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The problem of this study was the perceptions of Texas 

public school teachers and principals regarding recommen-

dations for educational reform made in April, 1983, by the 

National Commission on Excellence in Education. Purposes 

included determining those perceptions and investigating 

differences between them, differences among teachers1 

perceptions, and differences among principals' perceptions 

relative to specific categories of recommendations and 

specific biographic variables. 

A random sample of 460 teachers and 180 principals, 

stratified equally among the state's twenty education 

regions, was selected from the population of public school 

teachers and principals on computer at the Texas Education 

Agency, Austin, Texas. The actual number of respondents 

included 224 teachers and 91 principals, or 49 percent and 

51 percent respectively. 

The instrument used was an attitude scale developed by 

the investigator. The thirty-nine original recommendations 

made by the Commission were converted into 118 specific 

recommendations, more precise and easier to read according 



to a jury of experts. An. analysis of variance was calcu-

lated for hypotheses one, two, five, and six, and t values 

were calculated for hypotheses three and four. 

The study was organized into five chapters including 

the "Introduction," "Review of the Related Literature," 

"Procedures for Collection and Analysis of Data," "Analysis 

of Data," and "Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations." 

The Appendix includes a sample of the instrument used, the 

overall mean scores on each individual item for teachers, 

principals, and all respondents combined, and the total 

mean scores. 

Findings indicate that no significant differences 

exist between the perceptions of teachers and principals, 

and only minor differences exist among teachers' perceptions 

and among principals1 perceptions. One conclusion of the 

study was that Texas teachers and principals could be 

expected to give adequate, though not strong, support for 

the reforms. It is recommended that the reforms be imple-

mented along with a significant teacher pay raise and 

increased teacher and principal involvement. A longer 

school day and year and more homework was not encouraged. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Context of the Problem 

On August 26, 1981, Secretary of Education Terrel Bell 

created the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

to examine the quality of education in the United States and 

to make a report to him and the nation within eighteen 

months of its first meeting (21) . That requested report 

was released April 26, 1983, in the form of an open letter 

to the American people entitled A Nation at Risk. 

The report indicated deficiencies in the nation's 

schools, and outlined particular inadequacies in the areas 

of content, expectations, time, and teaching. Specific 

implementing recommendations for educational reform were 

made in these four areas plus the additional area of 

leadership and fiscal support (Appendix A). 

The many positive and negative reactions to the findings 

and recommendations of the National Commission (3, 7, 10, 13, 

14, 16, 18, 22, 24, 25, 29) seem to indicate that there is 

considerable difference of opinion regarding the best 

approach for educational reform. The recommendations made 

by the Commission regarding reform in the area of content 

appear to be a continuation of the back-to-basics movement, 

which is not new at all (10, 27) but has been popular 



cyclically since the 1930s (17). Brodinsky <4) states that 

it is not a popular movement, it is often a reaction to 

painful conditions the country is experiencing, and it is 

debatable as to what things are truly basic. 

There is also some doubt that the quality of teacher 

candidates is really declining (11), and whether it is 

financially practical to extend the length of the school 

day and year (24, 25). Accusations as to who or what is 

responsible for the current alleged state of educational 

quality are conflicting (24, 25, 26, 31). The 1982 and 

1983 Gallup Poll of Public Attitudes Toward the Public 

Schools implies possible areas of agreement and disagreement 

by the public with some of the National Commission's 

recommendations (12, 13). 

No other current studies have been done to determine 

the perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 

the Commission's recommendations. Because teachers will be 

an important group in implementing the recommendations and 

their cooperation is essential for successful educational 

reform, it is vital that their perceptions be made known. 

The National Commission (21) states that principals 

will play a crucial leadership role in the development of 

school and community support for the proposed reforms. 

This implies that principals must be in agreement with the 

recommendations, because they will be in the position of 

having to lead teachers in implementing the reforms and 



promoting them within the community. No stxidies had yet 

measured the perceptions of Texas principals regarding the 

Commission's recommendations; therefore, it was critical 

that this information be obtained. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was the perceptions of Texas 

public school teachers and Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education. 

Purposes of the Study 

This study was conducted for the following purposes: 

1. To obtain information concerning the perceptions of 

Texas public school teachers regarding the recommendations 

for educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education; 

2. To obtain information concerning the perceptions of 

Texas public school principals regarding the recommendations 

for educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education; 

3. To obtain information concerning the differences 

between the perceptions of Texas public school teachers and 

Texas public school principals regarding the recommendations 

for educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education; 



4. To obtain information concerning differences among 

the perceptions of Texas public school teachers relative to 

specific biographic variables regarding the recommendations 

for educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education; 

5. To obtain information concerning the differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

relative to specific biographic variables regarding the 

recommendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education; 

6. To provide information about perceptions regarding 

educational reform for educational leaders, such as the 

State Board of Education/ the Texas Education Agency, local 

school boards, school administrative personnel, and profes-

sional organizations, to use in planning and implementing 

specific measures for educational reform; and 

7. To provide information about the attitudes of 

Texas public school teachers and principals toward specific 

recommendations for educational reform to help determine if 

they agree with and will cooperate in implementing them. 

Hypotheses 

To carry out the purposes of this study, the following 

hypotheses were tested. 

1. There is no significant difference between the 

perceptions of Texas public school teachers and Texas 



public school principals regarding the recommendations for 

educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education. 

2. There is no significant difference between the 

perceptions of Texas public school teachers and Texas 

public school principals regarding the recommendations for 

educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education relative to the following sub-

sections: (a) content, (b) standards and expectations, 

(c) time, (d) teaching, (e) leadership and fiscal support, 

and Cf) miscellaneous. 

3. There are no significant differences among the 

perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding the 

recommendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education relative to the 

following subsections: (a) content, (b) standards and 

expectations, (c) time, (d) teaching, (e) leadership and 

fiscal support, and (f) miscellaneous. 

4. There are no significant differences among the 

perceptions of Texas public school principals regarding 

the recommendations for educational reform made by the 

National Commission on Excellence in Education relative 

to the following subsections: (a) content, (b) standards 

and expectations, (c) time, (d) teaching, (e) leadership 

and fiscal support, and (f) miscellaneous. 

5. There are no significant differences among the 

perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding the 



recommendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education relative to the 

following biographic variables: (a) age, (b) sex, (c) 

years of experience in education, (d) level of employment 

in education, (e) professional organization membership, 

(f) school population, and (g) district classification 

(urban, suburban, or rural). 

6. There are no significant differences among the 

perceptions of Texas public school principals regarding the 

recommendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education, relative to the 

following biographic variables: (a) age, (b) sex, (c) 

years of experience in education, (d) level of employment 

in education, (e) professional organization membership, 

(f) school population, and (g) district classification 

(urban, suburban, or rural). 

Ancillary Questions 

To obtain additional, possibly useful information, 

the instrument constructed for this study was also mailed 

to each of the eighteen members of the Select Committee on 

Public Education in Texas (Appendix B). Information 

received from this committee was reported. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following defi-

nitions were used. 



Teacher.—A person who holds a teaching certificate 

issued by the Texas Education Agency and is employed as a 

public school teacher at the elementary, junior high-middle 

school, or high school level by a public, independent school 

district in the State of Texas. 

Principal.—A person who holds a professional adminis-

trator certificate issued by the Texas Education Agency and 

is employed as a public school principal at the elementary, 

junior high-middle school, or high school level by a public 

independent school district in the State of Texas. 

Select Committee on Public Education.—An eighteen-

member blue ribbon committee appointed by Texas Governor 

Mark White in June, 1983, to study the current status, 

level of quality, and needs of public education in the State 

of Texas (Appendix B). 

National Commission on Excellence in Education.—A 

national commission consisting of eighteen members, created 

by Secretary of Education Terrel H. Bell on August 26, 1981, 

to examine the quality of education in the United States 

and to make a report to the nation and to him within 

eighteen months of its first meeting. 

Additional Definitions 

The following definitions are derived from the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education in an open letter to 

the American people entitled A Nation at Risk. 
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Content.—The curriculum; all of the patterns of 

courses of study offered by the public schools. 

Standards and expectations.—The level of knowledge, 

abilities, and skills school and college graduates should 

possess. The time, hard work, behavior, self-discipline, 

and motivation that are expected for high student achieve-

ment. The level of grades, graduation requirements, 

demonstration of mastery through rigorous examinations, 

difficulty of subject matter in texts and assigned readings, 

and college admissions requirements expected of students. 

Time.—The use that American schools and students 

make of the time available for schoolwork, homework, and 

activities devoted to studies and learning. 

Teaching.—The quality and academic ability of teacher 

candidates and current teachers. The quality of teacher 

preparation programs. The quality of professional perform-

ance by teachers. The availability or shortage of teachers 

in key fields, especially math and science. The incentives 

for teachers including salaries, financial aid, prestige, and 

influence in critical professional decision-making areas. 

Leadership.—The guidance, direction, influence, 

motivation, and expertise provided by educators and elected 

officials across the nation in achieving educational reform. 

This leadership must involve persuasion, setting goals, and 

developing community support and consensus, rather than just 

managerial and supervisory skills. 



Fiscal support.—The provision by citizens, parents, 

elected officials, and school boards of the funds, 

facilities, and financial support and assistance needed to 

accomplish educational reform. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

In recent months much attention has been given to the 

quality of education in the United States and the State of 

Texas (.6, 21, 22, 24, 25, 28, 30). Many opinions have been 

expressed as to the steps or action that should be taken in 

pursuit of excellence in education (14, 15, 21, 22, 28, 29, 

33) . 

In April, 198 3, the National Commission on Excellence 

in Education completed an eighteen-month study concluding 

that education in this country is in a mediocre state and 

is a threat to the nation's future (21). The Commission 

made many significant and possibly controversial recommen-

dations for educational reform, and the public reaction to 

its findings and recommendations is stronger than has been 

seen in this country since the reaction created by Sputnik 

in the late 1950s (7). 

There has been some public debate by educational 

leaders, teachers and teacher professional organizations, 

governmental leaders, and media representatives as to the 

causes of and solutions to the alleged problem of 

educational mediocrity (1, 6, 7, 9, 14, 26, 27, 29, 31). 

In fact, there is doubt by some as to whether or not the 
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quality of education has actually declined, especially in 

some areas suggested by the National Commission (11, 15, 27). 

A review of the related literature indicates that the 

current educational reform movement involves issues and 

ideas which have been debated before (1, 4, 17). The back-

to-basics issue is a recurring theme (4, 17, 20, 32). The 

National Commission (21) has advocated more basic courses, 

even if it must be at the expense of electives and extra-

curricular activities. According to Brodinsky (4), there 

are other basics such as survival or life-coping skills, 

human relations skills, thinking and problem-solving 

skills, and self-esteem and positive self-image needs. 

Bracey (.2) questions whether the "three Rs" are really the 

basics. He advocates the "three Cs"; namely, calculating, 

computing, and communicating with technology as the basics. 

Bracey (2) encouraged a constant vigil to determine which 

skills remain basic in light of the changes rapidly occurring 

due to new technology. 

Brodinsky (4) further states that the learner, not the 

subject matter, should be the real basic in education. He 

maintains that basics are changing and cannot be fixed, and 

that what is basic to one child may not be basic for others. 

The basic learning needs of the college—bound student may 

be very different from the needs of the non-college bound 

student who will enter the work force, the military service, 

or get married. 
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Gutek (17) states that the basics movement, like other 

movements in American education, is often misunderstood. 

It means different things to different people, and many 

people do not understand it at all. Many politicians and 

school board members have been elected by advocating basics, 

and some local and state superintendents of education have 

built reputations as basics advocates. It has been debated 

in regular cycles since the 1930s, and is usually led by 

parents, citizens, businessmen, and politicians. 

Glickman (15) questions the validity of the back-to-

basics movement. According to him, proponents of this 

movement imply that schools have forsaken the teaching of 

basics in favor of open classrooms, new math, social studies 

through inquiry, and other reforms that have done away with 

academic, content-oriented instruction. He states that even 

at the height of those reforms, only a fraction of the 

public schools made any significant change. His implication 

is that instruction has not been changed enough to cause a 

decline in student achievement, and that it is necessary to 

look beyond the school for answers (15). 

In 1918 another national commission wrote The Cardinal 

Principles of Secondary Education. This document recog-

nized the complex process and multiple goals of education 

that reach further than the basics to health, worthy home 

membership, vocation, civic education, use of leisure time, 

and ethical character. It realized that schools must view 
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the individual as a totality and deal with the total per-

sonality (5 > . 

In the area of teaching, the National Commission (21) 

concluded that the quality of teaching seems to be on the 

decline. It states that the teaching profession needs to 

be upgraded in terms of pay, prestige, and quality of 

teacher candidates (.21) . 

Gallegos and Gibson (11) take issue with the question 

of decline in quality of teacher candidates. They conducted 

a study at Western Washington University to find out if the 

perceived poor quality of teacher candidates is justified. 

The study compared randomly selected student graduates of 

1969, 1970, and 1971 with randomly selected graduates of 

1979, 1980, and 1981 on the following three measures of 

achievement: (.1) high school cumulative grade-point average 

(GPA), (.2) lower-division cumulative GPA (calculated at the 

end of each student's sophomore year), and (3) cumulative 

GPA upon graduation from college. The students' scores on 

these three variables were entered into a computer which 

gave probability values for both pooled and separate esti-

mates of variance for each of the variables being compared. 

The results indicated that the group of 1979, 1980, and 1981 

graduates were significantly superior to graduates from the 

previous decade on two measures: the lower-division 

cumulative GPA and the cumulative GPA upon graduation 

from college. The researcher concluded that poorer 



13 

students are recognizing that their chances of success in 

the job market are not good and are choosing not to enter 

teacher-education programs (11). 

Chandler (6) suggests that the report of the National 

Commission, A Nation at Risk, is not data-based, but is a 

mass of opinion pretending to be fact. He also expresses 

disapproval over the fact that the eighteen-member Commis-

sion had only one teacher member, implying that United 

States education cannot be trusted to see itself cleariy 

or from a teacher's point of view. 

Block CD, a superintendent in Minnesota, expressed 

anger over the report, calling it a "foul shot" at American 

education. He feels that A Nation at Risk (21) names 

problems that educators in the field already know about, 

and then suggests simplistic solutions that have already 

been tried. 

One of the recommendations of the National Commission 

(21) is that students should be given more homework to 

increase their time devoted to learning. Glickman (15), 

however, seems to feel that today's children do not spend 

enough time at play. He states that play is a basic part 

of experiential education, and that it helps children to 

de-center their learning. In his opinion, the decline in 

achievement scores over the last generation is a result of 

children having less time and fewer opportunities to play 

(5). If this is true, then more homework might cause 

children•to learn less rather than more. 



14 

Winn (34) suggests that loading students up with more 

studying and work, and toughening up is not necessarily the 

same thing as improving learning. He feels that this would 

be an empty and boring ritual, and states that the evidence 

on lack of retention of materials is overwhelming. Winn 

(.34) also comments on the idea of lengthening the school 

day and year, equating it with arguing that a weak baseball 

team can be improved by increasing the number of innings 

and games. He feels that the process and motivation in 

teaching is more important than the amount of time spent, 

and that better teaching and learning cannot arise from 

more time spent on a dull curriculum (34). 

Very often during the past half-century, schools have 

been made the object of well-intended crusades to change 

and improve them. This educational pendulum is now swinging 

again, and these periodic waves of reform from one extreme 

to the other lead some observers to suspect that the worst 

problem of American education is its faddishness (23). 

Whenever there are problems in the American society, it 

usually results in a reexamination of public education (4). 

Schools should not be considered social research 

agencies whereby a society can delegate responsibility to 

them to find solutions to all of the problems that are 

troubling the society. Schools are not built primarily to 

solve problems of society, but they are there for the 

purpose of students learning useful knowledge. The wide 
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variety of expectations regarding the role and purposes of 

schools have American public education in trouble (8). 

Another area of concern expressed by the National 

Commission (21) is that the United States, due to the 

failings of its schools, is falling behind in international 

competition. Husen (19) believes that comparing the 

learning outcomes in different countries is an exercise in 

comparing the incomparable, because the United States' 

formal education system differs from that of European 

schools. European schools are more nationally controlled, 

financed, and governed, allowing more consistency of 

national goals within the schools. 

Hurn (18) also discourages contrasting American edu-

cation with that of other countries. He equates it 

with comparing apples and oranges, because the foreign 

educational systems differ profoundly in objectives, values, 

and organization. 

In many European countries the central government 

decides the goals of the curriculum, and it compiles and 

maintains examination papers in book form to serve as study 

guides for students. Because this material informs the 

students precisely what topics the final examinations will 

cover, and greatly influences their test scores, comparing 

these scores with American students1 test scores would not 

be a valid comparison (19). The implication is that if a 

"national" commission is going to set or suggest standards 
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for local school districts, it should also consider a 

method of financing those nationally prescribed standards, 

as well as develop a national system of consistent educa-

tional goals. 

Ravitch (23) describes educational reform as a pendulum 

which swings back and forth between traditionalists' and 

progressives' points of view. Traditionalists think that 

the central purpose of education is to increase the intel-

lectual powers of students, whereas progressives argue that 

schools should have within them a society which defines 

what the larger society should be. Progressives encourage 

broadening the curriculum,, while traditionalists discourage 

that in favor of more basics. 

The effect of these fads and trends has been to cause 

the educational system to vacilate slowly back and forth 

between the traditionalists' goals of competition and 

achievement and the progressives' goals of self and 

comraunity (23) . In light of this alleged trend, it is 

appropriate that additional information be obtained 

regarding educators' perceptions of recommended reforms 

in the educational system. 

Information concerning the perceptions of Texas public 

school teachers and principals regarding the recommendations 

for educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education would be a significant contribution 

to the literature. Some background has been presented to 
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review various and differing opinions as to the proper 

approach for educational reform and to the recommendations 

made by the National Commission on Excellence in Education. 

Teachers must be intimately involved in any program 

of educational reform and change. Their approval and 

cooperation is essential for successful implementation. 

No current studies have been conducted to determine the 

perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding the 

recommendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission. 

Principals will play a crucial leadership role in the 

implementation of recommendations for educational reform 

(.21) . They also must be in agreement with the recommenda-

tions in order to "sell" or promote them to the school and 

the community. Information regarding principals' percep-

tions of the National Commission's recommendations has not 

yet been obtained, and when it is obtained it should be a 

significant addition of new information to the literature. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

This review of the literature will begin by exploring 

the early historical beginnings of education and analyzing 

some of the factors involved in its development. A 

discussion of the philosophies of education that evolved 

will then be presented, followed by an explanation and 

classification of the different types of educational reform 

advocates. Finally, the basic education movement and its 

recurring themes will be discussed in detail, including 

the Essentialism movement of the 1930s, the critics of the 

1950s, and the current movement of the late 1970s and 

early 1980s. 

The educational ideas and institutions thai: have 

emerged in the United States originated in European social 

settings. In the Classical and Hellenistic periods of 

Greek civilization, our earliest conception of a formal 

liberal education took form. The Classical Greek civili-

zation extended from about the sixth century B.C. to 338 

B.C., and the Hellenistic civilization followed from 338 

B.C. to 146 B.C. The Greek civilization, and later the 

Roman civilization, adopted and spread Greek educational 

ideas throughout the Mediterranean world and Western Europe. 
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Ideally, this concept emphasized the importance of the 

individual citizen (10). 

As civilizations developed, a variety of factors 

impacted educational ideas. One source of educational 

ideas is the influence of great cultures with which other 

people identify or from which they borrow. For instance, 

Europe and America borrowed some ideas about the importance 

of the individual in their conceptions of education from 

the Classical and the Hellenistic civilizations (25). 

There are other factors as important as that of borrowing 

educational concepts from other peoples. 

Another factor in a culture that almost always affects 

the educational ideals adopted by the people of any par-

ticular society is the religious factor. Religious thought 

and practice are frequently encouraged or occasionally 

simply tolerated by the state. In western Europe and the 

United States, the religious factor has been a most important 

one. Religious groups have influenced the types of values 

taught in the schools, even though the First Amendment to 

the Constitution clearly forbids any legal connection 

between formal religious bodies and public institutions. 

Religion has particularly influenced American values and 

the public expectations of a majority of Americans about 

the values their public institutions, including education, 

are supposed to represent (5). 
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Other factors to be noted in the social origins of 

educational ideals are nationalism, economic structures, 

classical languages, and cultural pluralism (25). Nationa-

lism, which is the tendency of people to group together 

and form independent, autonomous states (17) ; and economic 

structures greatly influence the educational development 

of any country. The United States is no exception. The 

United States of America was settled by people who came 

from many parts of the world seeking greater control over 

their own affairs and destiny. Their desire for autonomy 

and independence inspired the formation of the democratic 

type of government (22). The democracy of national goals 

and policies have had a significant impact on the educa-

tional structure and ideals of education in the United 

States L25) . 

The factor of cultural pluralism has had a great 

impact on the development of American society and American 

education. The United States population consists of people 

whose ancestors came from Africa, Asia, and every part of 

Europe. A philosophy of cultural pluralism is concerned 

with the preservation of the identity of each cultural 

group. The cultural diversity of the United States, 

coupled with the prevailing concept of equal protection 

of the law provided by the Fourteenth Amendment, has 

profoundly affected American school systems. This is 

particularly apparent in the past twenty-five to thirty 
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years {.22} . The recent social movements demanding the 

educational inclusion of the contributions of all cultural 

groups to American civilization is an example of the 

influence of cultural pluralism (25). 

One of the earliest and possibly most influential 

reform movements took place in Athens in the fourth, and 

fifth centuries B.C. The Athenian movement encompassed 

the idea that human affairs could and should be guided by 

reason and not solely by tradition. Thus critical thinking 

skills could be developed and used to reconcile the needs 

and best interests of people on the basis of the best 

arguments and most relevant evidence rather than the tradi-

tional methods. Traditionally, appeals to authorities, 

myths, and political tyrants had determined human affairs. 

Socrates (469-399 B.C.), Isocrates (436-388 B.C.), Plato 

(427-348 B.C.), and Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) were the chief 

contributors to this new movement in Western intellectual 

thought which developed a philosophy of education every-

where for the rule of justice and reason (21, 31). This 

concept of critical thinking is one of the subjects of 

controversy and criticism by exponents of educational reform 

and back-to-basics advocates (32). 

Criticism of education has almost become a national 

pastime (6, 20, 32, 36, 46, 47, 48). Few institutions of 

American life are so closely scrutinized and criticized as 

the schools. Although criticism is the lifeblood of a free 
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society, the Athenian approach. (31), which utilizes relevant 

evidence and reasoning, is needed. Without sound reasoning 

behind it, unreasoned or exaggerated criticism can be dys-

functional and counterproductive. When students hear often 

enough that their schools are failures, they can lose their 

hope of success in learning. The prophecy of failure then 

becomes preordained or self-fulfilling, and productive 

reform becomes more difficult (42). 

