
Mr. & Mrs. Jerry Blair 
Mr. & Mrs. Lane Carder Mr. & Mrs. Jim Croft 
Mr. & Mrs. Verlon Dilley 
Mrs. Mary Ewald 
Mary & Ronald Polk Donna & Edward Schmitt 
Mr. & Mrs. Chris Stone 
Linda & Frank Wiley 
Linda & Nick Young



162

EXHIBIT 2

Parkview
Hr. & Krt. Paul Baylor 
Mr. & Mrs. Oamia Diekana 
Mr. & Mrs. Daniel Durocber 
Becky & Ruaaell Poster 
Elizabeth & Robert Kurtz 
Delores & Curtis Parks 
Mr. & Mrs. Eddie Ratchel 
Mr. & Mrs. Gary Scott 
Mr. & Mrs. Roger Seagrave 
Mr. & Mrs. Rich White
Pleasant Hill
Mr. & Mrs. Ephrian Bloomer 
Mr. Michael Coleman Mrs. Cathy Phea
Ridgecrest
Mr. & Mrs. 
Hr. & Mrs. 
Mr. & Mrs. 
Mr. & Mrs. 
Mr. & Mrs. 
Mr. & Mrs.

Kirk Caatlaman 
Johnny Davis 
Jon Denton 
Irving Frank 
Ronnie Satterwhite 
Richard Wilkerson

Soldier Creek
Mr. & Mrs. Dexter Dillon 
Mr. & Mrs. Bobby Eakans 
Mr. & Mrs. Clarence Easton 
Mrs. Barbara Gee Deborah & Charles Gataa 
Mr. & Mrs. Levi Hendricks 
Mrs. Linda Husmhray 
Mrs. Betty Jackson 
Roxanna & Willard Lee
Sooner Rose
Lynnea & Stephen Blom 
Dona & Michael Burdick 
Mr. & Mrs. Lewis Christy 
Julie & Emaat Evans Mr. & Mrs. Andrew Mongold 
Fayrena & Harold Morrison 
Mr. & Mrs. Keith Phelps 
Mrs. Linda Raede Judy & Thomas Reynolds 
Mr. & Mrs. Homar Scott

Steed
Mr. & Mrs. Hubert Autry 
Mr. & Mrs. Donald High 
Ginger & James Mullins 
Mr. & Mrs. Mark Nolan 
Mr. & Mrs. Calvin Perry 
Mr. & Mrs. Rodney Pilgrim 
Mr. & Mrs. Gerald Straff 
Mr. & Mrs. Nark Wright
Tinker
Mr. & Mrs. Clarence Beaver 
Mr. & Mrs. Michael Corey 
Susan & Joseph Cox 
Mr. & Mrs. Stephen Graf Hr. & Mrs. Joe Hiracheta 
Mr. & Mrs. Phillip %ratt 
Mr. & Mrs. Stave Rogers 
Mr. & Mrs. Jimmy Stewart 
Mr. & Mrs. John H. Thompson
Townsend
Mrs. Deanne Batts 
Mr. & Mrs. Daniel Chalender 
Mickey & Larry Davenport 
Mr. & Mrs. John Dean 
Mr. & Mrs. Jerry Dinwiddie 
Mr. & Mrs. Jimmie Dyehe 
Mr. & Mrs. Ronald Mbore 
Mr. & Mrs. Steve Smith 
Mr. & Mrs. Paskell Spencer Carolyn & Donald Stager 
Mr. & Mrs. John Taylor

Mr. & Mrs. Tony Brooks 
Mr. & Mrs. Dale Burke 
Mr. & Mrs. John Crisp 
M r. & Mrs. Carl Handley 
Mr. & Mrs. Larry Samuels 
Mrs. Sharon Smith 
Mr. & Mrs. Buddie Spurlock 
M r. & Mrs. Paul Traynor 
Mr. & Mrs. Floyd Walker