It is futile to debate many issues in education until 

the question of purpose is resolved. What is the purpose 

of education? The question of failure of the schools cannot 

be answered until educational leaders agree upon evaluative 

criteria that are related to the purpose (51). The critical 

question of purpose leads to a review of the major educa-

tional philosophies of our time. Included in this review 

are progressivism, existentialism, reconstructionism, edu-

cation for life adjustment, education as personal psycho-

logical development, supernaturalism, education for 

national and global survival, and essentialism or basic 

education. 

John Dewey (16, 18, 19, 25, 50, 51) and William James 

(25) were pioneers in the development of the philosophy of 

progressive education. They believed that the school is a 

social institution and that education is a social process. 

Children's needs, interests, and social activities, rather 

than the subject-oriented structure of knowledge, was 



26 

believed to be the true basis of learning. The progressive 

approach calls for recreating the curriculum to develop new 

subject matter from human experience. Dewey defined educa-

tion as the continuous reconstruction of experience. This 

view has been translated into curriculum theory through the 

concept of the experience-centered curriculum, or learning 

by doing. The curriculum theory emphasizes intelligent 

reflection upon what is done and what can be learned from 

that experience. Progressive educators call this method 

the essence of reasoning, and they value it highly. Dewey 

insisted that the process of education and the goal of 

education are the same. He saw both cognitive and affective 

development as valuable, and insisted that neither could be 

adequately nurtured without the other. Progressive educators 

emphasize the total development of the whole child. They 

stress that learning should be acquired from the student's 

interests and needs. Children in a child-centered school 

assume a major responsibility for their own learning (16, 

18, 25, 50, 51). 

Progressive education is a bold, revolutionary effort 

to humanize our schools. It reached its point of highest 

popularity in the late 1930s (51). It culminated in the 

Eight Year Study (50) , which documented well the success 

of the approach when it is correctly applied. The Eight 

Year Study indicated that students of progressive schools 

did in fact perform as well as or better than students of 
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traditional schools in both cognitive and affective accom-

plishments (50, 51). Although progressive education was 

never practiced widely, it has influenced educators over 

the years. It has been particularly influential in helping 

educators view learners and learning from a new and more 

humane perspective. An example of a modern manifestation of 

neoprogressivism is open education. It borrows from Dewey's 

ideas but lacks the well-reasoned rationale which charac-

terized his thought (51) . 

Existentialism is a philosophy which advocates the 

belief that a person is what he or she does and that 

existence is shaped by behavior. Existentialists proposed 

that one comes to know oneself through one's choices in 

life. One becomes what one decides to do. We are free, 

according to existentialists, to place whatever value or 

meaning we wish upon our milieu or environment. Existen-

tialists agree on the primacy of our human freedom to choose 

for ourselves without benefit of authority beyond ourselves 

(11) . 

Existentialist educators propose that the purpose of 

education is not simply to help learners to cope with 

existence but also to help them fully experience their 

existence. They measure education not only by what learners 

know hut, more importantly, by what they are capable of 

knowing and experiencing. Existentialists strongly empha-

size affective learning. The development of feelings, 
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tastes, and values determine decisions and direct subsequent 

learning. They emphasize education for choice, and the most 

basic educational issue is that of selecting the appropriate 

knowledge for mastery. Existentialists believe that we have 

no fixed nature but that we shape our own being by our 

choices in life. It is more important to them that learners 

be able to make rational choices for themselves than to 

accept indoctrination about the current choices in society 

which are perceived by the existentialists as being correct. 

Morality is important to existentialists, however, they 

hold the opinion that it cannot be taught didactically. In 

their view, it must be learned through self-discovery (43). 

The existentialist view:of education has been well-

accepted among the activist youth cultures, as well as 

among the romantic critics of education. Many alternative 

schools and free schools have been built upon the existen-

tialist point of view. Numerous free schools also support 

the goal of liberating students in the learning process. 

They also purport to support the reconstructionists' views 

on radical social change (51). 

The educational philosophy of reconstructionism has 

much in common with progressivism and existentialism. 

Reconstructionists are, however, advocates of social reform 

and are committed to the renaissance of modern society. 

They perceive that the United States is in the midst of a 

revolutionary era. Education is considered essential to 
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help people toward Utopia through control of the industrial 

system, public services, and the cultural and natural 

resources. These factors are viewed as essential to a life 

of decency, peace, justice, and security. This view places 

more emphasis upon the common social good than does the 

more idiosyncratic existentialist view (11, 43). Recon-

structionists see education and social reform as much the 

same process. They believe that the curriculum should be 

problem-centered, and regard education as a means of inter-

vention in world affairs (51) . They feel that the schools 

should dare to build a new social order, and maintain that 

unless they do neither the schools nor society are likely 

to survive (51) . In this view, schools should be held 

accountable for the elimination of injustice and poverty, 

and an^ society that permits these things to flourish 

should be reconstructed (43). Others, such as the noted 

philosopher Sidney Hook (24) disagree with this view. They 

contend that schools should teach students to learn to 

their maximum potential so that the students, not their 

schools, may decide what is to be changed and how change 

is to occur. Hook states that when the schools determine 

what is to be changed, there is a serious danger of indoc-

trination, which is anathema to many educational philosophers 

(.10, 11, 24, 43, 51). 

In the 1950s life-adjustment education surfaced. This 

philosophy advocated concerns of everyday living such as 
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keeping well, understanding self and others, making a 

living, adjustment to the natural environment, and dealing 

with social and political structures and forces as the 

focal points in curriculum structure. More recently, 

career education, sex education, and drug-abuse education 

have been added to the list. Life-Adjustment educators 

differ from reconstructionists in that they emphasize the 

healthy adjustment of students to the existing social, 

political, and physical structure, while the latter group 

stresses the reconstruction of that structure and environ-

ment to reduce the pressures for adjustment. Supporters 

of education for life adjustment contend that this approach 

helps to prepare all youths for useful and satisfying lives 

as citizens and homemakers. It is considered a powerful 

force in retaining numerous youths who would otherwise drop 

out of school. It is contended that life-adjustment educa-

tion is the logical response to the problems raised by 

universal education and compulsory schooling. Through 

this approach, all youths are served, even those of modest 

ability and aspiration. Life-Adjustment education provides 

the philosophical basis for a number of antipoverty educa-

tional programs, such as the National Youth Corps (10, 11, 

43, 51). 

Another philosophy influencing educational leaders is 

the view of education as Personal Psychological Development. 

Some educational leaders believe that sound psychological 
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development is the essence of all growth and development 

and the key to satisfying, productive living. It is their 

opinion that schools should help children to develop 

healthy attitudes of self-acceptance. The process of 

self-discovery is applied to find personal significance in 

everything that is learned. This approach appeals to the 

turned on generation of soul- and mind-expansion enthusiasts 

who seek deeper introspection and understanding of self and 

others. Affective development is emphasized, minimizing 

cognitive development. Opponents assert that it substitutes 

feelings for thought, passion for reason, means for ends, 

and relevance for significance (11, 43, 51). 

Supernaturalism is a philosophy of education that 

emphasizes moral, ethical, and spiritual development based 

upon revealed truth of a Supernatural Being (11, 43). This 

point of view is commonly invoked to support church-

affiliated schools as well as the inclusion of religious 

education, prayer, and moral values in public school class-

rooms (.51) . This approach to education emphasizes intel-

lectual commitment to Christian or other religious doctrines. 

It regards moral growth as the essence of all learning and 

holds that knowledge unattuned to morality is of little 

worth and even dangerous. This point of view contends 

that ultimate truth is revealed by the Scriptures or other 

sacred writings, not by individual or group discovery. 

Proponents of this view believe that morality can be taught 
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didactically and that there is little room for independent 

thought in morality (5, 9, 10, 11, 25, 43, 51). The 

earliest schools in the United States were established on 

this premise. The purpose of education was the indoctri-

nation of students with the tenets of puritanical mores. 

Teaching methods and instructional texts were based upon 

strict religious beliefs and customs (.3, 5, 9, 25) . 

Education for National and Global Survival is a view 

of education which emphasizes that schools are no exception 

to the principle that all institutions of our national life 

must address the compelling problem of survival. Education, 

according to this view, must be an instrument of national 

defense and foreign policy. It must contribute to our 

strength as a nation. Education is seen as an instrument 

of power upon which our survival depends. This is par-

ticularly true in a world divided between free and communist 

nations. This view of education is widely held by patriotic 

organizations and has served as justification for the 

passage of the National Defense Education Act (51). 

Some educators disparage the chauvinism implicit in 

education for national survival and argue instead for a 

global view of survival. They stress not superpatriotism 

but international understanding and cooperation, along with 

other concerns. Harold Taylor, among others, stresses this 

larger view of global survival and emphasizes the critical 

need for schools to face the problems of war, pollution, 
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environmental contamination, population growth, cross-

cultural conflict, depletion of the world's resources, and 

ethnocentricity (11, 43). 

Essentialism, or basic education, places almost 

exclusive emphasis upon learners' cognitive development. 

Many essential!sts disdain the affective and contend that 

too much attention to tastes, feelings, and values distracts 

students and interferes with cognitive learning. They see 

the basic-skill subjects and the classic academic disci-

plines, including language, history, and physical sciences 

as being areas of transcending worth. Conant, Bestor, 

Hutchins, Rafferty, and Koerner, along with the Council for 

Basic Education, defend basic education on the grounds that, 

once mastered, these basic subjects have generative power 

which provides learners with the fundamental modes of 

inquiry. Students then are able on their own initiative, 

throughout life, to master more complex inquiry into the 

basic subjects themselves or, if one wishes, into the 

fields of the arts and vocational education, which are 

perceived to be trivial by proponents of this philosophy 

(51) . 

Essentialist educators are more interested in deter-

mining what should be taught than in finding out what 

students wish to learn. They are more interested in 

training the mind than in reconstructing either society 

or individuals. Essentialists tend to be more elitist 
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than egalitarian (absolute- political and social equality) 

in their social views. They measure school quality in 

terms of student achievement on standardized tests. To 

them, knowledge for its own sake is perfectly defensible. 

They defend arbitrary and high standards for all learners? 

rigid marking, promotion, and retardation practices; 

rigorous intellectual discipline; and academic competition. 

The essentialist definition of education and the curriculum 

is narrow. This view is more popular with academicians 

than with educational psychologists. The most persuasive 

criticism of basic education is twofold: First, there is 

evidence that most learners cannot succeed with cognitive 

learning if their affective development is in disarray; 

second, strictly basic education cannot well serve the 

needs of a society committed to mass education of all 

students on all levels of ability, need, and interest. 

Essentialism, although largely out of fashion during the 

past decade, is currently enjoying some renaissance, not 

so much from ideological conviction, perhaps, but as a 

result of budgetary pressures for the elimination of all 

areas of study which might be termed nonbasic by the 

essentialists (17, 31, 38). 

Public education today is strongly criticized by 

varied groups. Some youth contend that schools are 

basically alienating and oppressive institutions that deny 

their civil liberties and fail to treat them as persons in 
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their own right. They are joined by a number of reform 

advocates who also view many educational practices as 

anachronistic and dehumanizing. The reform advocates seek 

to show how these conditions can be overcome and how new 

ways of education can be initiated (37). 

A reformer makes drastic changes in an attempt to 

eliminate his perception of weaknesses and imperfections. 

A reformer seeks to bring about a new form or character to 

an institution, organization, or social system. The reform 

process attempts to put an end to a perceived evil by 

enforcing or introducing a better method or course of 

action or behavior; it also seeks to remove faults and 

abuses and thereby restore to a former desirable state or 

bring about a more desirable new state of affairs (37). 

An educational innovator introduces a new idea, 

program, method, or device into a school system. A 

reformer, however, is more than an innovator because of 

his conviction that more drastic changes are needed. He 

is noted for his lack of sympathy for the system itself, 

at least in its present form. Nevertheless, a reformer 

can approve of or lend active support to innovations, such 

as Kohl and Silberman's (44) support of open classrooms, 

but would not stop at that point as innovators would (37). 

Rich (.37) describes five types of reformers. First, 

type A, Conventional Establishment Educators, believe that 

schools are basically good and that when things go wrong 
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they can be rectified by rearranging or reorganizing some 

aspect of the system. Type B, Innovative Establishment 

Educators, believe that when problems arise innovations 

should be introduced and effectively implemented. Type C, 

System Reformers, believe that the school system is 

salvagable but that extensive and drastic changes may 

first need to be made before it can truly provide quality 

education. Type D, Alternative Reformers, have forsaken 

working in the public schools and have attempted to develop 

alternative systems outside public schools, such as free 

schools. Finally, Type E, Deschoolers, argue that compul-

sory schooling should be abolished, support for formal 

school systems should he withdrawn, and learning should 

take place in informal networks (37). 

The reader will notice that Types A and B are two 

types of establishment educators, a conventional one and 

an innovative one. The other three, Types C, D, and E, 

are classic types of reformers. They believe that drastic 

changes are needed, although they disagree as to what should 

be done. Additionally, some critics of education may be 

neither educators nor establishment members> but they are 

supportive of the establishment and essentially endorse the 

same position as Type A or B. They could be called Conven-

tional Critics (Type A) or Innovative Critics (Type B) (.37) . 

Societies that provide basic freedoms of speech, 

press, and assembly are sure to find their institutions 
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under scrutiny and criticism. Reexamination by both 

institutional officials and reformers outside the system 

is necessary, since institutional forms that show initial 

promise may tend to rigidify unless they are subjected to 

continuous reappraisal and renewal. Intelligent and 

sensitive reformers are needed. Critics are required, 

however, who will subject the reformers' proposals to 

searching examination before they are adopted. Most 

critics are likely to be types A and B. Some reformers 

occasionally become critics of other reformers. A 

Deschooler, for example, may become a critic of a System 

Reformer (37). 

The current educational reform movement highlighted 

ky A Nation at Risk (32) appears to be a combination of at 

least two different philosophies of education; namely, 

essentialism or basic education and education for national 

survival and competition. The new basics recommended by 

the National Commission (32) are not really new, but are 

the same old recommendations made on a recurring basis 

since the 1930s (23). The following will be a discussion 

of the back-to-basics movement. 

Like other movements in American education, the basics 

movement is often misunderstood. It means different things 

to different people, and some professional educators who 

feel threatened by it have chosen not to understand it. 

Historically, the basic education movement has appeared in 



38 

regular cycles since the 1930s. It includes three main 

episodes; namely, the Essentialism movement of the 1930s, 

the back-to-basics critics of the 1950s, and the current 

movement of the late 1970s and early 1980s (23). 

The Essentialism movement of the 1930s raised some 

significant questions about the nature and condition of 

public education in the United States. The Essentialists 

were a group of professional educators who challenged the 

then progressive trends in American education. A committee 

of professional educators consisting of Michael Demiashkevich, 

Walter H. Ryle, M. L. Shane, Louis Shores, and Guy M. 

Whipple met in Atlantic City in 1938 to protest against 

declining scholastic standards and to proclaim the Essen-

tialist platform. Essentialism believes that the school's 

primary function is the preservation of the basic elements 

of human culture and the teaching of them to the young (23). 

The Essentialists stated their position that schools should 

prepare students for adult responsibility through systematic 

training in reading, writing, arithmetic, history, and 

English. They also advocated requiring mastery of those 

subjects, and stressed discipline and obedience (30). 

William C. Bagley (1872-1946), a professor of education 

at Teachers College Columbia University was Essentialism*s 

most articulate leader and representative. He charged that 

public education in the United States was in many ways 

appalling, weak, and ineffective. He believed that 
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American schools were academically inferior to European 

schools, that graduates of American high schools were 

scholastically behind those of other countries, and that 

many graduates were essentially illiterate. He also 

charged that this alleged functional illiteracy was caused 

by a decline in reading effectiveness due to inadequate 

reading instruction at the elementary and secondary level 

CD. This accusation rings a familiar tone in recent 

months, as it also did in the basics movements of the 

1950s and the late 1970s (23). 

Bagley perceived that schools, in spite of compulsory 

attendance and increased attendance rates, had failed to 

decrease the crime rate. He also criticized the alleged 

lack of rigorous standards and social promotion practices, 

and charged that these policies produced academically 

handicapped, overgraded, secondary students who lacked 

mastery of fundamentals (1). 

The Essentialists of the 1930s advocated a curriculum 

that was organized systematically and sequentially and 

instruction that stressed logical, chronological, and 

causal relationships. They particularly condemned the 

progressive theory of incidental learning which claimed 

that students would learn fundamental skills and knowledge 

incidentally as they participated in group activities, 

worked on projects, and solved problems (2). Bagley 

charged that many American educators had favored incidental 
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learning at the expense of structured, organized, teacher-

initiated and directed instruction (2). This criticism was 

similar to criticism of current basics advocates against 

new curricular innovations and wide variety of course 

offerings (32). Contemporary critics argue that the method 

and process of learning has been overstressed to the 

detriment of content (32) . The innovators of the 1960s 

promised that they would teach children how to think while 

the critics of the 1970s and 1980s have argued that, in 

order to learn how to think, they must have something to 

think about. Like Bagley, they advocate a curriculum with 

content that is logically or chronologically structured (23). 

Bagley argued for a school program that emphasized 

fundamental skills and knowledge that was of unquestioned 

permanence and value. His judgment that a democratic 

society needed disciplined methods of inquiry (1) paralleled 

Arthur E. Bestor's call in the 1950s for the reassertion of 

fundamental intellectual disciplines in the American 

secondary school curriculum (3, 4}.. 

The key concepts of an Essentialist philosophy of 

education were clearly identified by Bagley. They include 

an emphasis on effort, discipline, the accumulated knowledge 

of the human race, teacher-initiated learning, logical 

organization of subject matter, and long-rajage goals (1) . 

The current basic education movement is in need of a coherent 

philosophical rationale; therefore, its advocates would be 
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wise to examine Bagley's work for suggestions toward a 

philosophy for basic education. In addition, basics 

opponents should reflect on the fundamental, but still 

unanswered questions that Bagley raised more than forty 

years "ago (2 3) . 

Contemporary basic education proponents are often 

asked to define what they consider to be the basics. 

They frequently disagree among themselves (7, 23, 27, 32, 

37, 46, 47, 48). Similarly, the Essentialists were also 

asked to define the essentials. In responding, an Essen-

tialist's curriculum appropriate to elementary education 

was outlined. The basic social arts of communicating, 

recording, computing, and measuring should be emphasized. 

These may be translated as reading, writing, speaking, and 

arithmetic. The widening of the space horizon and the 

broadening of the time perspective should be a goal of 

education. Space and time can be equated with geography 

and history. Good health principles and practices, basic 

concepts and methods of the natural sciences, creative and 

expressive skills, and activities in art and music should 

have a place in an Essentialist curriculum. The Essen-

tialists also provided for industrial arts in the 

curriculum, unlike some contemporary basic education 

proponents CD• 

The debates between Essentialist and progressive 

educators occurred in the late 1930s. This particular 
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educational controversy was stilled without resolving the 

fundamental issues by the entry of the D. S. into World War 

II. Such questions as the following were not resolved in 

theory or in practice. What is the purpose of schools? 

Should schools reconstruct the culture or simply reflect it? 

What should be the nature of the curriculum? Wartime needs 

and then peacetime readjustment took priority over these 

fundamental and philosophical issues (23). 

By the late 1940s and early 1950s, education in the 

United States was faced with urgent demands. New schools 

were needed for the rapidly expanding school-age population. 

As the number of students and classrooms increased, there 

was a corresponding increase in the demand for teachers. 

The years after World War II, like most postwar eras, were 

a time of adjustment for Americans. Returning veterans 

had to adjust from war to peace? the economy had to adjust 

to peacetime controls; and Americans had to adjust to a 

society that was more transient, mobile, and affluent than 

ever before. These new times brought about a greater aware-

ness of and sensitivity to the problems of youth, and a new 

educational movement called life adjustment education was 

born (.23, 51) . 

Life adjustment education was a response to the stresses 

and strains brought about by World War II. It also became 

the target for a group of educational critics of the 1950s, 

who argued for a return to basic education (3, 4, 34, 35, 
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38, 39, 41). A brief look at life adjustment education will 

help to understand the arguments of such critics of the 

1950s as Arthur Bestor (3, 4), Hyman Rickover (38, 39, 40, 

41), and Max Rafferty (34, 35). 

In 1947 the National Commission on Life Adjustment 

Education for Secondary School Youth was established, along 

with a number of similar state commissions. Life adjustment 

education received its initial impetus from a resolution for 

restructuring secondary education by Charles A. Prosser at 

a U. S. Office of Education conference in 1945. This long-

time leader in industrial and vocational education argued 

that although American secondary schools served the 20 per-

cent of youth bound for college and the 20 percent preparing 

for vocations, they neglected the remaining 60 percent who 

needed life adjustment training (23). Life adjustment 

education 

is designed to equip all American youth to live 
democratically with satisfaction to themselves 
and profit to society as home members, workers 
and citizens. It is concerned especially with 
a sizable proportion of youth of high school age 
(both in school and out) whose objectives are 
less well served by our schools than the objec-
tives of preparing for either a skilled occupation 
or higher education (49). 

The life adjustment approach maintained that the 

purpose of the school should be broader in scope than a 

strictly academic program. Further, schools should be 

concerned with a wide range of issues and problems and 

diversify the program to meet students' personal and social 
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needs (23, 51) . However, tensions of the Cold War and the 

early success of the Soviet Union in space exploration with 

Sputnik (36) in 1957 caused many critics to declare United 

States schools as academically inferior to European schools. 

Critics such as Arthur Bestor (3, 4), Max Rafferty (34, 35), 

and Hyman Rickover (38, 39, 40, 41) challenged the basic 

direction that public education had taken, implying weak-

nesses in the area of basic skills, academic disciplines, 

rigorous scientific study, permissiveness, and lower 

standards of civic and moral responsibility. 

Arthur Bestor, a professor of history at the University 

of Illinois and strong critic of life adjustment education, 

accused some professional educators of his day of promoting 

an anti-intellectual educational philosophy. He charged 

that they had undermined public confidence in the schools 

by setting forth educational purposes so trivial that they 

lost the respect of thoughtful men, and by directing the 

schools away from the disciplines of science and scholarship. 

Bestor called for a philosophical redirection of American 

education which reemphasized the teaching of fundamental 

intellectual disciplines (3). 

Bestor (3, 4) was the leading spokesman for basic 

education in the 1950s, just as Bagley (1, 2) was two 

decades earlier. He defined the role of the school as that 

of transmitting the cultural heritage through the means of 

the established intellectual disciplines. The school's 
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fundamental task, he believed, was to transmit the power of 

disciplined thinking to the younger generation. For the 

elementary school, he identified reading, writing, and 

arithmetic as fundamental. Bestor directed most of his 

attention to defining the secondary school curriculum. 

He recommended that it consist of disciplined study in five 

broad areas; namely, English, mathematics, science, history, 

and foreign language. Arguing for a logical sequence in 

the curriculum, Bestor opposed the trends toward inter-

disciplinary studies (4). 

Another leading educational critic of the 1950s was 

Admiral Hyman G. Rickover, who also is known as the father 

of the atomic submarine. Rickover became very concerned 

about the quality of American education. In a series of 

articles and books (38, 39, 41), he compared the academic 

quality of American students to that of European students 

and found American students to be inferior. He claimed 

that the quality of American schools had been eroded under 

the influence of the Experimentalist philosophy of John 

Dewey. 

Rickover's arguments (38, 39, 40, 41) regarding the 

declining quality of American schools resembled both those 

of the Essentialists of the 1930s (.23) as well as the 

arguments of today (32, 46, 48), especially those in the 

report of the National Commission on Excellence in Education, 

A Nation at Risk (32). He suggested that American schools 



46 

were inadequately tapping the intellectual potential of 

students, that the schools were contributing to an educa-

tional lag in science, technology, and culture, and that 

American educators could learn much from European educators 

who respected and cultivated human intelligence by rigorous 

academic study. Rickover's recommendations for educational 

reform resembled those of Bestor (4) , in that both, believed 

in a foundation of a liberal arts education (39). 

Admiral Rickover testified before the House of Repre-

sentatives Committee on Appropriations in 1959. He outlined 

the core of a liberal education as history, anthropology, 

economics, mathematics, science, English, and foreign 

languages (40) . Two years earlier, when the Soviet Union 

launched Sputnik I (36), public scrutiny had intensified 

toward American education. Rickover's testimony before the 

House Committee occurred at a time of educational crisis, 

controversy, and urgency (23). Rickover claimed that 

Soviet students were at least two years ahead of their 

American counterparts in mastering sound basic education 

C40) . 

In comparing Swiss and American schools, Rickover 

again concluded that American schools were academically 

inferior. He stated that while American educators invested 

heavily in elaborate physical facilities, the Swiss wisely 

used their resources for instruction. Swiss students 

receive a good, but not luxurious, education. Educational 
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resources in Switzerland are not used for elaborate 

buildings, frill subjects* and social entertainment. 

Rickover also was impressed with the Swiss' use of a 

variety of grouping patterns that were based on the 

academic aptitude of students. He also liked the fact 

that Swiss schools stressed the basic academic subjects 

of language, mathematics, history, geography, science, and 

that educational excellence was based on national exami-

nations. Although these exams were not compulsory, they 

did encourage academic achievement (41). 

Rickover conducted studies of British education, and 

again testified before the House of Representatives Appro-

priations Committee in 1962 to report his findings. His 

remarks were expanded in a book entitled American Education— 

A National Failure (38), which was published a year later. 

English schools used ability grouping similar to that used 

by Swiss schools. Rickover especially liked the way the 

British used examinations to determine a student's ability 

in order to place them in an appropriate type of school (38). 

Like Bestor, Rickover proposed a program of reform for 

the schools, based upon his comparisons of American and 

European educational systems. He recommended (.1) a commit-

ment to liberal education which would train students to 

think and solve problems; (.2) abandoning the comprehensive 

high school in favor of a system of multiple tracks which 

are appropriate to a student's academic ability; (3) estab-

lishing a National Standards Committee to formulate national 
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scholastic standards that would make the United States 

internationally competitive, and that would keep the public 

informed about the condition of American education; (4) 

provide at the elementary and secondary level a sufficiently 

broad terminal education for average and below average 

students to prepare them for a modern technological society 

and also provide a solid academic foundation for academically 

talented students to prepare them for further professional 

education; and (5) encourage schools to concentrate on what 

Rickover perceived to be their proper function—the education 

of young minds (23, 38, 39). 

Another critic of the 1950s was Max Rafferty, a profes-

sional educator and school administrator. In Rafferty's 

opinion, progressivism and experimentalism distorted the 

purpose of the public schools. He believed that cultural 

and ethical relativism stressed by the Experimentalists 

eroded the belief in unchanging moral values. He also 

believed that child-centered progressivism deteriorated 

into socialization and life adjustment education. In his 

view, this negated the school's function as an academic 

institution (35). 

Rafferty's criticism of the conditions of the public 

schools included (1) a decline in academic standards; 

(2) a decline in respect for the authority of the teacher; 

(3) a decline in moral and ethical standards in schools 

leading to delinquency and violence; and (4) a general 
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decline of cultural and civic values due to the educational 

malaise in the schools (34). 

Rafferty called for a return to certain features of the 

past to solve his perception of ills in the schools. His 

views were similar to those of Bestor and Rickover in this 

respect. His suggestions for educational reform made in 

the 1960s were similar to the philosophy of the Essentialists 

of the 1930s and the current advocates of basic education 

(23). He believed that the purpose of school was to teach 

disciplined, organized, systematic subject matter and 

intellectual skills to students, not to make them popular 

or well-adjusted or universally approved (34, 35). 

James D. Koerner (28) and Mortimer Smith (36, 45) were 

two additional names associated with educational reform in 

the late 1950s and early 1960s. Bestor (3, 4), Rickover 

(.38, 39, 40, 41), and Rafferty (34, 35), however, were the 

most prominent advocates of the basic education philosophy. 

In 1956 Bestor (51) and Mortimer Smith (36) helped to 

organize the Council on Basic Education, which continues 

much of this philosophy today (51). Mortimer Smith became 

its first executive secretary (45). 

The educational reform advocates of the 1950s and 

their arguments in some ways coincided with the debate 

created by Sputnik (36) in 1957 and the National Defense 

Education Act of 1958 (36). This Act provided funds for 

many programs and much research toward improving instruction 
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in science, mathematics, and foreign languages (51). A 

greater emphasis on academic subject matter in teacher 

preparation resulted from the emergence of Master of Arts 

in Teaching programs (23). 

In the early 196Qs, reforms in curriculum, developed 

largely by academic scholars and scientists, focused on 

restructuring the elementary and secondary curriculum in 

the areas of mathematics, science, and social studies. The 

intent of these innovations was to teach the process of 

learning similarly to the way a scientist or scholar inves-

tigates a problem in a learned discipline. Organizational 

and instructional reforms included such things as team 

teaching, open classrooms, individualized instruction, and 

modular scheduling. These ideas were intended to reduce 

the alleged rigidity of the self-contained classroom (23). 

Some of the innovations introduced helped create 

communication problems with parents and the public, 

especially with the new terminology. Terms such as struc-

tures, sets, spiral curriculum, and learning by objectives 

were confusing to those who had been educated in another 

era. The new organizational structures and environment 

seemed foreign to parents. Many current basics advocates 

are suspicious or hostile to innovations. The only kind 

of changes they will accept are those which, give evidence 

of students' mastery of the basic skills and subjects (23). 
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In the late 1960s the trend back to basic education 

began to turn in the opposite direction. The programs and 

policies of the federal government gave rise to educational 

concepts such as Head Start, compensatory education, urban 

education, bicultural and bilingual education, and job 

training (23). Activism against the Viet Nam war affected 

the level of social and political involvement of both 

students and teachers in high schools (8, 23) . 

A new breed of reformer emerged in the early 1970s, 

calling for a humanizing of the school (14, 15). A movement 

toward reduced structure and sequence was encouraged by such 

personalities as John Holt, Joseph Featherstone, Jonathan 

Kozol, and others (23) . Charles Silberman (44) called for 

progressive concepts such as child freedom and liberation, 

rather than rigorous academic standards. Ivan Illich (26) 

severely criticized the schools, and stated that they were 

destructive to education and should be abolished. 

By the mid-1970s, the direction of education seemed 

unclear. External political, social, and economic forces 

influenced the schools in a variety of directions, and 

professional educators seemed unable or unwilling to give 

public education the direction that it needed (23). 

During the late-197Qs, United States education experi-

enced another mood and movement of getting back, to basics. 

It originated at the local and state levels among parents, 

citizens, and laymen (23) . The movement became national 
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in scope, being stronger in some parts of the country than 

in others. Many of its leaders were businessmen and poli-

ticians (.7); however, professional educators were generally 

missing from the ranks of the movement. When challenged by 

basic education proponents, professional educators usually 

replied that they did not understand the movement, could 

not identify what was basic about basic education, or took 

such a broad view that they considered the current curriculum 

to be basic. They finally began to respond in the late-1970s 

with such things as testing and evaluation and attempts to 

identify minimal competencies in reading, writing, and compu-

tation for students at specific grade levels. As the decade 

ended and the 1980s began, there seemed to be no key per-

sonality to take a commanding lead in educational reform (23). 

In the early 1980s, the impact of the basic education 

movement manifested itself in several ways. Individuals 

and groups who believed that public school graduates were 

deficient in basic literacy and mathematical competencies 

called for a return to basics. Legislatures, school boards, 

and offices of education in many states mandated some form 

of competency-based testing and in some localities competency-

based curriculum (33). Professional educators and profes-

sional organizations responded by debating the meaning of 

basic education or by attempting to devise competency-based 

curricula and tests (2 3). 
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In early 1983 the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education (32), the Education Commission of the States (46), 

and the Twentieth Century Fund (48) released to the American 

public separate reports outlining inadequacies in the public 

schools. The reaction and controversy regarding these 

studies has equaled the reaction to the launching of Sputnik 

I in 1957, and has elevated the subject of education to the 

top of the national agenda and most state agendas (13). 

The debate regarding the role of education in our society 

has been prominent in the professional literature and in the 

media. The many recommendations made by various groups have 

some things in common, however, no real unanimity has emerged 

as to the best ways of reforming American education. For 

years the best educational and noneducational minds in 

America have been analyzing our schools with much disagree-

ment as to the goals, ideal curriculum, or classroom tactics 

for reform (12). 

Governors, legislators, and other law-making bodies 

have begun to enact laws requiring, among other things, 

merit pay schemes, and elaborate testing programs. The 

intended effect will be to tighten controls at the local 

level. This is not the answer, however. The real key to 

significant, effective reform is the people, not the 

program, according to Cole (12). He believes that we should 

emphasize the quality of teaching, the setting in which, 

teachers work, authority vested in teachers and principals, 
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stability, supportive working conditions, and just compen-

sation. 

The current back-to-basics movement seems to have a 

wider base of support than earlier movements. The important 

philosophical questions, however, have remained unsolved 

for the last fifty years. In order to bring about signifi-

cant reform, persistent philosophical questions such as 

What is a sound education? What is a school? What is the 

primary purpose of a school? and What should be the nature 

of the curriculum? must be addressed. The advocates and 

opponents of basic education need to ponder and answer these 

questions in the most coherent and comprehensive way 

possible. The issues raised have appeared in the educational 

past and will probably occur in the educational future (23). 

America's Schools need informed citizens and professional 

educators who will continue to campaign for the kind of 

education that all children should have (36). 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTION AND, ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This section of the study consists of a detailed 

description of the procedures followed in the collection 

and analysis of data. Subtopics include the population, 

selection of the sample, instrumentation, collection of 

data, and analysis of data. 

Population 

The teacher population for this study was all public 

school teachers in the state of Texas. The principal 

population for this study was all public school principals 

in the state of Texas. 

Selection of the Sample 

The samples for this study were selected from the 

population of public school teachers and public school 

principals listed on computer at the Texas Education Agency 

in Austin, Texas. A stratified random sample of 460 

teachers was selected. The sample was stratified equally 

among the twenty different regional education service 

centers of the state. A stratified random sample of 180 

principals was selected. The sample was stratified equally 

among the twenty different regional education service 

centers of the state (see Appendix D). 
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Instrumentation 

The instrument used in this study is a questionnaire 

entitled "Recommendations for Educational Reform" (see 

Appendix A). It is an attitude scale designed to measure 

perceptions of the level of agreement or disagreement with 

the recommendations for educational reform made by the 

National Commission on Excellence in Education. It was 

developed by converting the thirty-nine original recommen-

dations in A Nation at Risk (1) into 118 more specifically-

worded recommendations. Each of the thirty-nine original 

recommendations is complex, and contains many parts. The 

118 items in the new questionnaire are more precise and 

easier to read, according to a jury of experts. This jury 

of experts included two professors of education, two public 

school principals, and one officer of a Texas professional 

teacher organization. 

The 118 recommendations were reviewed by the jury of 

five experts. Each expert selected the recommendations 

which should be included in the final instrument. Items 

receiving at least three or more positive responses were 

included. Once approved by the jury of experts, the items 

were used to prepare the final draft. 

The instrument contains six categories or sections of 

items, with the first five sections being derived directly 

from A Nation at Risk (1), The sixth section consists of 

miscellaneous items which were added to assess the level of 



61 

agreement with the overall impact of the recommendations 

made by the National Commission (21). 

Each section of the instrument is comprised of a 

specific number of items as follows: (a) Content, thirty-

seven items; (b) Standards and Expectations, twenty-two 

items; (c) Time, nineteen items; (d) Teaching, twenty-one 

items; (e) Leadership and Fiscal Support, nineteen items; 

and (_f) Miscellaneous, four items. Additional space is 

provided for those respondents who wish to make comments. 

Each item is stated positively, i.e., "There should be . . 

etc. 

The subject was requested to indicate his or her level 

of agreement of disagreement with each item by responding 

to a five-point Likert-type scale. This was done by drawing 

a circle around the number: 1—Strongly Disagree, 2 — 

Disagree, 3—Undecided, 4—Agree, or 5—Strongly Agree. 

A pilot study (Appendix C) was conducted before the 

final draft was used in the study. A group of subjects 

was selected, including twenty-five teachers and five 

principals, from a suburban independent school district. 

Each subject was asked to read and respond to the items in 

the questionnaire, indicating his or her level of agreement 

with each item. The main purpose of the pilot study was to 

detect and correct potential problems before the final study 

was conducted. Another purpose was to assess the reada-

bility of the items, and to get suggestions of ways to 
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improve the wording of specific items. Additional sugges-

tions were solicited for other ways to improve the instru-

ment and increase the likelihood of the subjects responding 

to it in a prompt and sincere manner. 

Upon completion of the pilot study, some minor refine-

ments were made. A computer specialist was consulted to be 

sure the instrument was properly marked for computer-

assisted analysis. 

Collection of Data 

The Recommendations for Educational Reform instrument 

was sent by mail to each of the teachers and principals 

who were randomly selected to be subjects in this study. 

A cover letter was included to introduce the study. Each 

subject was asked to indicate his or her level of agreement 

or disagreement with each item of the questionnaire. 

In addition to the questionnaire, each subject was 
* 

asked to complete a brief personal data sheet (Appendix A). 

The purpose of this data sheet was to provide biographical 

information needed for the study. 

Two weeks after the initial mailing, a sufficient 

number of teachers and principals had responded; therefore, 

a follow-up reminder was not mailed. A sufficient number 

of respondents was considered to be at least 180 teachers 

and 60 principals. The actual number of respondents was 

224 teachers, which was 49.percent, and 91 principals, which 

was 51 percent. These numbers were sufficient to meet the 

requirements of the study. 
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Analysis of Data 

The data were analyzed by computer, and presented in 

tabular form. Hypotheses one, two, five, and six were 

tested in the null form with an analysis of variance (.05 

level of significance). Hypotheses three and four were 

tested in the null form using a Bonferroni t test (2). In 

order to maintain the .05 level of significance, the Bon-

ferroni inequality correction was used requiring an actual 

level of .00 33 or less. Total scores on the questionnaire 

were tested by an analysis of variance for hypotheses one, 

two, five, and six and by a Bonferroni t test for hypotheses 

three and four. The scores on the six different sections 

of the questionnaire were also tested by an. analysis of 

variance for hypotheses one, two, five, and six and by a 

Bonferroni t test for hypotheses three and four. 

The first five sections of the questionnaire were 

derived from A Nation at Risk (1). The sixth section 

consists of miscellaneous items which were added to assess 

the level of agreement with the overall impact of the 

recommendations made by the National Commission (1). The 

first five sections include content, standards and expecta-

tions, time, teaching, and leadership and fiscal support. 

The overall mean scores for teachers, principals, and 

both groups combined on each of the 118 individual items 

in the questionnaire are exhibited in Appendix E. The 

total mean scores are included. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The basic purposes of this study were to obtain infor-

mation concerning the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers and principals regarding recommendations for 

educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education, and to investigate the difference 

between those perceptions, the differences among the percep-

tions of teachers relative to specific subsections or 

categories of recommendations and relative to specific 

biographic variables, and the differences among principals 

relative to specific subsections or categories of recommen-

dations and relative to specific biographic variables. The 

results of the investigation are presented in this chapter. 

To carry out the purposes of this study, the following 

hypotheses were tested. 

1. There is no significant difference between the 

perceptions of Texas public school teachers and Texas public 

school principals regarding the recommendations for educa-

tional reform made by the National Commission on Excellence 

in Education. 

2. There is no significant difference between the 

perceptions of Texas public school teachers and Texas public 

school principals regarding the recommendations for 
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educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education relative to the following sub-

sections: (a) content, (b) standards and expectations, 

(c) time, (d) teaching, (e) leadership and fiscal support, 

and (f). miscellaneous. 

3. There are no significant differences among the 

perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding the 

recommendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education relative to the 

following subsections: (a) content, (b) standards and 

expectations, (c) time, (d) teaching, (e) leadership and 

fiscal support, and (f) miscellaneous. 

4. There are no significant differences among the 

perceptions of Texas public school principals regarding 

the recommendations for educational reform made by the 

National Commission on Excellence in Education relative to 

the following subsections: (a) content, (b) standards and 

expectations, (c) time, (d) teaching, (e) leadership and 

fiscal support, and (f) miscellaneous. 

5. There are no significant differences among the 

perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding the 

recommendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education relative to the 

following biographic variables: (a) age, (b) sex, (c) 

years of experience in education, (d) level of employment 

in education, te) professional organization membership, 
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(f) school population, and (g) district classification 

(urban, suburban, or rural). 

6. There are no significant differences among the 

perceptions of Texas public school principals regarding the 

recommendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education, relative to the 

following biographic variables: (a) age, (b) sex, (c) 

years of experience in education, (d) level of employment 

in education, Ce) professional organization membership, 

(.f). school population, and (g) district classification 

{.urban, suburban, or rural) . 

The first hypothesis of this study was stated as 

follows: 

There is no significant difference between 
the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 
and Texas public school principals regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made 
by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables I and II. Table I exhibits a mean of 3.8607 and a 

standard deviation of .3325 for teachers, and a mean of 

3.8570 and a standard deviation of .4286 for principals. 

The F-ratio of .007 presented in Table II was not 

significant at the .05 level and therefore the null 

hypothesis was retained. This indicates that there was 

no significant difference between the perceptions of Texas 

public school teachers and Texas public school principals 
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TABLE I 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Group N Mean Standard Deviation Group Standard Deviation 

Teachers 

Principals 

224 

91 

3.8607 

3.8570 

0.3325 

0 .4286 

regarding thel recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education. 

TABLE II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM, MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE 

OF DATA USED IN COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF 
TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 

REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 0.001 1 0.001 0.00 7 0.9350 

Within Groups 41.179 313 0.132 5 

The second hypothesis of this study was stated in the 

following manner: 

There is no significant difference between the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers and 
Texas public school principals regarding the recom-
mendations for educational reform made by the 
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National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (a) 
content, (b) standards and expectations, (c) 
time, Cd) teaching, (e) leadership and fiscal 
support, and (.f) miscellaneous. 

The results of the statistical tests for each of the 

above six subsections will be dealt with on a separate basis, 

Hypothesis two, subsection (a) of this study was stated 

as follows: 

There is no significant difference between the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers and 
Texas public school principals regarding the recom-
mendations for educational reform made by the 
National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to . . i(a) content. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables III and IV. Table III exhibits a mean of 4.1733 

and a standard deviation of .3864 for teachers, and a mean 

of 4.1341 and a standard deviation, of .5175 for principals. 

TABLE III 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED 

ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
REFORM IN THE AREA OF CONTENT 

Group N Mean Standard Deviation 

Teachers 224 4.1733 0.3864 

Principals 91 4.1341 0.5175 

The F-ratio of .543 presented in Table IV was not 

significant at the .05 level and therefore the null 
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hypothesis was retained. This indicates that there was no 

significant difference between the perceptions of Texas 

public school teachers and Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsection of content. 

TABLE IV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS 
TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED ITEMS REGARDING 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
REFORM IN THE AREA OF CONTENT 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 0.100 | 1 0.100 0.543 0 .4619 

Within Groups 57.394 313 0.183 

Hypothesis two, subsection (b) of this study was stated 

as follows: 

There is no significant difference between the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers and 
Texas public school principals regarding the recom-
mendations for educational reform made by the National 
Commission on Excellence in Education relative to 
. . . (b) standards and expectations. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables V and VI. Table V exhibits a mean of 4.0684 and a 

standard deviation of .4250 for teachers, and a mean of 

4.0156 and a standard deviation of .5065 for principals. 
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TABLE V 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED 

ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
REFORM IN THE AREA OF STANDARDS AND 

EXPECTATIONS 

Group N Mean Standard Deviation Group Standard Deviation 

Teachers 

Principals 

224 

90 

4.0684 

4.0156 

0.4250 

0.5065 

The F-ratio of .886 presented in Table VI was not 

significant at the .05 level and therefore the null hypothe-

sis was retained. This indicates that there was no signifi-

cant difference between the perceptions of Texas public 

school teachers and Texas public school principals regarding 

the recommendations for educational reform made by the 

National Commission on Excellence in Education relative to 

the subsection of standards and expectations. 

TABLE VI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS 
TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED ITEMS REGARDING RECOM-

MENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM IN THE 
AREA OF STANDARDS'AND EXPECTATIONS 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 
0.179 

63.104 
1 

312 
0.179 

0 .202 
0.886 0 .3473 
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Hypothesis two, subsection (c) of this study was stated 

as follows: 

There is no significant difference between the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers and Texas 
public school principals regarding the recommenda-
tions for educational reform made by the National 
Commission on Excellence in Education relative to 
. . . Cc) time. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables VII and VIII. Table VII exhibits a mean of 3.6270 

and a standard deviation of .4095 for teachers, and a mean 

of 3.5243 and a standard deviation of .5080 for principals. 

TABLE VII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED 

ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
REFORM IN THE AREA OF TIME 

Group N Mean Standard Deviation 

Teachers 217 3.6270 0.4095 

Principals 88 3.5243 0.5080 

The F-ratio of 3.410 presented in Table VIII was not 

significant at the .05 level and therefore the null 

hypothesis was retained. This indicates that there was no 

significant difference between the perceptions of Texas 

public school teachers and Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 
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by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsection of time. 

TABLE VIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED 

IN COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS AND 
PRINCIPALS TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED ITEMS 

REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM IN THE 

AREA OF TIME 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean Signifi-
Variation Squares Freedom Square F cance 

Between Groups 0 .660 1 0.660 3.410 0.0658 

Within Groups 58.681 30 3 0.194 

Hypothesis two, subsection (d) of this study was stated 

as follows: 

There is no significant difference between 
the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 
and Texas public school principals regarding the 
recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to . . . (d) teaching. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables IX and X. Table IX exhibits a mean of 3.9466 and 

a standard deviation of .4374 for teachers, and a mean of 

4.0444 and a standard deviation of .5221 for principals. 

The F-ratio of 2.78 7 presented in Table X was not 

significant at the .05 level and therefore the null 
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TABLE IX 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED 

ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
REFORM IN THE AREA OF TEACHING 

Group N Mean Standard Deviation 

Teachers 217 3.9466 0.4374 

Principals 88 4.0444 0.5221 

hypothesis was retained. This indicates that there was no 

significant difference between the perceptions of Texas 

public school teachers and Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsection of teaching. 

TABLE X 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS 
TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED ITEMS REGARDING RECOM-

MENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM IN THE 
AREA OF TEACHING 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

0.598 

65.039 

1 

303 

0.598 

0.215 

2.787 0.0961 
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Hypothesis two, subsection (e) of this study was stated 

as follows: 

There is no significant difference between the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers and Texas 
public school principals regarding the recommendations 
for educational reform made by the National Commission 
on Excellence in Education relative to . . . (e) 
leadership and fiscal support. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables XI and XII. Table XI exhibits a mean of 3.96 72 and 

a standard deviation of .5443 for teachers, and a mean of 

3.9512 and a standard deviation of .6481 for principals. 

TABLE XI 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED 

ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
REFORM IN THE AREA OF LEADERSHIP AND 

FISCAL SUPPORT 

Group N Mean Standard Deviation 

Teachers 220 3.9672 0.5443 

Principals 87 3.9512 0.6481 

The F-ratio of .048 presented in Table XII was not 

significant at the .05 level and therefore the null 

hypothesis was retained. This indicates that there was no 

significant difference between the perceptions of Texas 

public school teachers and Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 
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by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsection of leadership and fiscal support. 

Table XII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED 

IN COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS AND 
PRINCIPALS TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED ITEMS 

REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM IN THE 
AREA OF LEADERSHIP AND 

FISCAL SUPPORT 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean Signifi-
Variation Squares Freedom Square F cance 

Between Groups 0.016 1 0.016 0.048 0.8264 

Within Groups 101.010 305 0.331 

Hypothesis two, subsection (f) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There is no significant difference between 
the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 
and Texas public school principals regarding the 
recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to . . . (f) miscellaneous. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables XIII and XIV. Table XIII exhibits a mean of 

3.3470 and a standard deviation of .6406 for teachers, 

and a mean of 3.4253 and a standard deviation of .6324 

for principals. 
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TABLE XIII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED 

ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
REFORM IN THE AREA OF MISCELLANEOUS 

Group N Mean Standard Deviation 

Teachers 220 3.3470 .6406 

Principals 87 3.4253 .6 324 

The F-ratio of .939 presented in Tables XIV was not 

significant at the .05 level and therefore the null 

hypothesis was retained. This indicates that there was 

no significant difference between the perceptions of Texas 

public school teachers and Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

TABLE XIV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS 
TO THIRTY-SEVEN SELECTED ITEMS REGARDING RECOM-

MENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM IN THE 
AREA OF MISCELLANEOUS 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 0.382 1 0.382 0.939 0.3334 

Within Groups 124.251 305 0.407 
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by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsection of miscellaneous. 

The third hypothesis of this study was stated in the 

following manner: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (a) content, 
(b) standards and expectations, (c) time, (d) 
teaching, (e) leadership and fiscal support, and 
tf) miscellaneous. 

The results of the statistical tests for each of the 

above subsections will be dealt with on a separate basis. 

Hypothesis three, comparison (a) and (b) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (a) content 
and (b) standards and expectations. 

Table XV compares teachers' perceptions in the area of 

content with their perceptions in the area of standards and 

expectations. An examination of the data presented in the 

table indicates a mean of 4.1733 and a standard deviation 

of .386 for teachers' perceptions in the area of content, 

and a mean of 4.0684 and a standard deviation of .425 for 

their, perceptions: in the area of standards, and expectations. 

The t value of 4.02 with degrees of freedom of 223 was 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

should he rejected. 
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TABLE XV 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF CONTENT AND 
STANDARDS AND EXPECTATIONS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Content 

Standards & 
Expectations 

224 
4.1733 

4.0684 

0.386 

0.425 
0.1049 4.02* 223 0.001 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made by 

the National Commission on Excellence in Education relative 

to the subsections of content and standards and expectations. 

Hypothesis three, comparison (a) and (c) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (a) content 
and (c) time. 

Table XVI compares teachers' perceptions in the area of 

content with their perceptions in the area of time. An 

examination of the data presented in the table indicates a 

mean of 4.1709 and a standard deviation of .383 for teachers' 
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TABLE XVI 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF CONTENT AND TIME 

Variable N Mean S . D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Content 

Time 
217 

4.1709 

3.6270 

0.383 

0.410 
0.5439 19.16* 216 ; 0.001 

*SIgnificant at the .05 level. 

perceptions in the area of content, and a mean of 3.6270 

and a standard deviation of .410 for their perceptions in 

the area of time. The t value of 19.16 with degrees of 

freedom of 216 was significant at the .05 level and thus 

the null hypothesis should be rejected. 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of content and time. 

Hypothesis three, comparison (a) and (d) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
tha recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (a) content 
and td) teaching. 



81 

Table XVII compares teachers' perceptions in the area 

of content with their perceptions in the area of teaching. 

An examination of the data presented in the table indicates 

a mean of 4.1709 and a standard deviation of .383 for 

teachers' perceptions in the area of content, and a mean 

of 3.9466 and a standard deviation of .437 for their percep-

tions in the area of teaching. The t value of 7.48 with 

degrees of freedom of 216 was significant at the .05 level 

and thus the null hypothesis should be rejected. 

TABLE XVII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF CONTENT AND TEACHING 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Content 

Teaching 
217 

4.1709 

3.9466 

0.383 

0.437 
0.2243 7.48* 216 0.001 

•Significant at the .05 level 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of content and teaching. 
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Hypothesis three, comparison (a) and (e) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers.. regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
th.e National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (a) content 
and (e) leadership and fiscal support. 

Table XVIII compares teachers' perceptions in the area 

of content with their perceptions in the area of leadership 

and fiscal support. An examination of the data presented 

in the table indicates a mean of 4.1732 and a standard 

deviation of .387 for teachers' perceptions in the area of 

content, and a mean of 3.9672 and a standard deviation of 

.544 for their perceptions in the area of leadership and 

fiscal support. The t value of 6.28 with degrees of freedom 

of 219 was significant at the .05 level and thus the null 

hypothesis should be rejected. 

TABLE XVIII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF CONTENT AND 
LEADERSHIP AND FISCAL SUPPORT 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Content 

Leadership 
and Fiscal 
Support 

220 
4.1732 

3.9672 

0.387 

0.544 
0.2060 6.28* 219 

• 

0.001 

*Significant at the .05 level 
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This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of content and leadership and fiscal 

support. 

Hypothesis three, comparison (a) and (f) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (a) content 
and (f) miscellaneous. 

Table XIX compares teachers' perceptions in the area 

of content with their perceptions in the area of miscel-

laneous . An examination of the data presented in the table 

indicates a mean of 4.1732 and a standard deviation of .387 

for teachers' perceptions in the area of content, and a mean 

of 3.3470 and a standard deviation of .641 for their per-

ceptions in the area of miscellaneous. The t value of 

17.70 with degrees of freedom of 219 was significant at 

the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis should be 

rejected. 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of content and miscellaneous. 
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TABLE XIX 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF CONTENT AND 
MISCELLANEOUS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Content 

Miscel-
laneous 

220 
4:1732 

3.3470 

0.387 

0.641 
0.8263 17.70* 219 0.001 

* Significant at the .05 level 

Hypothesis three, comparison (b) and (c) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (b) standards 
and expectations and (c) time. 

Table XX compares teachers' perceptions in the area of 

standards and expectations with their perceptions in the 

area of time. An examination of the data presented in the 

table indicates a mean of 4.0578 and a standard deviation 

of .420 for teachers' perceptions in the area of standards 

and expectations, and a mean of 3.6.270 and a standard devi-

ation of .410 for their perceptions in the area of time. 

The t value of:16.45 with degrees of freedom of 216 was 
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significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

should be rejected. 

TABLE XX 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF STANDARDS AND 
EXPECTATIONS AND TIME 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t \ 

Value : D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Standards & 
Expectations 

Time 
217 

4.0578 

3.6270 

0.420 

0.410 
0.4308 16.45*; 216 0.001 

*Significant at the .05 level 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of standards and expectations 

and time. 

Hypothesis three, comparison (b) and (d) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers.regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (b) standards 
and expectations and (d) teaching. 
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Table XXI compares teachers' perceptions in the area 

of standards and expectations with their perceptions in the 

area of teaching. An examination of the-data presented in 

the table indicates a mean of 4.0578 and a standard deviation 

of .420 for teachers' perceptions in the area of standards 

and expectations, and a mean of 3.9466 and a standard 

deviation of .437 for their perceptions in the area of 

teaching. The t value of 3.73 with degrees of freedom of 

216 was significant at the .05 level and thus the null 

hypothesis should be rejected. 

TABLE XXI 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF STANDARDS AND 
EXPECTATIONS AND TEACHING 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Standards & 
Expectations 

Teaching 
217 

4.0578 

3.9466 

0.420 

0.4 37 
0.1112 3.73* i 216 0.001 

•Significant at the .05 level 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 
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by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of standards and expectations and 

teaching. 

Hypothesis three, comparison (b) and (e) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (b) standards 
and expectations and (e) leadership and fiscal support. 

Table XXII compares teachers' perceptions in the area 

of standards and expectations with their perceptions in the 

area of leadership and fiscal support. An examination of 

the data presented in the table indicates a mean of 4.0653 

and a standard deviation of .427 for teachers' perceptions 

in the area of standards and expectations, and a mean of 

3.9672 and a standard deviation of .544 for their perceptions 

TABLE XXII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 
COMPARING THE AREAS. OF STANDARDS AND EXPECTA-

TIONS AND LEADERSHIP AND FISCAL SUPPORT 

Variable N Mean S.D., M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Standards & 
Expectations 

Leadership 
and Fiscal 
Support 

220 
4.0653 

3.9672 

0.427 

0.544 
0.0981 3.00* 218 0.003 

*Significant at the .05 level 



8 8 

in the area of leadership and fiscal support. The t value 

of 3.00 with, deqxees of freedom of 219 was significant at 

the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis should be 

reiected. 

This indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made by 

the National Commission on Excellence in Education relative 

to the subsections of standards and expectations and leader-

ship and fiscal support. 

Hypothesis three, comparison (b) and (f) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (b) standards 
and expectations and (f) miscellaneous. 

Table XXIII compares teachers' perceptions in the area 

of standards and expectations with their perceptions in the 

area of miscellaneous. An examination of the data presented 

in the table indicates a mean of 4.0653 and a standard 

deviation of .427 for teachers' perceptions in the area of 

standards and expectations, and a mean of 3.3470 and a 

standard deviation of .641 for their perceptions in the 

area of miscellaneous. The t value of 16.18 with degrees 

of freedom of 219 was significant at the .05 level and thus 

the null hypothesis should be rejected. 



89 

TABLE XXIII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF STANDARDS AND EXPEC-
TATIONS AND MISCELLANEOUS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Standards & 
Expectations 

Miscel-
laneous 

220 
4 .0653 

3.3470 

0.427 

0.641 
0.7183 16.18* 219 0.001 

•Significant at the .05 level 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of standards and expectations and 

miscellaneous. 

Hypothesis three, comparison {c) and (d) of this study 

was as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (c) time 
and (d) teaching. 

Table XXIV compares teachers1 perceptions in the area 

of time with their perceptions in the area of teaching. An 
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TABLE XXIV 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF TIME AND TEACHING 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Time 

Teaching 
217 

3.6270 

3.9466 

0.410 

0.437 
-0.3196 -10.91*; 216 0.001 

*Signifleant at the .05 level 

examination of the data presented in the table indicates a 

mean of 3.6270 and a standard deviation of .410 for teachers' 

perceptions in the area of time, and a mean of 3.9466 and a 

standard deviation of .437 for their perceptions in the area 

of teaching. The t value of -10.91 with degrees of freedom 

of 216 was significant at the .05 level and thus the null 

hypothesis should be rejected. 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of time and teaching. 

Hypothesis three, comparison (c) and (e) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 



91 

the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following Subsections: (c) time 
and (e) leadership and fiscal support. 

Table XXV compares teachers' perceptions in the area 

of time with their perceptions in the area of leadership 

and fiscal support. An examination of the data presented 

in the table indicates a mean of 3.6240 and a standard 

deviation of .411 for teachers' perceptions in the area of 

time, and a mean of 3.9698 and a standard deviation of .534 

for their perceptions in the area of leadership and fiscal 

support. The t value of -9.80 with degrees of freedom of 

213 was significant at the .05 level and thus the null 

hypothesis should be rejected. 

TABLE XXV 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF TIME AND LEADERSHIP 
AND FISCAL SUPPORT 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Time 

Leadership 
and Fiscal 
Support 

'JM. V 

214 
3.6240 

3.9698 

0.411 

0.534 
-0.3457 -9.80* 213 0.001 

*Significant at the .05 level 



92 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of time and leadership and 

fiscal support. 

Hypothesis three, comparison (c) and (f) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (c) time 
and (f) miscellaneous. 

Table XXVI compares teachers' perceptions in the area 

of time with their perceptions in the area of miscellaneous. 

An examination of the data presented in the table indicates 

a mean of 3.6240 and a standard deviation of .411 for 

teachers' perceptions in the area of time, and a mean of 

3.3372 and a standard deviation of .636 for their percep-

tions in the area of miscellaneous. The t value of 6.69 

with degrees of freedom of 213 was significant at the .05 

level and thus the null hypothesis should be rejected. 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of time and miscellaneous. 
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TABLE XXVI 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 
COMPARING THE AREAS OF TIME AND MISCELLANEOUS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M ..D. 
t 

Vdlue D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Time 

Miscel-
laneous 

214 
3.6240 

3.3372 

0.411 

0.636 
0.2868 6 .69* 213 0.001 

*Significant at the .05 level 

Hypothesis three, comparison (d) and (e) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 
regarding the recommendations for educational reform 
made by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education relative to the following subsections: 
(d) teaching and (e) leadership and fiscal support. 

Table XXVII compares teachers' perceptions in the area 

of teaching with their perceptions in the area of leadership 

and fiscal support. An examination of the data presented 

in the table indicates a mean of 3.9433 and a standard devi-

ation of .437 for teachers' perceptions in the area of 

teaching, and a mean of 3.9698 and a standard deviation of 

.534 for their perceptions in the area of leadership and 

fiscal support. The t value of -0.71 with degrees of 
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freedom of 213 was not significant at the .05 level and thus 

the null hypothesis should be retained. 

TABLE XXVII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 

REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
REFORM COMPARING THE AREAS OF 

TEACHING AND LEADERSHIP 
AND FISCAL SUPPORT 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Teaching 

Leadership 
and Fiscal 
Support 

214 
3.9433 

3.9698 

0.437 

0.534 
-0.0265 -0.71 213 0 .477 

This indicates that there are no significant dif-

ferences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the subsections of teaching and 

leadership and fiscal support. 

Hypothesis three, comparison (d) and (f) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
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the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following stab sect ions: (d) teaching 
and (f) miscellaneous. 

Table XXVIII compares teachers' perceptions in the 

area of teaching with their perceptions in the area of 

miscellaneous. An examination of the data presented in the 

table indicates a mean of 3.9433 and a standard deviation 

of .437 for teachers' perceptions in the area of teaching, 

and a. mean of 3.3372 and a standard deviation of .636 for 

their perceptions in the area of miscellaneous. The t 

value of 12.65 with degrees of freedom of 213 was significant 

at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis should be 

rejected. 

TABLE XXVIII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF TEACHING AND 
MISCELLANEOUS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Teaching 

Miscel-
laneous 

214 
3.9433 

3.3372 

0.437 

0.636 
0.6061 12.65* 213 0.001 

This indicates that there are signficant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 
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regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

bv the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of teaching and miscellaneous. 

Hypothesis three, comparison (e) and (f) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (e> leader-
ship and fiscal support and (f) miscellaneous. 

Table XXIX compares teachers' perceptions in the area 

of leadership and fiscal support with their perceptions in 

the area of miscellaneous» An examination of the data 

presented in the table indicates a mean of 3.9672 and a 

TABLE XXIX 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF LEADERSHIP AND. FISCAL 
SUPPORT AND MISCELLANEOUS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Leadership 
and Fiscal 
Support 

Miscel-
laneous 

220 
3.9672 

3.3470 

0.544 

0.641 
0.6203 11.74* 219 0 . 001 

'Significant at the .05 level 
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standard deviation of .544 for teachers' perceptions in the 

area of leadership and fiscal support, and a mean of 3.3470 

and a standard deviation of .641 for their perceptions in 

the area of miscellaneous. The t value of 11.74 with 

degrees of freedom of 219 was significant at the .05 level 

and thus the null hypothesis should be rejected. 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of leadership and fiscal support 

and miscellaneous. 

The fourth hypothesis of this study was stated in the 

following manner: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school principals regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following subsections: (a) content, 
(b) standards and expectations, (c) time, (d) teaching, 
(e) leadership and fiscal support, and (f) miscellaneous. 

The results of the statistical tests for each of the 

above subsections will be dealt with on a separate basis. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (a) and (b) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational reform 
made by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education relative to the following subsections: 
(a) content and (b) standards and expectations. 
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Table XXX compares principals' perceptions in the area 

of content with their perceptions in the area of standards 

and expectations. An examination of the data presented in 

the table indicates a mean of 4.1355 and a standard deviation 

of .520. for principals' perceptions in the area of content, 

and a mean of 4.0156 and a standard deviation of .5Q6 for 

their perceptions in the area of standards and expectations. 

The t value of 3.19 with degrees of freedom of 89 was 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

should be rejected. 

TABLE XXX 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY. OF RESPONSES>OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF CONTENT AND STANDARDS 
AND EXPECTATIONS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Content 

Standards & 
Expectations 

90 
4.1355 

4.0156 

0.520 

0.506 
0.1200 3.19* 89 0.002 

*Significant at the .05 level 

This indicates that- there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
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relative to the subsections of content and standards and 

expectations. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (a) and (c) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational reform 
made by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education relative to the following subsections: 
(_a) content and (c) time. 

Table XXXI compares principals' perceptions in the area 

of content with their perceptions in the area of time. An 

examination of the data presented in the table indicates a 

mean of 4.1288 and a standard deviation of .524 for prin-

cipals' perceptions in the area of content, and a mean of 

3.5243 and a standard deviation of .508 for their perceptions 

in the area of time. The t value of 11.67 with degrees of 

freedom of 87 was significant at the .05 level and thus the 

null hypothesis should be rejected. 

TABLE XXXI 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF CONTENT AND TIME 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Content 

Time 
88 

4.1288 

3.5243 

0 . 5 24 

0.508 
0.6044 11.67* 87 0 .001 

•Significant at the .05 level 
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This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of content and time. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (a) and (d) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational reform 
made by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education relative to the following subsections: 
(a) content and (d) teaching. 

Table XXXII compares principals' perceptions in the 

area of content with their perceptions in the area of 

teaching- Anr: examination of the data presented in the 

table indicates a mean of 4.1288 and a standard deviation 

of .524 for principals' perceptions in the area of content, 

TABLE XXXII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF CONTENT AND TEACHING 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Content 

Teaching 
88 

4.1288 

4.0444 

0.524 

0.522 
0.0844 1.94 87 0.056 

Content 

Teaching 
0.0844 1.94 87 
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and a mean of 4.0444 and a standard deviation of .522 for 

their perceptions in the area of teaching. The t value of 

1.94 with degrees of freedom of 87 was not significant at 

the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis should be 

retained. 

This indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of content and teaching. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (a) and (e) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excellence 
in Education relative to the following subsections: 
(a) content and (e) leadership and fiscal support. 

Table XXXIII compares principals' perceptions in the 

area of content with their perceptions in the area of 

leadership and fiscal support. An examination of the data 

presented in the table indicates a mean of 4.136 2 and a 

standard deviation of .525 for principals' perceptions in 

the area of content, and a mean of 3.9512 and a standard 

deviation of .648 for their perceptions in the area of 

leadership and fiscal support. The t value of 3.33 with 

degrees of freedom of 86 was significant at the .05 level 

and thus the null hypothesis should be rejected. 
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TABLE XXXIII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF CONTENT AND LEADERSHIP 
AND FISCAL SUPPORT 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. ! 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Content 

Leadership 
and Fiscal 
Support 

87 
4.1362 

3.9512 

0.525 

0.648 
0.1849 3.33* 86 0.001 

*Significant at the ,05 level 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of content and leadership and 

fiscal support. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (a) and (f) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational reform 
made by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education relative to the following subsections: 
(a) content and (f) miscellaneous. 

Table XXXIV compares principals' perceptions in the 

area of content with their perceptions in the area of 
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TABLE XXXIV 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

V 3 COMPARING THE AREAS OF CONTENT AND 
MISCELLANEOUS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Content 

Miscel-
laneous 

* o - i 

8 7 

4 . 1 3 6 2 

3 . 4 2 5 3 

0 . 5 2 5 

0 . 6 3 2 

0 . 7 1 0 9 1 0 . 3 5 * 8 6 0 . 0 0 1 

miscellaneous. An examination of the data presented in the 

table indicates a mean of 4.1362 and a standard deviation 

of .5 25 for principals' perceptions in the area of content, 

and a mean of 3.4253 and a standard deviation of .632 for 

their perceptions in the area of miscellaneous. The t 

value of 10.35 with degrees of freedom of 86 was significant 

at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis should be 

rejected. 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of content and miscellaneous.. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (b) and (c) of this study 

was stated as follows: 
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There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational reform 
made by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education relative to the following Subsections: 
(b) standards and expectations and (c) time. 

Table XXXV compares principals' perceptions in the 

area of standards and expectations with their perceptions 

in the area of time. An examination of the data presented 

in the table indicates a mean of 4.0159 and a standard 

deviation of .512 for principals' perceptions in the area 

of standards and expectations, and a mean of 3.5243 and a 

standard deviation of .508 for their perceptions in the 

area of time. The t value of 9.11 with, degrees of freedom 

of 87 was significant at the .05 level and thus the null 

hypothesis should be rejected. 

TABLE XXXV 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF STANDARDS AND 
EXPECTATIONS AND TIME 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Standards & 
Expectations 4.0159 0.512 

Time 

*oT^TT51 

88 
3.5243 0.508 

0.4916 9.11* 87 0.001 
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This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of standards and expectations 

and time. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (b) and (d) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational reform 
made by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education relative to the following subsections: 
(b) standards and expectations and (d) teaching. 

Table XXXVI compares principals' perceptions in the 

area of standards and expectations with their perceptions 

in the area of teaching. An examination of the data 

TABLE XXXVI 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF STANDARDS AND 
EXPECTATIONS AND TEACHING 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Standards & 
Expectations-

Teaching 
88 

4.0159 

4.0444 

0.512 

0.5 22 
-0.0285 -0.63 87 ! 0.528 ! 0.528 
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presented in the table indicates a mean of 4.0159 and a 

standard deviation of .512 for principals' perceptions in 

the area of standards and expectations, and a mean of 

4.Q444 and a standard deviation of .522 for their percep-

tions in the area of teaching. The t value of -0.63 with 

degrees of freedom of 87 was not significant at the .05 

level and thus the null hypothesis should be retained. 

This indicates that there are no significant differ-

ences among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of standards and expectations and 

teaching. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (b) and (e) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational reform 
made by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education relative to the following subsections: 
lb) standards and expectations and (e) leadership 
and fiscal support. 

Table XXXVII compares principals' perceptions in the 

area of standards and expectations with their perceptions 

in the area of leadership and fiscal support. An examination 

of the data presented in the table indicates a mean of 

4.0.144 and a standard deviation of .511 for principals' 

perceptions in the area of standards and expectations, 

and a mean of 3.9512 and a standard deviation of .648 for 
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their perceptions in tiie area of leadership and fiscal 

support. The t value of 1.15 with degrees of freedom of 

86 was not significant at the .05 level and thus the null 

hypothesis should be retained. 

TABLE XXXVII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF STANDARDS AND EXPEC-
TATIONS AND LEADERSHIP AND 

FISCAL SUPPORT 

Variable N Mean S. D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Standards & 
Expectations 

Leadership 
and Fiscal 
Support 

87 
4.0144 

3.9512 

0.511 

0.648 
0.0632 1.15 86 0 .253 

This indicates that there are no significant differ-

ences among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of standards and expectations and 

leadership and fiscal support. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (b) and (f) of this study 

was stated as follows: 
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There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on 
Excellence in Education relative to the following 
subsections: (_b) standards and expectations and 
(f) miscellaneous. 

Table XXXVIII compares principals' perceptions in the 

area of standards and expectations with their perceptions 

in the area of miscellaneous. An examination of the data 

presented in the table indicates a mean of 4.0144 and a 

standard deviation of .511 for principals' perceptions in 

the area of standards and expectations, and a mean of 

3.4253 and a standard deviation of .632 for their percep-

tions in the area of miscellaneous. The t value of 8.14 

with degrees of freedom of 86 was significant at the .05 

level and thus the null hypothesis should be rejected. 

TABLE XXXVIII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 
COMPARING THE AREAS OF STANDARDS AND EXPECTA-

TIONS AND MISCELLANEOUS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Standards & 
Expectations 

Miscel-
laneous 

87 
4.0144 

3.4253 

0.511 

0 .632 
0.5892 8.14* 86 0 .001 

*Significant at the „05 level 
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This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of standards and expectations 

and miscellaneous. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (c) and (d) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
subsections: (c) time and (d) teaching. 

Table XXXIX compares principals' perceptions in the 

area of time with their perceptions in the area of teaching. 

An examination of the data presented in the table indicates 

a mean of 3.5243 and a standard deviation of .50 8 for 

TABLE XXXIX 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF TIME::.AND) TEACHING 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Time 

Teaching 
88 

3.5243 

4 .0444 

0 .408 

0 .522 
-0.5201 -10.75* 87 0.001 
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principals' perceptions in the area of time, and a mean of 

4.0444 and a standard deviation of .522 for their percep-

tions in the area of teaching. The t value of -10.75 with 

degrees of freedom of 87 was significant at the .05 level 

and thus the null hypothesis should be rejected. 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of time and teaching. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (c) and (e) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excellence 
in Education relative to the following subsections: 
Cc) time and (e) leadership and fiscal support. 

Table XL compares principals' perceptions in the area 

of time with their perceptions in the area of leadership and 

fiscal support. An examination of the data presented in the 

table indicates a mean of 3.5188 and a standard deviation of 

.512 for principals' perceptions in the area of time, and a 

mean of 3.950 7 and a standard deviation of .652 for their 

perceptions in the area oi; leadership and fiscal support. 

The t value of -6.07 with degrees of freedom of 85 was 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

should be rejected. 
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TABLE XL 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF TIME AND LEADERSHIP 
AND FISCAL SUPPORT 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Time 

Leadership 
and Fiscal 
Support 

* c -t ~ v , -i e 

8 6 

3 . 5 1 8 8 

3 . 9 5 0 7 

0 . 5 1 2 

0 . 6 5 2 

- 0 . 4 3 1 9 - 6 . 0 7 * 8 5 0 . 0 0 1 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the subsections of time and leadership and 

fiscal support. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (c) and (f) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on 
Excellence in Education relative to the following 
subsections: (c) time and (f) miscellaneous. 

Table XLI compares principals' perceptions in the area 

of time with their perceptions in the area of miscellaneous. 
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An examination of the data presented in the table indicates 

a mean of 3.5188 and a standard deviation of .512 for 

principals' perceptions in the area of time, and a mean of 

3.4186 and a standard deviation of .633 for their percep-

tions in the area of miscellaneous. The t value of 1.59 

with degrees of freedom of 85 was not significant at the 

.05 level and thus the null hypothesis should be retained. 

TABLE XLI 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF TIME AND MISCELLANEOUS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Time 

Miscel-
laneous 

86 
3.5188 

3.4186 

0.512 

0.633 
0.1002 1.59 85 0.117 

This indicates that there are no significant differ-

ences among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of time and miscellaneous. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (d) and (e) of this study 

was stated as follows: 
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There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
subsections: (d) teaching and (e) leadership 
and fiscal support. 

Table XLII compares principals' perceptions in the 

area of teaching with their perceptions in the area of 

leadership and fiscal support. An examination of the 

data presented in the table indicates a mean of 4.0541 and 

a standard deviation of .524 for principals' perceptions in 

the area of teaching, and a mean of 3.9507 and a standard 

deviation of .652 for their perceptions in the area of 

leadership and fiscal support. The t value of 1.70 with 

degrees of freedom of 85 was not significant at the .05 

level and thus the null hypothesis should be retained. 

TABLE XLII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS. TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 
COMPARING THE AREAS OF TEACHING AND LEADERSHIP 

AND FISCAL SUPPORT 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Teaching 

Leadership 
and Fiscal 
Support 

86 
4.0541 

3.9507 

0.524 

0 .652 
0.1035 1.70 85 0.093 

r 
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This indicates that there are no significant differ-

ences among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made by 

the National Commission on Excellence in Education relative 

to the subsections of teaching and leadership and fiscal 

support. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (d) and (f) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
subsections: (d) teaching and {f) miscellaneous. 

Table XLIII compares principals' perceptions in the 

area of teaching with their perceptions in the area of 

miscellaneous . An examination of the data presented in the 

TABLE XLIII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

COMPARING THE AREAS OF TEACHING AND 
MISCELLANEOUS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Teaching 

Miscel-
laneous 

86 
4.0541 

3.4186 

0.524 

0.633 
0.6 355 10 .00* 85 0 .001 

Teaching 

Miscel-
laneous 

10 .00* 

. . . . . . 
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table indicates a mean of 4.0541 and a standard deviation 

of .524 for principals' perceptions in the area of teaching, 

and a mean of 3.4186 and a standard deviation of .633 for 

their perceptions in the area of miscellaneous. The t value 

of 1Q.Q0 with degrees of freedom of 85 was significant at 

the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis should be rejected. 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of teaching and miscellaneous. 

Hypothesis four, comparison (e) and (f) of this study 

was stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform-made by the; National..Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
subsections: (e) leadership and fiscal support 
and (f) miscellaneous. 

Table XLIV compares principals' perceptions in the area 

of leadership and fiscal support with their perceptions in 

the area of miscellaneous. An examination of the data 

presented in the table indicates a mean of 3.9512 and a 

standard deviation of .648 for principals' perceptions in 

the area of leader.'.hip and fiscal support, and. a mean of 

3.4253 and a standard deviation of .632 for their percep-

tions in the area of miscellaneous. The t value of 6.58 
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with degrees of freedom of 86 was significant at the .05 

level and thus the null hypothesis should be rejected. 

TABLE XLXV 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN 
DIFFERENCE, t VALUE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND 2-TAIL 
PROBABILITY OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 
COMPARING THE AREAS OF LEADERSHIP AND FISCAL 

SUPPORT AND MISCELLANEOUS 

Variable N Mean S.D. M.D. 
t 

Value D.F. 
2-tail 
Prob. 

Leadership 
and Fiscal 
Support 

Miscel-
laneous 

87 
3.9512 

3.4253 

0.648 

0.632 
0.5260 6.58* 86 0.001 

at the .05 level 

This indicates that there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by the National Commission on Excellence in Education rela-

tive to the subsections of leadership and fiscal support and 

miscellaneous. 

The fifth hypothesis of this investigation was stated 

as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following biographic variables: 
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(.a) age, (b) sex, (c) years of experience in education, 
(d) level of employment in education, (e) professional 
organization membership, (f) school population, and 
Cg) district classification (urban, suburban, or 
rural). 

The results of the statistical tests for each, of the 

above biographic variables will be dealt with on a separate 

basis. 

Hypothesis five, subsection (a) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following 'biographic variable . . . 
Ca) age. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables XLV and XLVI. Table XLV exhibits a mean and standard 

deviation of 3.9089 and .2928 for teachers of ages 21-30, 

3.8376 and .3123 for teachers of ages 31-40, 3.8724 and 

.3442 for teachers of ages 41-50, and 3.8363 and .3916 for 

teachers of ages 51-up. 

TABLE XLV 

. NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS IN FOUR AGE GROUPS TO 118 ITEMS 

REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Age Group N - Mean Standard Deviation 

21-30. 44 3.9089 .2928 
31-40 78 3.8376 .3123 
41-5Q 60 3.8724 .3442 
51-up 42 3.8363 .3916 
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The F-ratio of .531 presented in Table XLVI was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of age. 

TABLE XLVI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS IN FOUR AGE 
GROUPS TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATlbNS 

FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 0 .177 3 0.059 0.531 0.6612 

Within Groups 24.471 220 0.111 

Hypothesis five, subsection (b) of this study was stated 

as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following biographic variable . . . 
(b) sex. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables XLVII and XLVIII. Table XLVII exhibits a mean and 

standard deviation of 3.7916 and .3342 for male teachers 

and 3.8832 and .3334 for female teachers. 
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TABLE XLVII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF MALE AND FEMALE TEACHERS TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Sex N Mean Standard Deviation 

Male 51 3.7916 0.3342 

Female 167 3.8832 0.3334 

The F-ratio of 2.943 presented in Table XLVIII was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of sex. 

TABLE XLVIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF MALE AND FEMALE TEACHERS 
TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 

EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
.cance 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

0 . 328 

24.038 

1 

216 

0.328 

0.111 

2.943 0.0877 
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Hypothesis five, subsection (c) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
biographic variable . . . (c) years of experience 
in education. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables XLIX and L. Table XLIX exhibits a mean and standard 

deviation of 3.8866 and .2855 for teachers with 1—5 years of 

experience, 3.9026 and .3351 for teachers with 6-10 years of 

experience, 3.8668 and .3267 for teachers with 11—15 years 

of experience, 3.7748 and .3839 for teachers with 16-20 

years of experience, and 3.8361 and .3364 for teachers with 

21-up years of experience. 

TABLE XLIX 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS IN FIVE CATEGORIES OF YEARS OF 

EXPERIENCE IN EDUCATION TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 

EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Years of 
Experience N Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

1-5 39 3.8866 0.2855 
6-10 60 3.9026 0.3351 

11-15 47 3.8668 0.3267 
16-20 31 3.7748 0.3839 
21-up 47 3.8361 0.3364 
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The F-ratio of .881 presented in Table L was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of years of . 

experience in education. 

TABLE L 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS IN FIVE CATE-
GORIES OF YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN EDUCATION 

TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 0 .390 4 0.098 0.881 0 .4761 

Within Groups 24.258 219 0.111 

Hypothesis five, subsection (d) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform^made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
biographic variable . . . (cl) level of employment 
in education. 



122 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables LI and L1X. Table LI exhibits a mean and standard 

deviation of 3.8612 and .3305 for teachers at the elementary 

level, 3.8689 and .2823 for teachers at the junior high/ 

middle school level, and 3.8595 and .3588 for teachers at 

the high school level. 

TABLE LI 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS AT THREE LEVELS OF EMPLOYMENT IN 
EDUCATION TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMEN-

DATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Level of 
Employment N Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Elementary 117 3.8612 0.3305 

Jr. High/ 
Middle School 31 3.8689 0.2823 

High School 75 3.8595 0.3588 

The F-ratio of .009 presented in Table LII was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of level of 

employment in education. 
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TABLE LII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS AT THREE LEVELS 
OF EMPLOYMENT IN EDUCATION TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Source of 
Variation 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

0.002 

24.592 

2 

220 

0.001 

0 .112 

0.009 0.9911 

Hypothesis five, subsection (e) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
biographic variable . . (e) professional 
organization membership. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables L I U and LIV. Table L I U exhibits a mean and 

standard deviation of 3.8009 and .3330 for teachers who 

are members of TSTA (Texas State Teachers Association), 

3.9154 and .3410 for teachers who are members of ATPE 

(Association of Texas Professional Educators), 3.8906 and 

.3399 for teachers who are members of other professional 

or9^nizations, and 3.8925 and .2946 for teachers, who are 

members of no professional organization. 
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TABLE LIII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS IN FOUR CATEGORIES OF PROFESSIONAL 

ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 

EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Professional 
Organization N Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

TSTA 89 3.8009 0.3330 
ATPE 49 3.9154 0.3410 
Other 52 3.8906 0.3399 
None 28 3.8425 0.2946 

The F-ratio of 1.6 31 presented in Table LIV was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the.perceptions'of Texas public school 

teachers regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

TABLE LIV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS IN FOUR CATE-
GORIES OF PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP 

TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups Q .539 3 0.180 1.631 0.1832 
Within Groups 23.574 214 0 .110 
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Education relative to the biographic variable of professional 

organization membership. 

Hypothesis five, subsection (f) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school teachers regarding 
the recommendations for educational reform made by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
relative to the following biographic variable . . . 
(f). school population. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables LV and LVI. Table LV exhibits a mean and standard 

deviation of 3.855 7 and .2893 for teachers from a school 

with a population of 1-500, 3.8491 and .3531 for teachers 

from a school with a population of 501-1,000, 3.8663 and 

.3376 for teachers from a school with a population of 

1,001-1,500, and 3.8912 and .3586 for teachers from a school 

with a population of 1,501-up. 

TABLE LV 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OP TEACHERS IN FOUR SCHOOL POPULATION CATEGORIES 

TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

School 
Population N Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

1-5QQ 
501-1,000 
1,001-1,500 
1,50Q-up 

59 
75 
35 
49 

3.8557 
3.8491 
3.8663 
3.8912 

0.2893 
0 .3531 
0 .3376 
0.3586 
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The F-ratio of .169 presented in Table LVI was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null' hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of school 

population. 

TABLE LVI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS IN FOUR SCHOOL 
POPULATION CATEGORIES TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 0.057 3 0.019 0.169 0.9173 

Within Groups 24.128 214 0.113 

Hypothesis five, subsection (g) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
biographic variable . . . (g) district classi-
fication (urban, suburban, or rural). 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables LVII and LVIII. Table LVII exhibits a mean and 
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standard deviation of 3.8846 and .3370 for teachers from 

urban districts, 3.86 38 and .3250 for teachers from suburban 

districts, and 3.8246 and .3276 for teachers from rural 

districts. 

TABLE LVII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF TEACHERS IN THREE DISTRICT CLASSIFICATIONS TO 

118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

District 
Classification N Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Urban 88 3.8846 0.3370 

Suburban 42 3.8638 0.3250 

Rural 86 3.8246 0.3276 

The F-ratio of .727 presented in Table LVIII was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of district 

classification (urban, suburban, or rural). 

The sixth hypothesis of this study was stated as 

follows: 
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TABLE LVIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS IN THREE DISTRICT 

CLASSIFICATIONS TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMEN-
DATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 0.159 2 0.080 0.727 0.4847 

Within Groups 23.332 213 0.110 

There are no significant differences among the 
perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational reform 
made by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education, relative to the following biographic 
variables: (a) age, (b) sex, (c) years of experience 
in education, (d) level of employment in education, 
le) professional organization membership, (f) school 
population, and (g) district classification (urban, 
suburban, or rural). 

The results of the statistical tests for each of the 

above biographic variables will be dealt with on a separate 

basis. 

Hypothesis six, subsection (a) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences: among the 
perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational reform 
made by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education relative to the following biographic 
variable . . . (a) age. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tahles LIX and LX. None of the respondents were in the 
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category of ages 21-30; therefore, they were not reported. 

Table LIX exhibits a mean and standard deviation of 3.7445 

and .5663 for principals of ages 31-40, 3.9410 and .3469 

for principals of ages 41-50,; and 3.8519 and .4033 for 

principals of ages 51-up. 

TABLE LIX 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF PRINCIPALS IN FOUR AGE GROUPS TO 118 ITEMS 

REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Age Group N Mean Standard Deviation 

21-30 • • • ->• • # » 

31-40 22 3.7445 0!S663 
41-50 33 3.9410 0.3469 
51-up 34 3.8519 0.4033 

The F-ratio of 1.380 presented in Table LX was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

principals regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of age. 

Hypothesis six, subsection (b) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
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TABLE LX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIQ, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS IN FOUR AGE 
GROUPS TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

0.512 

15.954 

2 

86 

0.256 

0.186 

1.380 .2570 

reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
biographic variable . . . (b) sex. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables LXI and LXII. Table LXI exhibits a mean and standard 

deviation of 3.8371 and .356 7 for male principals and 3.8118 

and .6975 for female principals. 

TABLE LXI 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF MALE AND FEMALE PRINCIPALS TO 118 ITEMS 

REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Sex N Mean Standard Deviation 

Male 

Female 

6 7 

15 
3.8371 

3.8118 

0.3567 

0.6975 

: 1 

3.8371 

3.8118 

0.3567 

0.6975 
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The F-ratio of .041 presented in Table LXII was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

principals regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of sex. 

TABLE LXII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES, OF MALE AND FEMALE PRINCIPALS 

TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 0.008 1 0.008 0.041 0.8394 

Within Groups 15.207 80 0.190 

Hypothesis six, subsection (c) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
biographic variable . . . (c) years of experience 
in education. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables LXIII and LXIV. None of the respondents were in the 

category of 1—5 years experience; therefore, they were not 
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reported. Table LXIII exhibits a mean and standard devia-

tion of 3.9357 and .2552 for principals with 6-10 years of 

experience, 3.6868 and .7334 for principals with 11-15 

years of experience, 3.8910 and .2213 for principals with 

16-2Q years of experience, and 3.8773 and .3965 for 

principals with 21-up years of experience. 

TABLE LXIII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 
PRINCIPALS IN FIVE CATEGORIES OF YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 
IN EDUCATION TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Years of 
Experience N Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

1-5 
• • • 

6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 

7 
13 
16 
55 

3.9357 
3.6868 
3.8910 
3.8773 

0.2552 
0.7334 
0.2213 
0.3965 

The F-ratio of .832 presented in Table LXIV was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

principals regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of years of 

experience in education. 
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TABLE LXIV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS IN FIVE 
CATEGORIES OF YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN 

EDUCATION TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 0.461 3 0.154 0.832 0.4800 

Within Groups 16.070 87 0.185 

Hypothesis six, subsection (d) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
biographic variable . . . (d) level of employment 
in education. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables LXV and LXVI. Table LXV exhibits a mean and standard 

deviation of 3.86Q9 and .4828 for principals at the ele-

mentary level, 4.0530 and .3192 for principals at the junior 

high/middle school level, and 3.7023 and .3116 for princi-

pals at the high school level. 

The F-ratio of 2.794 presented in Table LXVI was, not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 
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TABLE LXV 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 
PRINCIPALS AT THREE LEVELS OF EMPLOYMENT IN EDUCATION 

TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Level of 
Employment N Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Elementary 53 3.8609 0.4828 

Jr. High/ 
Middle School 14 4.0530 0.3192 

High School 20 3.7023 0.3116 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

principals regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of level of 

employment in education. 

TABLE LXVI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS AT THREE LEVELS 

OF EMPLOYMENT IN EDUCATION TO 118. ITEMS REGARDING 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares. 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

1.017 

15.288 

2 

84 

0.509 

0.182 

2.794 0.0669. 2 

84 

0.509 

0.182 

2.794 0.0669. 
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Hypothesis six, subsection (e) of this study was stated 

as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
biographic variable . . . (e) professional organi-
zation membership. 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables LXVII and LXVIII. Table LXVII exhibits a mean and 

standard deviation of 3.8942 and .3764 for principals who 

are members of TSTA {Texas State Teachers Association), 

3.8261 and .3678 for principals who are members of ATPE 

(Association of Texas Professional Educators), and 3.8516 

and .4738 for principals who are members of other profes-

sional organizations. None of the respondents were in the 

professional organization category of none; therefore, they 

were not reported. 

TABLE LXVII 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 
PRINCIPALS IN FOUR CATEGORIES OF PROFESSIONAL 

ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP TO 118 ITEMS 
REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Professional Standard 
Organization N Mean Deviation 

TSTA 22 3.8942 Q.3764 
ATPE 14 3.8261 0.3678 
Other 53 3.8516 0.4738 
None • * • • • • • • « 
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The F-ratio of .119 presented in Table LXVIII was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

principals regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of profes-

sional organization membership. 

TABLE LXVIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS IN FOUR 
CATEGORIES OF PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATION 

MEMBERSHIP TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCA-

TIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 0.045 2 0.023 0.119 0.8884 

Within Groups 16.409 86 0.191 

Hypothesis six, subsection (f) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational 
reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
biographic variable . . . (f) school population. 
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The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables LXIX and LXX. Table LXIX exhibits a mean and 

standard deviation of 3.8431 and .3193 for principals from 

a school with a population of 1-500, 3.8297 and .5193 for 

principals from a school with a population of 501-1,000, 

3.9593 and .4685 for principals from a school with a popu-

lation of 1,001-1,500, and 3.9360 and .3455 for principals 

from a school with a population of 1,501-up. 

TABLE LXIX 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 
PRINCIPALS IN FOUR SCHOOL POPULATION CATEGORIES 

TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
' FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

School Standard 
Population N Mean Deviation 

1-500 32 3.8431 0.3193 
501-1,000 41 3.8297 0.5193 
1,001-1,500 6 3.9593 0.4685 
1,501-up 12 3.9360 0.3455 

The F-ratio of .309 presented in Table LXX was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

principals regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of school 

population. 
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TABLE LXX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RATIO, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS IN FOUR SCHOOL 

POPULATIONCATEGORIES TO 118 ITEMS REGARDING 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean Signifi-
Variation Squares Freedom Square F cance 

Between Groups 0.174 3 0.058 0.309 0.8188 

Within Groups 16.357 87 0.188 

Hypothesis six, subsection (g) of this study was 

stated as follows: 

There are no significant differences among 
the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
regarding the recommendations for educational . 
reform made by the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education relative to the following 
biographic variable . . . (g) district classifi-
cation (urban, suburban, or rural). 

The results of the statistical test are reported in 

Tables LXXI and LXXII. Table LXXI exhibits a mean and 

standard deviation of 3.9787 and .3827 for principals from 

urban districts, 3.8225 and .6195 for.principals from 

suburhan districts, and 3.7828 and .3052 for principals 

from rural districts. 

The F-ratio of 1.902 presented in Table LXXII was not 

significant at the .05 level and thus the null hypothesis 

was retained. This indicates that there were no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 
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TABLE LXXI 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS, MEANS , AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 
PRINCIPALS IN THREE DISTRICT CLASSIFICATIONS TO 118 

ITEMS REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

District 
Classification N Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Urban 3Q 3.9787 0.3827 

Suburban ! 22 ; 3.8225 0.6195 

Rural 39 3.7828 0.3052 

principals regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made fay the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the biographic variable of district 

classification (urban, suburban, or rural). 

TABLE LXXII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, SUM OF SQUARES, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, 
MEAN SQUARE, F-RAT10, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA USED IN 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS IN THREE 
DISTRICT CLASSIFICATIONS TO 118 ITEMS 

REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
EDUCATIONAL REFORM 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Signifi-
cance 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

0.685 

15.846 

2 

88 

0.34 2 

0.180 

1.902 0.1554 

1 
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Ancillary Data 

The Texas Select Committee on Public Education 

(Appendix B)., headed by Dallas businessman H. Ross Perot, 

is an eighteen-member committee appointed by Texas Governor 

Mark White in June, 1983, to study the current status, 

level of quality, and needs of public education in the 

State of Texas. In order to obtain additional, possibly 

useful information, the instrument constructed for this 

study was mailed to each of the eighteen members of the 

Committee. The following is a brief summary of the 

responses of that committee. 

Only five of the eighteen members of the Select 

Committee responded by returning a completed questionnaire. 

Four of them were male, and one was female. Three of them 

were in the age category of 41-50, and two were in the age 

category of 51-up. In the category of years of experience 

in education, three of the five did not respond, one was in 

the category of 16-20 years, and two were in the category 

of 21-up years. 

The instrument used in this study was entitled, 

"Recommendations for Educational Reform (Appendix A)." It 

contained 118 items in the following six categories: (a) 

content, thirty-seven items? (b) standards and expectations, 

twenty-two items; (c). time, nineteen items; (d). teaching, 

twenty-one items; (_e) leadership and fiscal support, nine-

teen items; and (f) miscellaneous, four items. 
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The subject was requested to indicate his or her level 

of agreement or disagreement with each item fry responding 

to a five-point Likert-type scale. The five points on the 

scale were as follows: 1—strongly disagree, 2—-disagree, 

3—undecided, 4--agree, and 5—strongly agree. Since only 

five members of the Select Committee responded to the 

questionnaire, the information was not significant. For 

the purpose of analyzing the responses of the Select 

Committee, however, the following classifications were 

used to rank their overall mean level of agreement: (a) 

1.000 to 1.499—strong disagreement, (b) 1.500 to 2.499— 

disagreement, Cc) 2.500 to 3.499--undecided level of 

agreement, (d) 3.500-4.499—agreement, and (e) 4.500 to 

5.000—strong agreement. 

The items in subsection A of the instrument consisted 

of recommendations for educational reform in the area or 

category of content. The overall mean score of the five 

Select Committee members in this category was 4.227, 

indicating agreement with the recommendations. This implies 

that the recommendations for educational reform made by the 

National Commission on Excellence in Education in the area 

of content are acceptable to the five respondents of the 

Select Committee on Public Education. 

The items in subsection B of the instrument consisted 

of recommendations for educational reform in the category of 

standards and expectations. The overall mean score of the 
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five Select Committee members in this category was 4.227, 

indicating agreement with this category of recommendations. 

This implies that the recommendations for educational reform 

made by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

in the area of standards and expectations are acceptable to 

the five respondent members of the Select Committee on 

Public Education. 

The items in subsection C of the instrument consisted 

of recommendations for educational reform in the area or 

category of time. The overall mean score of the five Select 

Committee members in this category was 3.672, indicating 

agreement with these recommendations. This implies that 

the recommendations for educational reform made by the 

National Commission on Excellence inf.Education in the area 

of time are acceptable by the five Select Committee on Public 

Education members who responded. 

The items in subsection D of the instrument consisted 

of recommendations for educational reform in the category of 

teaching. The overall mean score of the five Select 

Committee members in this category was 4.305, indicating 

agreement with the recommendations. This implies that the 

recommendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education in the area of teaching 

are acceptable to the five respondents of the Select Committee 

on Public Education. 
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The items in subsection E of the instrument consisted 

of recommendations for educational reform in the category 

of leadership and fiscal support. The overall mean score 

of the five Select Committee members in this category was 

4.18a, indicating agreement with the recommendations. This 

implies that the recommendations for educational reform 

made by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 

are acceptable by the five respondents of the Select 

Committee on Public Education. 

The items in subsection F of the instrument consisted 

of miscellaneous items designed to allow the respondent to 

express his or her perception of the overall adequacy of the 

complete set of recommendations for educational reform to 

bring about excellence in education in the nation's schools. 

In addition, two miscellaneous items deal with perceptions 

regarding the back-to-basics movement versus electives and 

the back-to-basics movement versus extracurricular activities. 

Each of the four items in the miscellaneous subsection will 

be discussed on a separate basis regarding the responses of 

the five members of the Select Committee on Public Education. 

first item in the miscellaneous subsection was 

stated as follows: 

1. The previous 118 recommendations for educational 
reform which are listed on pages 1 thru 5 of this 
instrument are, in my opinion, fully adequate 
measures to bring about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION 
in our nation's schools. 
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The mean score of the five Select Committee members to 

this item was 3.400, indicating they are undecided about 

the statement. This implies that the five members of the 

Select Committee on Public Education are undecided as to 

whether the complete package of recommendations for educa-

tional reform made by the National Commission on Excellence 

in Education is fully adequate to bring about excellence 

in education in the nation's schools. 

The second item in the miscellaneous subsection was 

stated as follows: 

2. In my opinion, the 118 recommendations, in their 
entirety leave many issues unaddressed, and they 
are inadequate measuresto bring about EXCELLENCE 
IN EDUCATION in our nation1s schools. 

The mean score of the five Select Committee members to 

this item was 2.800, indicating they are undecided about 

the statement. 

The responses of the five Select Committee members to 

miscellaneous items one and two seem to reinforce the impli-

cation that the five Select Committee members are undecided 

as to the adequacy of the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education to achieve excellence in education in the nation's 

schools. 

The third item in the miscellaneous subsection was 

stated as follows: 

3. A stronger emphasis should be placed on the Five 
New Basics (English, mathematics, science, social 
studies, and computer science) by our nation's 
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schools, even if it results in less time spent 
on electives and subjects which allow students 
to develop their individual talents and 
creativity. 

The mean score of the five Select Committee members to 

this item was 4.200, indicating agreement with the statement. 

This implies that the five Select Committee members are in 

favor of a stronger emphasis being placed on the basics by 

the nation's schools, even if it results in less time spent 

on electives and subjects which allow students to develop 

their individual talents and creativity. 

fourth item in the miscellaneous subsection was 

stated as follows: 

4. A stronger emphasis should be placed on the 
Five New Basics by our nation's schools, even 
if it results in less time spent on extra-
curricular activities. 

The mean score of the five Select Committee members to 

this item was 4.200, indicating agreement with the statement. 

This implies that the five Select Committee members are in 

favor of a stronger emphasis being placed on the basics by 

our nation's schools, even if it results in less time spent 

on extracurricular activities. 

Summary of Comments from Principals 

The following is a summary of some of the comments 

made by public school principals who responded to the 

questionnaire: 

These recommendations, if followed would have 
a tremendous impact upon the improvement of our 
present educational system. All of the recommendations 
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have merit, hut the key is the teacher who actually 
stands in front of the students and teaches. Here 
is where we must concentrate the emphasis. Those 
people who are to become teachers must he selected 
very carefully, adequately trained, tested (in the 
classroom) and evaluated before beiiig hired. At 
this point our colleges and universities must stop 
the purchase of a certificate. They must share a 
large part of the blame for allowing incompetent 
people to become certified teachers. If the finished 
products have met the requirements, then the salary 
must be competitive with the private sector. If the 
right people (teachers) are in position, then the 
other recommendations can be followed and the results 
will be positive. 

Until parents realize their responsibility 
toward the development of the child prior to school 
years, "excellence in education" will continue to 
be out of reach. The suggested reforms will help 
meet these goals—that's all. 

The federal government should stay out of 
education. State and local officials should 
regulate education. 

Someone has sold you a bill of goods or plain 
bull on computers. Children in elementary are not 
taught typing, and a computer becomes very little 
more or less than a workbook, on a TV screen. 

Major computer corporations can use intensive 
training and do more in six weeks than public 
schools can do in years. 

Get the feds out of public schools and keep 
them out. We need to include human relations 
aspect of teaching/learning. 

No matter what we do, the fact remains that 
what happens when the "door is closed and class 
starts" is the important thing. Better teacher 
training is the key.to learning and good discipline. 

Teachers should not be placed in a classroom 
to teach until they have had at least one year of 
observation under a master teacher in the field 
they are going to serve. The observing teacher 
should be paid while in training. 

Each student needs to be with mother until 
the age of five at least. Each one of us needs 
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some Tender Love and Care, regardless of the new 
or old basics. 

If people in charge will give a competent 
teacher 15 students or less in grades K - 5 (at 
least), many of our present problems will be 
solved. We will not need Mr. Perot's Committee 
to tell us what needs to be done. 

Somewhere in your instrument, I feel you should 
have included a section on, "Parental Responsibility." 
More school time, longer school year, less extra-
class activities, etc., will not help in requiring 
students to turn off the TV and get their homework 
and studying done. 

I feel that educators should develop the 
educational system rather than governments. 

I do not think that our efforts to bring about 
excellence in our education program will be very 
effective until we address some larger issues such 
as parental support for education, national value 
placed on education (rather than just griping, 
complaining, and paying lip service). We can do a • 
better job without lengthening the school day or 
year and without changing course offering that much. 
We do need better pay for teachers and better 
support from home. 

There is no clear-cut answer to the problems 
we have in school. I do agree we have spent too 
much time with subjects in elementary when it would 
have been better to spend more time on the basics. 
Also, it would help to have some support from home. 
Parents are not exposing their children to "the 
world" before they start to school. All they see 
is TV without explanations. 

Summary of Comments from Teachers 

The,-following is a summary of some of the comments made 

by public school teachers who responded to the questionnaire: 

Much has been written about the lower scores of 
American students when compared to European students 
(Japanese, as well). This has been touted as proof 
of failure for our schools. 
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The European schools only graduate the superior 
student. A stringent exam is given either at the 
completion of fourth or fifth grade, and those who 
cannot pass it are sent to vocational school. 
Therefore, those who graduate from high school are 
the top students. Our scores would soar, too, if 
we only tested the top 50percent of students. 

There is a correlation between declining 
scores and integration. Upon integration, many 
schools dropped the passing grade to 60, whereas 
in the white school prior to integration, 70 was 
the passing grade. Also, to accomodate integration, 
we moved to an era of linguistic control of language 
rather than grammatical. Hence, there are many who 
speak the language, but few who write the language. 

In regard to the idea of a longer school day 
and year, "all work and no play makes Jack a dull 
boy." Our American education and our culture have 
developed a warm and friendly people. Other coun-
tries that are very strongly academically oriented 
develop cold and less friendly people. We must 
demand excellence, but not at the expense of losing 
our warmth and love of life. We must demand 
excellence, but not at the expense of depriving 
our children of their childhood and youth. 

There are those slow students (I.Q. 80) who 
could be retained every other year, but the. dilemma 
arises when the older student sits in a third 
(fourth, fifth, etc.) classroom with younger stu-
dents. Social and discipline problems abound. 

There should be no remedial courses offered 
on a college campus. College should be for the 
competent student. Vocational training should be 
for anyone who would qualify for remedial classes. 

On the area of Time, I don't like the idea of 
lengthening the school day for the young children. 
I don't feel that ray first graders would benefit— 
they'd need a nap just to. make it through a longer 
day. * 

On Teaching, I strongly agree that teachers 
salaries should be increased. As a third-year 
teacher, I cannot live like a professional by any 
means. It is a struggle from month to month, much 
less to save money. For such, an important, demanding 
job, I feel we deserve moreJ 
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This was an extremely interesting survey to 
fill out. It deals with, the issues that are 
facing me everyday when I enter my classroom. I 
feel very strongly about the decline of quality 
of educators. I see things that are contributing 
to the decay of our academic situation. I, for 
one, am very interested in making the parents an 
integral part of the child's learning process. 
It is time that we get back to the "team" approach. 
Separate entities aren't working! 

I strongly feel that if we add more hours to 
the day, and then take away the importance of 
extracurricular activities, we will lose more of 
our students' interest in all other activities— 
especially the academics. This might not be the 
case in larger areas, but in our small schools, 
student involvement in all areas is the key to 
our survival. The changes that have been proposed 
may be successful to larger schools, but not for 
us. I truly feel we small schools are just as 
important as the large schools. 

My primary concern is that the ills of educa-
tion are discussed by everyone at all levels of 
government. All believe they know what is best 
for education, however, no one has asked the 
classroom teacher, who knows better than anyone 
else, what needs to be done. I cannot understand 
why this source of experienced expertise is ignored. 

If you think the state legislature or the state 
school board are going to really do anything to 
update this state's poor school setup you are really 
naive—and I'll bet you aren't. Until they pay 
football coaches on the same salary scale as a 
history teacher, we will continue to rank thirty-
sixth, or whatever. I would love more money, but 
that isn't nearly as important as lots of other 
problems that need solving. Current proposed 
reforms in Texas do not address the true problems 
in education today, and are very elitist. I am 
not black, but teach lots of black, basic level 
students; and their problems are not addressed. 

Lengthening the school year would possibly 
increase the amount of materials presented, but 
lengthening the school day would eliminate family 
time for most students and teachers. At the end 
of the present school day, kids, teachers, and 
administrators are drained and quite weary. 
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The most important issue in my mind is the 
attitude students have toward school and learning. 
This probably fairly accurately reflects the 
feeling of the community toward education. 
Changing this attitude seems to me to be the 
largest challenge. The attitude of parents and 
communities that support extracurricular activities, 
even to the point of curtailing academic activities 
is a large problem. The apparent approach of many 
schools to provide what parents clamor for the 
loudest, but with little or no leadership toward 
"desirable" academic goals is a source of frustration 
for me. 

Property owners can no longer support our 
educational needs. There must be a new tax base— 
such as the sales tax or tax on alcohol and smoking. 

The answer to a lot of our problems lies in 
parental involvement—by that I mean responsible, 
intelligent involvement. A lot of gaps have 
appeared in our children's lives since our mothers 
have all gone to work and our churches have lost 
their influence. Perhaps we are simply going 
through a period of social evolution on our way 
to something better, but you cannot expect performance 
from children with no food, no clothes, no home, no 
self-esteem, and no TLC from those who "love them." 

Probably no more than twenty percent of all 
high school graduates continue education and obtain 
a college degree. Much more emphasis should be 
placed on training the other eighty percent so they 
have a marketable skill upon graduation from high 
school. Fine and well to upgrade the basics for 
the college bound, but also the vocational areas 
for the non—college bound should be expanded to 
produce high quality technicians for our technical 
society. 

The state has created the education monster. 
Educators have had no control over its "profession;" 
When you starve and beat down your horse—you don't 
get the pull you want.! Education will not improve 
by rubbing the educator's face in the dirt! Educa-
tion is still on the way down. 

Teachers implementing programs still determines 
the direction and effectiveness. 
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There are exceptions to every rule, and to 
stress the five basics will not help a lot of the 
kids that are not going to college. Our job is 
to prepare them for "life after high school," 
whether that is college or going directly to work. 
Also, to lengthen the school day or school year is 
going to cause massive "burnout," by students as 
well as teachers. Only so much can be learned in 
one day. 

As a coach, I will say that the students in 
athletics learn just as much in these "extra-
curricular" programs (that they will use later) 
as they do in the classroom. 

The striving for excellence in education needs 
to be addressed to one of the major problems, the 
family unit. Through my experience in teaching, 
the weakness in the family unit is responsible for 
today's problems. Students that have parental 
support appear to achieve vs. students whose 
parents are apathetical. 

Parents should be more responsible for their 
children's education. Teachers cannot expect a 
child to progress and have a positive attitude if 
parents don't back teachers in areas of discipline, 
completion of assigned work, and respect for 
teachers. Teachers are not babysitters and should 
not be treated as such. 

Emphasis on the "basics" is essential, but not 
to the point of eliminating other course offerings. 
I question your listing of the "Five New Basics." 

There are so many extracurricular activities 
that interfere with the basics in our school and 
in area schools that it is definitely interfering 
with the education of the students. Some students 
have missed as many as twenty days of school or 
classes for school-related activities. 

The important tiring is what we do with the 
time we have. I'm not sure increased time is the 
answer. There is too much of an emphasis on the 
average, TABS, etc. 

More efforts should be made to educate parents 
in better parenting techniques. Many times, motiva-
tion begins at home, and regardless of the many 
improvements made by educators and institutions the 
students and parents need to make the first big step 
towards improvement. 
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Teachers are on the bottom rung of society's 
ladder. Upgrading entrance requirements in schools 
of education and setting higher standards for 
teachers sounds good,, but what bright young student 
would meet rigid requirements for $12,00.0 a year? 

Teaching is the only "profession" I know of 
where they try to keep you for the first ten years, 
o n care if you stay or not the next ten years, 
and openly try to run you off the next ten years— 
all so they can hire someone new for less money and 
no experience, hoping that they can program them to 
take everything given out and not complainI-

My experience in teaching has been that there 
are few rewards (incentives) to be a better teacher 
and few punishments (deterrents) for being a poor 
teacher. Only the teacher's conscience influences 
him/her to do a better job? not money, not adminis-
trators, not parents, not students. 

I do not agree with merit pay as it is being 
discussed—because it can become a political "foot-
ball ." Teachers should be professionals and should 
be compensated thusly. if not, they should be 
dismissed from the ranks—after ample time for 
improvement. 

The only thing new about the New Basics is 
computer science. 

Our elementary teachers work themselves to 
death while most of the high school teachers 
(especially men or coaches) sit in the office or 
do next to nothing. The elementary students are 
well supervised while the high school students 
run wild. 

I strongly feel that the media plays an 
increasingly powerful part in the education of 
all members of society, but especially the young, 
who are so easily swayed by it. What effort is 
being made towards censorship of so much of the 
detrimental programming that is allowed to reach 
our children? There should be stricter screening 
or television shows especially, and an effort 
should be made on the part of parents and educators 
to demand more socially positive, educational 
P-Co^ramming^. Am I the only one who feels go 
strongly about this? 
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There are other things in life than "book 
learning." More homework, longer school days, and 
less extracurricular activities might leave our 
children short of life's experiences, in dealing 
witlr human beings and practical life situations. 
Quality hours not quantity hours spent in the 
classroom should be the goal of educators. I'm 
the mother, the community worker, the church 
worker, and the teacher I am today because as I 
grew up in schools, I had the extracurricular 
activities to put the "book learning" to work and 
not stuck in my room getting more homework or 
staying at school later. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A stratified random survey of public school teachers 

and principals in the state of Texas was conducted to 

identify their perceptions regarding recommendations for 

educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education. The survey was stratified equally 

among the twenty different regional education service 

centers of the state. The samples for this study were 

selected from the population of public school teachers and 

principals listed on computer at the Texas Education Agency 

in Austin, Texas. During the spring of 1984, 460 teachers 

and 180 principals were questioned. 

The survey instrument used was developed by the inves-

tigator and is entitled "Recommendations for Educational 

Reform." It was developed by converting the thirty-nine 

original recommendations in A Nation at Risk (1) into 118 

more specifically worded recommendations, making them more 

precise and easier to read, according to a jury of experts. 

This jury of experts included two professors of education, 

two public school principals, and one officer of a Texas 

professional teacher organization. 

The instrument contains six categories or sections of 

items, with the first five sections being derived directly 
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from A Nation at Risk (1). The first five sections include 

ta) content, (b) standards and expectations, (c) time, (d) 

teaching, and (e) leadership and fiscal support. -The sixth 

section consists of miscellaneous items which, were added to 

assess the level of agreement with the overall impact of 

the recommendations made fay the National Commission (1). 

Data from the returned questionnaires were collected 

for data processing. Means, standard deviations, and 

analysis of variance were calculated for hypotheses one, 

two, five, and six. Means, standard deviations, and t 

values were calculated for hypotheses three and four. 

This chapter includes a summary of the findings and 

conclusions derived from the study. Also included are 

recommendations based on the findings and recommendations 

for further study. 

Findings 

The analysis and interpretation of the data reported 

in Chapter IV resulted in the following findings. The data 

related to the perceptions of public school teachers and 

principals regarding recommendations for educational reform, 

the difference between those perceptions relative to the 

entire set of recommendations, the difference between those 

perceptions relative to specific categories of recommenda-

tions, the differences among the perceptions of teachers 

relative to specific categories of recommendations, the 
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differences among the perceptions of principals relative to 

specific categories of recommendations, the differences 

among the perceptions of teachers relative to specific 

biographic variables, and the differences among the percep-

tions of principals relative to specific biographic 

variables. 

1. It was hypothesized that no significant difference 

exists between the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers and Texas public school principals regarding the 

recommendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education. Data collected 

supported this hypothesis, and it was retained.. 

2. It was hypothesized that no significant difference 

exists between the perceptions o£ Texas public school 

teachers and Texas public school principals regarding the 

recommendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education relative to the 

following subsections: (a) content, (b) standards and 

expectations, (c) time, (d) teaching, (e) leadership and 

fiscal support, and (f) miscellaneous. The data collected 

supported this hypothesis, and it was retained. 

3. It was hypothesized that no significant differences 

exist among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made by 

the National Commission on Excellence in Fsducation relative 

to the following subsections: (a) content, (b) standards 
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and expectations, (c) time, (d) teaching, (e) leadership and 

fiscal support, and (f) miscellaneous. This hypothesis 

consisted of fifteen comparisons, illustrated as follows: 

content to standards, content to time, and the remaining 

thirteen comparative possibilities. The data collected 

supported only one of the fifteen comparisons in this 

hypothesis; namely, the comparison of teaching to leadership 

and fiscal support, and it was retained. All of the other 

comparisons were refuted by the data and thus were rejected. 

4. It was hypothesized that no significant differences 

exist among the perceptions of. Texas public school principals 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made by 

the National Commission on Excellence in Education relative 

to the following subsections:, (a) content, (b) standards 

and expectations, (c) time, (d) teaching,, -(e). leadership and 

fiscal support, and (f) miscellaneous. This hypothesis 

consisted of fifteen comparisons, illustrated as follows: 

content to standards and expectations, content to time, 

and the remaining thirteen comparative possibilities. The 

data collected supported the following comparisons: content 

to teaching, standards and expectations to teaching, 

standards and expectations to. leadership and fiscal support, 

time to miscellaneous, and teaching to leadership and fiscal 

support. These five comparisons in the hypothesis were 

retained. The data collected refuted the other comparisons 

in the hypothesis, and they were rejected. 
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5. It was hypothesized that there are no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the following biographic variables: 

(a) age, (b) sex, (c) years of experience in education, (d) 

level of employment in education, (e) professional organi-

zation membership, (f) school population, and (g) district 

classification (urban, suburban, or rural). The results 

of the statistical tests supported all integral parts of 

this hypothesis, and it was retained. 

6. It was hypothesized that there are no significant 

differences among the perceptions of Texas public school 

principals regarding the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education relative to the following biographic variables: 

(a) age, (b) sex, (c) years of experience in education, 

(d) level of employment in education, (e) professional 

organization membership, (f) school population, and (g) 

district classification (urban, suburban, or rural). The 

results of the statistical tests supported all integral 

parts of this hypothesis, and it was retained. 

Conclusions 

The findings of this study resulted in the following 

conclusions. 



159 

1. Findings indicate that there is no significant 

difference between the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers and principals regarding the recommendations for 

educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education. Thus, teachers and principals 

share similar views, independent of their positions, 

regarding recommendations for educational reform. 

2. Findings indicate that there is no significant 

difference between the perceptions of Texas public school 

teachers and principals regarding the recommendations for 

educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education relative to the subsections or 

categories of content, standards and expectations, time, 

teaching, leadership and fiscal support, and miscellaneous 

variables. Therefore, teachers and principals share 

similar views, independent of their position, regarding 

recommendations for educational reform in specific areas 

of education. 

3. It was found that no significant differences exist 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding recommendations for educational reform made by 

the National Commission on Excellence in Education relative 

to the area of teaching as compared to the area of leader-

ship and fiscal support. Thus, teachers share similar 

views of recommendations for educational reform in the 

areas of teaching and leadership and fiscal support. 
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It was found that significant differences do exist 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding recommendations for educational reform relative 

to the following areas: content vs. standards and 

expectations, content vs. time, content vs. teaching, 

content vs. leadership and fiscal support, content vs. 

miscellaneous variables, standards and expectations vs. 

time, standards and expectations vs. teaching, standards 

and expectations vs. leadership and fiscal support, 

standards and expectations vs. miscellaneous variables, 

time vs. teaching, time vs. leadership and fiscal support, 

time vs. miscellaneous variables, teaching vs. miscellaneous 

variables, and leadership and fiscal support vs. miscel-

laneous variables. Thus, teachers do not share similar 

views of recommendations for educational reform in the 

above-mentioned comparisons. 

4. It was found that no significant differences exist 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding recommendations for educational reform made by 

the National Commission on Excellence in Education relative 

to the following comparisons: content to teaching, 

standards and expectations to teaching, standards and 

expectations to leadership and fiscal support, t-imp to 

miscellaneous, and teaching to leadership and fiscal support. 

Thus, principals share similar views of recommendations for 

educational reform in these five sets of comparisons. 
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It was found that significant differences do exist 

among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 

regarding recommendations for educational reform relative 

to the following areas: content vs. standards and expec-

tations, content vs. time, content vs. leadership and 

fiscal support, content vs. miscellaneous variables, 

standards and expectations vs. time, standards and expec-

tations vs. miscellaneous variables, time vs. teaching, 

time vs. leadership and fiscal support, teaching vs. 

miscellaneous variables, and leadership and fiscal support 

vs. miscellaneous variables. Thus, principals do not 

share similar views of recommendations for educational 

reform in the above-mentioned comparisons. 

5. It was found that no significant differences exist 

among the perceptions of Texas public school teachers 

regarding the recommendations for educational reform made 

by tlie National Commission on Excellence in Education 

relative to the biographic variables of age, sex, years of 

experience in education, level of employment in education, 

professional organization membership, school population, 

and district classification (urban, suburban, or rural). 

Thus, teachers share similar views, independent of these 

biographic variables, regarding recommendations for educa-

tional reform. 

6. Findings indicate that no significant differences 

exist among the perceptions of Texas public school principals 
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regarding the recommendations for educational reform made by 

the National Commission on Excellence in Education relative 

to the biographic variables of age, sex, years of experience 

in education, level of employment in education, professional 

organization membership, school population, and district 

classification (urban, suburban, or rural). Thus, principals 

share similar views, independent of these biographic vari-

ables, regarding recommendations for educational reform. 

7. Texas public school principals are in general 

agreement, though not complete agreement, with the recom-

mendations for educational reform made by the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education, irrespective of 

their age, sex, years of experience, level of employment, 

professional organization membership, school population, 

and district classification (urban, suburban, or rural). 

Thus, it may be concluded that Texas public school princi-

pals could be expected to give adequate, though not strong, 

support to a plan of implementing the recommendations for 

educational reform made by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education into Texas public schools, regard-

less of these biographic variables. 

8. Implementation of the National Commission's recom-

mendations, or any system of educational reform, should be 

accompanied by a significant and adequate increase in 

compensation, if teachers are to.be expected to give the 
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level of cooperation and support which will be necessary for 

successful educational reform. 

9. A system of stronger parental involvement needs to 

be researched and developed. 

10. Both teachers and principals in Texas are in 

disagreement with the idea of a longer school day or a 

longer school year, and it could be anticipated that an 

attempt to implement either would be met with opposition. 

11. Teachers and principals in Texas are undecided 

as to whether students should be given far more homework, 

and thus are neither for nor against the idea. 

Additional Conclusions 

Additional conclusions are also justified by the data 

from this study. 

1. The fact that 49 percent, or 228 of the 460 

teachers polled, and 51 percent, or 91 of the 180 principals 

polled responded promptly to the lengthy, eight-page 

questionnaire indicates that the subject of educational 

reform is an important issue in the minds of teachers and 

principals. They desire an opportunity for input into the 

development of a system of educational reform of which they 

will ultimately play a major role in implementing. 

2. Teachers and principals seem to be in general 

agreement with the recommendations for educational reform 

made by the National Commission on Excellence in Education, 
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as is indicated by an overall mean score of 3.86 3 on a 

scale of one to five. Both groups not only agree with each 

other and have similar views, but they also agree with the 

recommendations made. It should be noted, however, that 

they do not "strongly agree," but simply "agree." This 

implies that teachers and principals in Texas would respond 

in an acceptable manner to an attempt to implement the 

complete package of recommendations into Texas schools. 

3. A further analysis of the views of teachers and 

principals regarding recommendations for educational reform 

in specific areas; i.e., content, standards and expectations, 

time, teaching, leadership and fiscal support, and miscel-

laneous areas leads to the following additional conclusions: 

(a) Both groups have similar views toward each of the 

specific areas of recommendations, indicating that their 

level of commitment toward implementing them would likely 

be similar; (b) Both groups are in agreement, though not 

complete agreement, with recommendations for reform in the 

areas of content, standards and expectations, time, teaching, 

and leadership and fiscal support, implying that their 

level of commitment toward implementing those recommendations 

would be at an acceptable, though not highly favorable level; 

(c) Both groups are. Undecided as to whether this package of 

educational reform would be adequate to accomplish the goal 

of excellence in education in Texas schools, indicating 

that both groups feel that additional steps must also be 
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taken to bring about attainment of that goal; (d) Both 

groups are undecided as to whether a stronger emphasis 

should be placed on the "basics" if it results in less time 

spent on electives and subjects which allow students to 

develop their individual talents and creativity, indicating 

that any system of reform which deletes such electives 

could be met with some resistance by teachers and principals; 

te) Both groups are in slight agreement with a stronger 

emphasis being placed on the "basics" even if it results in 

less time spent on extracurricular activities, indicating 

that teachers and principals would give an acceptable, 

though not high, level of support for reducing the volume 

of extracurricular activities in the schools. 

4. Comparisons of the perceptions of Texas public 

school teachers toward recommendations for educational 

reform in the different areas, i.e., content to standards 

and expectations, content to time, and the remaining 

thirteen comparative possibilities reveals that a statis-

tically significant difference does exist in all but one 

of the fifteen comparisons; namely, the comparison of 

teaching to leadership and fiscal support. A closer study 

of the data, however, reveals that teachers are in general 

agreement with each area of recommendations. In other 

words, Texas teachers "agree" with each area of recommen-

dations, but their level of agreement is stronger in some 

areas than in others. It may be concluded that Texas 
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teachers agree with and would give general support to a plan 

to implement each area of recommendations made by the 

National Commission on Excellence in Education. However, 

their level of cooperation would be greater in the areas of 

content and standards and expectations than in the areas of 

leadership and fiscal support, teaching, time, and miscel-

laneous areas, as is indicated by the overall mean score in 

each of those areas. 

5. Comparisons of the perceptions of Texas public 

school principals toward recommendations for educational 

reform in the different areas, i.e., content to standards 

and expectations, content to time, and the remaining 

thirteen comparative possibilities reveals that a statis-

tically significant difference does exist in all but five 

of the fifteen comparisons; namely, the comparisons of 

content to teaching, standards and expectations to teaching, 

standards and expectations to leadership and fiscal support, 

time to miscellaneous, and teaching to leadership and fiscal 

support. A closer study of the data, however, reveals that 

principals are in general agreement with each area of 

recommendations. In other words, Texas principals "agree" 

with each area of recommendations, but their level of 

agreement is stronger in some areas than in others. It 

may be concluded that Texas public school principals agree 

with and would give general support to a plan to implement 

eacli area of recommendations made by the National Commission 
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on Excellence in Education; however, their level of cooper-

ation would be greater in the areas of content, teaching, 

and standards and expectations than in the areas of leader-

ship and fiscal support, time, and miscellaneous areas, as 

is indicated by the overall mean score in each of these 

areas. 

6. Texas public school teachers are in general agree-

ment, though not complete agreement, with the recommenda-

tions for educational reform made by the National Commission 

on Excellence in Education, irrespective of their age, sex, 

years of experience, level of employment, professional 

organization membership, school population, and district 

classification (urban, suburban, or rural). Thus, it may 

be concluded that Texas public school teachers could be 

expected to give adequate, though not strong, support to a 

plan of implementing the recommendations for educational 

reform made by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education into Texas schools, regardless of these bio-

graphic variables. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made based on the 

findings and conclusions of this study. 

1. Teachers and principals in Texas public schools 

should be allowed more opportunities for input into the 

development of a system of educational reform of which they 

will ultimately play a major role in implementing. 
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2. Additional studies should be made to gain more 

information regarding which parts of the National Commis-

sion's recommendations are not acceptable to Texas teachers 

and principals and what adjustments or changes, if any, 

could be made to make them more acceptable. 

3. Steps should be taken by educators, citizens,, 

politicians, and educational agencies to develop and imple-

ment a system or plan of educational reform based on the 

recommendations made by the National Commission on Excel-

lence in Education. Appropriate changes and adjustments 

should be made in the plan developed, based on the needs 

of Texas schools. Teachers and principals should be 

intimately involved in the development of this system of 

reform. 

4. A significant increase in compensation for class-

room teachers should be considered a top priority, along 

with a system of incentives that will reward excellence, 

deter incompetence, and attract quality personnel into 

the teaching profession. 

5. The school day and year should not be lengthened 

at this time, but efforts should be made to improve the 

utilization of the current school day and year. 

6. The recommendations of "far more homework," as 

stated by the National Commission, should not be implemented 

until further study and research is done to determine more 

conclusively the positive and negative effects it has on 

students. 
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7. A system of stronger parental involvement should be 

researched, developed, and implemented. 

8. A stronger emphasis should be placed on the basics 

by schools, but not at the expense of electives and courses 

which allow students to develop their individual talents 

and creativity. 

9. Extracurricular activities should be slightly 

reduced in schools, but should not be eliminated entirely. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

The following recommendations for further study are 

made based on the results of this study. 

1. A similar study should be conducted among parents, 

students, counselors, consultants, and central administra-

tors both locally and statewide. 

2. A similar study should be conducted among teachers 

and principals in other states. 

3. A follow-up study should be conducted among 

teachers and principals in iTexas public schools to determine 

what changes and adjustments they would make in the National 

Commission's recommendations. 

4. Studies should be conducted to obtain information 

to be used in developing a system of compensation and 

incentives that will reward excellent teachers, improve or 

remove incompetent teachers, and attract quality personnel 

into the teaching profession. 
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5. Studies should be conducted to determine methods 

of improving the ways in which the current school day and 

year are utilized. 

6. Studies should be conducted to determine more 

conclusively the positive and negative effects on students 

of "far more homework," as stated by the National Commission. 

7. Studies should be conducted to develop a system of 

stronger parental involvement in the educational process. 
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 



March 20, 1984 

Dear Professional Colleague: 

As a part of my doctoral program in Administrative Leadership 
at North Texas State University, X am writing a dissertation 
on the subject of perceptions of Texas public school t eachers 
and principals regarding rfnionaanriationg which have been made 
f o r educat iona l r f t fpm i n our nation's schools. You have been 
selected to participate in this important study, 

I am requesting that you respond to the enclosed questionnaire 
as soon as possible and return it to me in the self-addressed, 
stamped envelope provided• This questionnaire is easy to com-
plete and WILL TAKE APPROXIMATELY 20 MINUTES OF YOUR TIME. 

A high response rate is essential to the success of this research 
study. Your participation can make the difference, With it many 
long hours of work will all have been well spent* The replies of 
all respondents will be anonymous. 

I know you are a busy person, and I appreciate very much your 
taking time to complete and return the questionnaire. You should 
find it interesting and informative to read. 

Thank you very ̂ uch for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

oJJlajxd̂-
Paul Sellers, Counselor 
Richardson Independent School District 
(214) 690-3261 (School) 
(214) 494-5117 (Home) 
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Number (1-3) 

Fersonal Data Sheet 

_2. Frincipal 

J3» 4.1-50 

J+. 51-up 

!• Positions 

1. Teacher 

2. Age: 

1. 22-30 

2* 31-210 

3. Sex: 

1. Male 2. Female 

4. Years of experience in education (including Present year): 

1' 1 - 5 L. 16-20 

2- 6 - 1 0 5. 21-up 

3. 11-15 

5. Level of employment in education: 

1. Elementary 3. High School 

,2. Junior High/Kiddle School 

6. Professional organization membership (Flease check only one 
mo3t active): — — — 

1. TSTA 

2. ATFE 

7. School population: 

1. 1-500 

2. 501-1,000 

8» District classification: 

1- Urban 

2. Suburban 

_3. 0ther_ 

L. None 

_3. 1,001-1,500 

J*. 1,501-up 

3. Rural 

U ) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 
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Number (1-3) 

RECOMMENDATIONS.FOR EDUCATION REFORM 

DIRECTIONS: Some recommendations have been made for educational 
reform. This scale has been prepared so that you can indicate 
how you feel about each recommendation. Plea'se circle the appro-
priate number to indicate your level of agreement or disagreement 
with each item. (1 Strongly disagree, 2 Disagree, 3 Undecided, 
4 Agree, 5 Strongly agree.) 

A. CONTENT 

High school graduation requirements should be strengthened and, 
at a minimum, all students seeking a diploma should be required 
to take tha following curriculum (the Five New Basics) during 
their 4 years in high school: 

1. English 
2. mathematics 
3. science 
4. social studies 
5. computer science 

- 4 years 
- 3 years 
- 3 years 
- 3 years 
H year 

6. foreign language - 2 years (for college-bound only) 

The teaching of English in high school should equip graduates to: 
7. Comprehend, interpret, evaluate, and use what they read. 
8. Write in a well-organized, effective manner. 
9. Listen effectively and discuss ideas intelligently. 
10. Appreciate our literary heritage. 

The teaching of mathematics in high school should equip graduates to: 
11. Understand geometric and algebraic concepts. 
12. Understand elementary probability and statistics. 
13. Apply mathematics in everyday situations. 
14. Estimate, approximate, measure, and test the accuracy of 

their calculations. 

15. Non-college-bound students need a mathematics curriculum which is 
different but equally demanding as college-bound students. 

The teaching of science in high school should provide graduates with 
an introduction to: 

The concepts, laws, and processes of the physical and biological 
sciences. 

The methods of scientific inquiry and reasoning. 
The application of scientific knowledge to everyday life. 
The social and environmental implications of scientific and 
technological development. 

16 

17 

19 

20. Science courses must be revised and updated for both college-bound 
and non-college-bound students. 

oo 
S3 

D 
U 
. u 
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TS 
>> OJ 01 >% H 3) T) 
30 U iH £0 
C 30 U 9) S 
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u H c 50 JJ 
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1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

(4-23) 
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The teaching of scocial studies in high school should be designed to: 
21. Enable students to fix their places and possibilities-within 

the larger social and cultural structure. 

Understand the broad sweep of both ancient and contemporary 
ideas that have shaped our world. 

Understand the fundamentals of how our economic system works• 

Understand the fundamentals of how our political system functions. 

Grasp the difference between free and repressive societies. 

22. 

23. 

24. 
25. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

Continuing efforts to improve the school curriculum should be made by: 
33. The American Chemical Society. 

34. The American Association for the Advancement of Science. 
35. The Modern Language Association. 

36. The National Councils of Terchers of English and Teachers of Math. 

37. The previous 36 items in Section A are adequate measures to bring 
about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in the area of CONTENT. 

SD D U A SA 

1 2 3 4 5 (24-47) 

The teaching of computer science in high school should equip graduates 
to: 

26. Understand the computer as an information, computation, and 
communication device. 

27. Use the computer in the study of the other Basics and for 
personal and work-related purposes. 

28. Understand the world of computers, electronics, and related 
technologies. 

In addition to the Five New Basics (English, mathematics, science, 
social studies, and computer science), other important curriculum 
matters must also be addressed. 

29. Foreign language study should be started in elementary school. 
All other subjects which advance the student's personal, educa-
tional, and occupational goals, such as the fine and performing 
arts and vocational education, should demand the same rigorous 
effort as the Basics. 

Grades 1 thru 8 should provide a sound base for study, and should 
foster an enthusiasm for learning. 

Grades 1 thru 8 should foster an enthusiasm for the development 
of the individual's gifts and talents. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

B. STANDARDS AND EXPECTATIONS SD D U A SA 

Schools, colleges, and universities should adopt: 

1. More rigorous standards for academic performance. 

More measurable standards for academic performance. 
Higher expectations for academic performance. 
More rigorous standards for student conduct. 
More measurable standards for student conduct. 
Higher expectations for student conduct. 

Four-year colleges and universities should raise their 
requirements for admission. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 3 4 5 
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a J u , SD D U A SA 
8. Grades should accurately reflect academic achievement, and be 

reliable evidence of readiness for further study. i 2 3 4 5 (48-73) 
9. Standardized tests of achievement should be given at major 

transition points from one level of schooling to another 

and particularly from high school-to college or work. 1 2 3 4 5 

The purposes of standardized achievement tests should be to: 

10. Certify the student's credentials. 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Identify the need for remedial intervention. 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Identify the opportunity for advanced or accelerated work. 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Standardized achievement tests should be administered as part of a 

nationwide (not Federal) system of state & local school districts. 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Standardized achievement tests should not be administered as 

part of a "Federal" system of testing. 1 2 3 4 5 
15. This standardized testing system should include other diagnostic 

procedures that assist teachers and students to evaluate student 
progress. 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Textbooks and other tools of learning and teaching should be 
upgraded and updated to assure more rigorous content. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Textbooks for adoption should be evaluated on their ability 
to present rigorous and challenging material clearly. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Textbook publishers should be required to furnish evaluation 
data on the material's effectiveness. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Funds should be made available to support textbook developmpnt 
for the disadvantaged, learning disabled, gifted & talented, etc. 1 2 3 4 5 

20. All publishers should furnish evidence of the quality and appro-
priateness of textbooks based on field trials and credible 
evaluations. 

21. New instructional materials should reflect the most current 

10 

1 2 3 4 5 

technology, scholarship, and research in learning and teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 

22. The previous 21 items in Section B are adequate measures to bring 
about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in the area of STANDARDS AND 
EXPECTATIONS. 

TIME 

1 2 3 4 5 

SD D U A SA 

1. More time should be devoted to learning the New Basics. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. The existing school day needs to be used more effectively. 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Schools need to have a longer school day. 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Schools need to have a longer school year. 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Students in high school need to be assigned far more homework. 1 2 3 4 5 

Instruction in effective study and work skills should be started 
in early grades and continued throughout high school. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Schools should have a 7-hour school day. 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Schools should have a 200- to 220-day school year. 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Schools need better classroom management. 1 2 3 4 5 
0. Schools need better organization of the school day and time 

available for learning. 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Schools need additional time for the special needs of slow 

learners, gifted, and others who need more instructional 
diversity than the conventional school day or year allows. 1 2 3 4 5 
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SD D U A SA 
12. The burden on teachers for maintaining discipline should be 

reduced. - 1 2 3 4 5 (74-80) 
13. Schools need firm and fair codes of student conduct that are 

enforced consistently. 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Alternative classrooms* programs, and schools should be considered 

to meet the needs of continually disruptive students. 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Attendance policies with clear incentives and sanctions should 

be used to reduce time lost through student absenteeism and 
tardiness. 

16. Administrative burdens on the teacher and related intrusions 
intr> the school day should be reduced. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Student placement, grouping, promotion, and graduation should be 
guided by academic progress and instructional need rather than age. 1 2 3 4 5 

("1" in col. 80) 
1.8, Age should not be a factor in student placement, grouping, (dup. 1-3) 

promotion, or graduation. 1 2 3 4 5 (4-25) 

19. The previous 18 items in Section C are adequate measures to bring 
about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in the area of TIME. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

TEACHING SD D U A SA 

1. The preparation of teachers for teaching needs to be improved. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Teaching needs to be made a more.rewarding and respected 

profession. 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Future teachers should meet high educational standards. 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Future teachers should demonstrate an aptitude for teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Future teachers should demonstrate competence in an academic 

discipline. 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Teacher preparation programs should be judged by how well 

their graduates meet the criteria of items 3, 4, & 5 above. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Teacher salaries should be increased, 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Teacher salaries should be professionally competitive. 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Teacher salaries should be market-sensitive. 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Teacher salaries should be performance-based. 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Salary, promotion, tenure, and retention decisions should be 

tied to an effective evaluation system that includes peer review. 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Super [or very outstanding] teachers should be rewarded by the 

system. 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Average teachers should be encouraged by the system. 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Poor teachers should be required to improve or be terminated 

by the system. 1 2 3 4 5 
15. School boards should adopt an 11-month contract for teachers. 1 2 3 4 5 
16. Career ladders for teachers that distinguish among beginning, 

experienced, and master teachers should be developed. 1 2 3 4 5 
17. Substantial non-school personnel should be used as teachers in 

shortage areas such as mathematics and science. 1 2 3 4 5 
18. Incentives, such as grants and loans, should be used to attract 

outstanding students into the teaching profession. 1 2 3 4 5 
19. Master teachers should be involved in designing teacher prepara-

tion programs. 1 2 3 4 5 
20. Master teichers should be involved in supervising teachers 

during thair probationary years. 1 2 3 4 5 
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•>1 TV • . SD D 0 A SA 
zi. The previous 20 items in Section.D are adequate measures to bring 

about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in the area of TEACHING. 1 2 3 4 5 (26-45) 

E. LEADERSHIP AND FISCAL SUPPORT SD D U A SA 

1. Educators and elected officials should be held responsible for 
providing leadership to achieve educational reform. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Citizens should provide the fiscal support (money) and stability 
required to bring about educational reform. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Principals and superintendents must play a crucial leadership 
role in achieving educational reform. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. School boards must provide principals and superintendents with 
adequate professional development and support. •" 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Leadership skills involving persuasion, setting goals, and 
developing community support are needed in addition to 
managerial and supervisory skills. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. State and local officials should have the primary responsibility 
for financing and governing the schools. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. State and local officials should incorporate the proposed edu-
cational reforms into their policies and fiscal planning. " 1 2 3 4 5 

8. The Federal Government, in cooperation with States and localities, 
should help meet the needs of key groups such as the gifted and 
talented, disadvantaged, minority students, and the handicapped. 1 2 3 4 5 

The Federal Government, with a minimum of administrative burden and 
mtrusiveness, should assist in the following other waysi 
9. Protect constitutional and civil, rights. 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Collect educational data, statistics, and information about* 

education. 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Support curriculum improvement. 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Support research on teaching, learning, and school management. 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Support teacher education in areas of critical shortage and key 

national needs. 

14. Provide student financial assistance and research and graduate 
training 

15. Have the primary responsibility to identify the national interest 
in education. 

16. Help fund and support efforts to protect and promote that 
national interest. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. Provide national leadership to ensure that the Nationfs resources 1 2 3 4 5 

are marshaled to address the issues of educational reform. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Educators, parents, and public officials at all levels must 
assist in bringing about educational reform. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. The previous 18 items in Section E are adequate measures to bring 
about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in the area of LEADERSHIP AND 
FISCAL SUPPORT. 1 2 3 4 5 
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MISCELLANEOUS SD D U A SA 

1. The previous 118 recommendations for educational reform which are 
listed on pages 1 thru 5 of this instrument are, in my opinion, 
fully adequate measures to bring about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in 
our nation's schools. 1 2 3 4 5 (46-49) 

2* opinion, the 118 recommendations in their entirety leave many 
issues unaddressed, and they are inadequate measures to bring about 
EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in our nation's schools. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. A stronger emphasis should be placed on the Five New Basics (Eng-
lish, mathematics, science, social studies, and computer science) 
by our nation's schools, even if it results in less time spent on 
electives and subjects which allow students to develop their indi-
vidual talents and creativity. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. A stronger emphasis should be placed on the Five New Basics by our 
nation's schools, even if it results in less time spent on extra-
curricular activities. 1 2 3 4 5 ("2" 4 »• 

COMMENTS: (If you wish) 
col. SO) 
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LIST OF SELECT COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC 

EDUCATION MEMBERS 



Select Committee on Public Education Members 

Mr. Tony Bonilla 
327 Bay Cliff 
Corpus Christi, TX 78412 
512/882-8284 

The Honorable Bob Bullock 
P. 0. Box 2243 
Austin, TX 78731 
512/475-1900 

Mr. Joe Kelly Butler 
2121 Sage Road 
Suite 123 
Houston, TX 77056 
713/627-1710 

Dr. Einmett J. Conrad 
4432 South Oakland 
Dallas, TX 75215 
214/428-2811 

Dr. Dean Corrigan 
College of Education 
Texas A & M University 
College Station, TX 77843 
409/845-5353 

Mr. Will Davis 
200 Perry Brooks Bldg. 
Austin, TX 787CI 
512/478-4671 

Mr. Charles William Duncan, Jr. 
1001 Fannin 
Houston, TX 77002 
713/759-2389 

Dr. Jon H. Fleming, President 
Texas Wesleyan College 
Fort Worth, TX 76105 
817/531-4401 

Mr. E. R. Gregg 
P. 0. Drawer 101 
Jacksonville, TX 75766 
214/586-2231 

The Honorable Bill Haley 
State Representative 
110 Cora Street 
Center, TX 75935 
409/598-2974 
512/475-3506 (Austin) 

Mrs. Susan M. Hopkins 
257 Mitchell 
Corpus Christi, TX 78411 

Dr. Elizabeth MaciJaughton 
1550 Post Oak Tower 
Houston, TX 77056 
713/621-5209 

The Honorable Frank Madia 
State Representative 
P. 0. Drawer X 
San Antonio, TX 78 211 
512/675-3400 

The Honorable Carl Parker 
Texas Senate 
P. 0. Box 12068, Capitol Station 
Austin, TX 78711 
512/475-2809 

Mr. Ross Perot 
7171 Forest Lane 
Dallas, TX 75230 
214/661-6180 

Dr. Levi V. Perry 
33 09 Prospect 
Houston, TX 77004 
713/223-9934 

The Honorable Stan Schlueter 
State Representative 
P. 0. Box 276 
Kileen, TX 76540 
817/52 6-5561 512/476-5641 

Edward Clinton Small 
Small, Graig & Werkenthin 
P. O. Box 2023 
Austin, TX 78768 
512/472-8355 
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APPENDIX-C 

LETTER REQUESTING APPROVAL FOR PILOT STUDY 



October 12, 1983 

Dr. Arzell Ball, Superintendent 
Richardson Independent School District 
400 South Greenville Avenue 
Richardson, Texas 75080 

Dear Dr. Ball: 

As we discussed in our telephone conversation today, I am writing 
a dissertation on the subject of attitudes and perceptions of 
Texas public school teachers and principals regarding the recom-
mendations for educational reform made by the National Commission 
On Excellence In Education. 

As a part of the process, I want to do a pilot study involving a 
small number of teachers and principals in RISD. I am writing 
this letter to request .your approval for the pilot study. 

Enclosed is a copy of the instrument to be used, including the 
cover letter and a brief personal data sheet. Your approval may 
be indicated by your signature below, or by separate letter if 
you choose. 

Thank you very much for your help and support in this project. 

Sincerely yours, 

Paul Sellers, Counselor 
Jess Harben Elementary School 

APPROVED: DATE: (Dc-f-a f { f ^ > 
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APPENDIX D 

LETTER ACCOMPANYING STRATIFIED RANDOM SAMPLE 



Texas Education Agency 201 East Eleventh Street 
Austin, Texas 

• STATE BOARD OF E0UCATI0N 7 8 7 Q 1 

• STATE COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION 

• STATE OEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

March 16, 1984 

Mr. John Paul Sel lers 
1605 Vinecrest C i rc le 
Garland, TX 75042 

Dear Mr. Se l l e rs : 

The following response is made to your inquiry: 

The data/materials that you requested are unavailable. 

X The following Hata/materials have been forwarded to you: 

Ramdom sample o f Teachers and Pr inc ipa ls by Region f o r 
1982-83. (4-sets mai l ing labels and 4-sets computer l i s t i n g ) 

The cost of providing the information requested is $ 57.31 
Please return payment with the xerox request form. * 
Note: Costs are subject to change without notice. 

If further assistance is needed, please contact the Division of 
Information Analysis. 

Sincerely yours, 

Maureen Moore Scheevel, Director 
Division of Information Analysis 

TM:mas 

"An Equ*i/ Opportunity Emoioytrr" 
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APPENDIX E 

MEAN SCORES OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, AND TOTALS 

FOR EACH INDIVIDUAL ITEM OF SURVEY 



RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATION REFORM 

DIRECTIONS: Some recommendations have been made for educational 
reform. This scale has been prepared so that you can indicate 
how you feel about each recommendation. Please circle the appro-
priate number to indicate your level of agreement or disagreement 
with each item. (1 Strongly disagree, 2 Disagree, 3 Undecided, 
4 Agree, 5 Strongly agree.) 

A. CONTENT 

High school graduation requirements should be strengthened and, 
at a minimum, all students seeking a diploma should be required 
to take the following curriculum (the Five New Basics) during 
their 4 years in high school: 

1. English - 4 years 
2. mathematics - 3 years 
3. science - 3 years 
4. social studies - 3 years 
5. computer science - h year 
6. foreign language - 2 years (for college-bound only) 

The teaching of English in high school should equip graduates to: 
7. Comprehend, interpret, evaluate, and use what they read. 
8. Write in a well-organized, effective manner. 
9. Listen effectively and discuss ideas intelligently. 

10. Appreciate our literary heritage• 

The teaching of mathematics in high school should equip graduates to: 
11. Understand geometric and algebraic concepts. 
12. Understand elementary probability and statistics. 
13. Apply mathematics in everyday situations. 
14. Estimate, approximate, measure, and test the accuracy of 

their calculations. 

15. Non-college-bound students need a mathematics curriculum which is 
different but equally demanding as college-bound students. 

Mean Scores for 
Each Individual 
Item of Survey 

to 
r-4 

to td 
M 
0 •H U1 

A O «—f 
O c aJ 
aj •H •P 
0 M O 

a* 

4 . 5 4 3 
4 . 3 8 9 
4 . 1 8 8 
4 . 1 8 1 
4 . 2 1 3 
3 . 8 6 4 

4 . 7 7 2 
4 . 7 1 3 
4 . 6 1 4 
4 . 1 5 7 

4 . 0 4 5 
3 . 9 7 8 
4 . 8 3 3 

The teaching of science in high school should provide graduates with 
an introduction to: 

16. The concepts, laws, and processes of the physical and biological 
sciences. 

17. The methods of scientific inquiry and reasoning. 
18. The application of scientific knowledge to everyday life. 
19. The social and environmental implications of scientific and 

technological development. 

20. Science courses must be revised and updated for both college-bound 
and non-college-bound students. 

4 . 3 7 7 
4 . 3 4 8 
4 . 5 1 8 

4 . 6 5 2 
4 . 4 8 3 
4 . 1 2 4 
4 . 2 7 3 
4 . 1 2 4 
3 . 8 8 8 

4 . 6 4 4 
4 . 6 5 6 
4 . 6 1 1 
4 . 2 1 1 

4 . 1 3 3 
4 . 0 4 4 
4 . 8 4 4 

4 . 4 6 7 4 . 6 1 8 

4 . 2 8 8 4 . 0 2 2 

4 . 4 0 0 
4 . 3 5 6 
4 . 5 1 7 

4 . 5 6 8 
4 . 4 1 9 
4 . 1 6 7 
4 . 2 0 1 
4 . 1 8 7 
3 . 8 7 3 

4 . 7 3 7 
4 . 6 9 5 
4 . 6 1 3 
4 . 1 7 9 

4 . 0 7 9 
3 . 9 9 4 
4 . 8 3 3 

4 . 5 0 6 

4 . 2 1 5 

4 . 3 8 1 
4 . 3 5 1 
4 . 5 1 6 

4 . 2 8 8 4 . 1 8 4 4 . 2 5 3 

4 . 1 4 3 4 . 1 5 6 4 . 1 4 5 
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22. 

23. 
24. 
25. 

30. 

31 

32. 

Continuing efforts to improve the school curriculum should be made by: 
33. The American Chemical Society. 
34. The American Association for the Advancement of Science. 
35. The Modern Language Association. 
36. The National Councils of Teachers of English and Teachers of Math. 

37. The previous 36 items in Section A are adequate measures to bring 
about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in the area of CONTENT. 

03 
U 
0) 
£} 
o 

The teaching of scocial studies in high school should be designed to: 
21. Enable students to fix their places and possibilities within 

the larger social and cultural structure. 
Understand the broad sweep of both ancient and contemporary 
ideas that have shaped our world. 
Understand the fundamentals of how our economic system works. 
Understand the fundamentals of how our political system functions. 
Grasp the difference between free and repressive societies. 

The teaching of computer science in high school should equip graduates 

26. Understand the computer as an information, computation, and 
communication device. 

27. Use the computer in the study of the other Basics and for 
personal and work—related purposes. 

28. Understand the world of computers, electronics, and related 
technologies. 

In addition to the Five New Basics (English, mathematics, science, 
social studies, and computer science), other important curriculum 
matters must also be addressed. 

29. Foreign language study should be started in elementary school. 
All other subjects which advance the studentfs personal, educa-
tional, and occupational goals, such as the fine and performing 
arts and vocational education, should demand the same rigorous ' 
effort as the Basics. 

Grades 1 thru 8 should provide a sound base for study, and should 
roster an enthusiasm for learning. 

Grades 1 thru 8 should foster an enthusiasm for the development 
of the individual's gifts and talents. 

3.662 

4.753 

4.502 

3.019 
3.272 
3.263 
3.815 

cu 

u 
a* 

4.136 
4.491 
4.498 
4.468 

4.374 

4.181 

3.768 

g 

4.176 4.133 4.164 

4.144 
4.461 
4.456 
4.456 

3.136 
3.667 

4.140 
4.487 
4.491 
4.467 

4.278 4.350 

3.967 4.123 

3.833 3.790 

3.318 3.066 3.257 

3.567 3.628 

4.578 4.704 

4.422 4.478 

2.920 2.993 
3.267 3.279 

3.229 
3.781 

3.641 3.571 3.621 

B. STANDARDS AND EXPECTATIONS 

Schools, colleges, and universities should adopt: 
1. More rigorous standards for academic performance. 

More measurable standards for academic performance. 
Higher expectations for academic performance. 
More rigorous standards for student conduct. 
More measurable standards for student conduct. 
Higher expectations for student conduct. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

7. Four-year colleges and universities should raise their 
requirements for admission. 

4.100 
4.146 
4.215 
4.288 
4.186 
4.480 

4.213 
4.267 
4.311 
4.300 
4.202 
4.461 

4.137 
4.182 
4.245 
4.296 
4.194 
4.476 

3.541 3.578 3.549 
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8. Grades should accurately reflect academic achievement, and be 
reliable evidence of readiness for further study. 

9. Standardized tests of achievement should be given at major 
transition points from one level of schooling to another 
and particularly from high school to college or work. 

The purposes of standardized achievement tests should be to: 
10. Certify the student's credentials. 

11. Identify the need for remedial intervention. 

12. Identify the opportunity for advanced or accelerated work. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

C. TIME 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 

More time should be devoted to learning the New Basics. 
The existing school day needs to be used more effectively. 
Schools need to have a longer school day. 
Schools need to have a longer school year. 

Students in high school need to be assigned far more homework. 
Instruction in effective study and work skills should be started 
in early grades and continued throughout high school. 
Schools should have a 7-hour school day. 
Schools should have a 200- to 220-day school year. 
Schools need better classroom management. 
Schools need better organization of the school day and time 
available for learning. 

Schools need additional time for the special needs of slow 
learners, gifted, and others who need more instructional 
diversity than the conventional school day or year allows. 

tn 
CO nj 
U a 
Q •H CO 
JZ 0 rH o c as 
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4 . 3 2 1 4 . 2 1 8 4 . 2 9 6 

3 . 8 2 4 3 . 9 0 7 3 . 8 5 3 

3 .500 
4 . 0 6 6 
4 . 1 2 3 

Standardized achievement tests should be administered as part of a 
nationwide (not Federal) system of state & local school districts. 
Standardized achievement tests should not be administered as 
part of a "Federal" system of testing. 

This standardized testing system should include other diagnostic 
procedures that assist teachers and students to evaluate student 
progress. 

Textbooks and other tools of learning and teaching should be 
upgraded and updated to assure more rigorous content. 
Textbooks for adoption should be evaluated on their ability 
to present rigorous and challenging material clearly. 
Textbook publishers should be required to furnish evaluation 
data on the material's effectiveness. 
Funds should be made available to support textbook development 
for the disadvantaged, learning disabled, gifted & talented, etc. 
All publishers should furnish evidence of the quality and appro-
priateness of textbooks based on field trials and credible 
evaluations. 

New instructional materials should reflect the most current 
technology, scholarship, and research in learning and teaching. 

The previous 21 items in Section B are adequate measures to brine 
about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in the area of STANDARDS AND 
EXPECTATIONS. 

3 . 5 1 1 
4 . 0 9 1 
4 . 0 6 8 

3 . 5 1 8 
4 . 0 8 2 
4 . 1 0 9 

3 . 5 4 8 3 . 5 1 1 3 . 5 4 5 

3 . 6 7 1 3 • 738 3 .699 

4 . 1 2 8 4. . 182 4 . 1 5 1 

4 . 1 8 1 3, .955 4 . 1 1 2 

4 . 3 4 6 4, . 0 9 1 4 .266 

4 . 2 1 4 4 < »023 4 . 155 

3 . 9 9 5 3, .733 3 . 9 1 7 

4 . 2 1 3 4, ,034 4 . 1 6 1 

4 . 3 8 9 4, .310 4 .370 

3 . 6 3 9 3. ,55-7 3 .615 

3 . 8 6 4 3 . 897 3 .879 
4 . 1 5 7 4 . 337 4 .202 
1 . 6 6 4 1. 932 1, . 752 
1 . 8 4 2 2 . 30 7 1, . 997 
3 .136 3 . 048 3, .100 

4 . 4 7 2 4 . 239 4, .407 
3 . 3 5 7 3 . 545 3, . 413 
1 . 9 5 7 2 . 125 2, .023 
3 . 8 4 5 3 . 965 3, , 89 3 

4 . 0 3 8 4 . 091 4. .053 

3 . 2 2 2 2 . 966 3. ,155 
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3.677 2.529 3.346 

12. The burden on teachers for maintaining discipline should be 
reduced. 

13. Schools need firm and fair codes of student conduct that are 

enforced consistently. 4.736 4.580 4.683 
14. Alternative classrooms» programs, and schools should be considered 

to meet the needs of continually disruptive students. 4.371 4.193 4.320" 
15. Attendance policies with clear incentives and sanctions should 

be used to reduce time lost through student absenteeism and 

tardiness. 4.514 4.402 4.477 
16. Administrative burdens on the teacher and related intrusions 

into the school day should be reduced. 4.453 4.138 4.36 2 
17. Student placement, grouping, promotion, and graduation should be 

guided by academic progress and instructional need rather than age 4.276 4.023 4.195 

18. Age should not be a factor in student placement, grouping, 
promotion, or graduation. 3.545 3.057 3.396 

19. The previous 18 items in Section C are adequate measures to bring 
about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in the area of TIME. 3.813 3.612 3.742 

D. TEACHING 

1. The preparation of teachers for teaching needs to be improved. 
2. Teaching needs to be made a more: rewarding and respected 

profession. 
3. Future teachers should meet high educational standards. 
4. Future teachers should demonstrate an aptitude for teaching. 
5. Future teachers should demonstrate competence in an academic 

discipline. 
6. Teacher preparation programs should be judged by how well 

their graduates meet the criteria of items 3, 4, & 5 above. 
7. Teacher salaries should be increased. 
8. Teacher salaries should be professionally competitive. 
9. Teacher salaries should be market-sensitive. 

10. Teacher salaries should be performance-based. 
11. Salary, promotion, tenure, and retention decisions should be 

tied to an effective evaluation system thdt includes peer review. 
12. Super [or very outstanding] teachers should be rewarded by the 

system. 
13. Average teachers should be encouraged by the system. 
14. Poor teachers should be required to improve or be terminated 

by the system. 
15. School boards should adopt an 11-month contract for teachers. 
16. Career ladders for teachers that distinguish among beginning, 

experienced, and master teachers should be developed. 
17. Substantial non-school personnel should be used as teachers in 

shortage areas such as mathematics and science. 
18. Incentives, such as grants and loans, should be used to attract 

outstanding students into the teaching profession. 
19. Master teachers should be involved in designing teacher prepara-

tion programs. 
20. Master teachers should be involved in supervising teachers 

during their probationary years. 

4 .130 4 .318 4 .188 

4 .747 4 .727 4 .739 
4 .465 4 .437 4 .460 
4 .531 4 .446 4 .508 

4 .443 4 .452 4 .445 

4 .315 4 .239 4 .297 
4 .857 4 .690 4 .809 
4 .329 4 .398 4 .356 
4 .171 4 .138 4 .172 
3 .215 3 .543 3 .323 

2 .968 3 .102 3 .023 

3 .743 3 .932 3 .808 
4 .014 4 .0 70 4 .036 

4, .117 4 .443 4 .216 
2, .703 3 .047 2 .806 

3, • 606 3, .727 3, .647 

2, . 386 2, .545 2, .442 

4, ,079 4. ,250 4, .133 

4, ,101 4. ,341 4, ,174 

3, ,885 4. , 114 3, ,952 



192 

W 
rH 

en to 
U a 
0) CO 

JC 0 r-4 
o a 
ftJ •H 4J 
<U U O 
& 0< EH 

3.675 3.689 3.670 

21. The previous 20 items in Section D are adequate measures to bring 
about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in the area of TEACHING. 

E. LEADERSHIP AND FISCAL SUPPORT 

1. Educators and elected officials should be held responsible for 
providing leadership to achieve educational reform. 4.0 78 4.198 4.113 

2. Citizens should provide the fiscal support (money) and stability 
required to bring about educational reform. 4.195 4.184 4.176 

3. Principals and superintendents must play a crucial leadership 
role in achieving educational reform. 4.315 4.506 4.373 

4. School boards must provide principals and superintendents with 
adequate professional development and support. 4.362 4.529 4.413 

5. Leadership skills involving persuasion, setting goals, and 
developing community support are needed in addition to 
managerial and supervisory skills. 4.221 4.379 4.269 

6. State and local officials should have the primary responsibility 
for financing and governing the schools. 3.981 4.356 4.098 

7. State and local officials should incorporate the proposed edu-

£ f t i o n a l r e f o r m s i n t 0 their policies and fiscal planning. 3.944 4.233 4.036 
^ Federal Government, in cooperation with States and localities, 
should help meet the needs of key groups such as the gifted and 
talented, disadvantaged, minority students, and the handicapped. 3.654 3.471 3.595 

The Federal Government, with a minimum of administrative burden and 
intrusiveness, should assist in the following other ways: 
9. Protect constitutional and civil rights. 

10. Collect educational data, statistics, and information about 
education. 

11. Support curriculum improvement. 

12. Support research on teaching, learning, and school management. 
13. Support teacher education in areas of critical shortage and key 

national needs. 

14. Provide student financial assistance and research and graduate 
training. 

15. Have the primary responsibility to identify the national interest 
in education. 

16. Help fund and support efforts to protect and promote that 
national interest. 

17. Provide national leadership to ensure that the Nation's resources 
are marshaled to address the issues of educational reform. 

18. Educators, parents, and public officials at all levels must 
assist in bringing about educational reform. 4.540 4.241 4.456 

19. The previous 18 items in Section E are adequate measures to brine 
about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in the area of LEADERSHIP AND 
FISCAL SUPPORT. 3.601 3.578 3.595 

4 .126 3 .966 4 .085 

3 .707 3 .782 3 .733 
3 .958 3 .862 3 .935 
3 .981 3 .849 3 .948 

3 .930 3 .816 3 .905 

3 .757 3 .667 3 .725 

3 .556 3 .448 3 .539 

3 .659 3 .471 3 .607 

3 .723 3 .523 3 .671 
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F. MISCELLANEOUS 

1. The previous 118 recommendations for educational reform which are 
listed on pages 1 thru 5 of this instrument are, in my opinion, 
fully adequate measures to bring about EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in 
our nation's schools. 3,444 3.333 3.412 

2. In my opinion, the 118 recommendations in their entirety leave many 
issues unaddressed, and they are inadequate measures to bring about 
EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION in our nation's schools. 2.828 3.012 2.879 

3. A stronger emphasis should be placed on the Five New Basics (Eng-
lish, mathematics, science, social studies, and computer science) 
by our nation's schools, even if it results in less time spent on 
electives and subjects which allow students to develop their indi-
vidual talents and creativity. 3.347 3.529 3.412 

4. A stronger emphasis should be placed on the Five New Basics by our 
nation's schools, even if it results in less time spent on extra-
curricular activities. 3.725 3.826 3.761 

COMMENTS: (If you wish) 

Mean Totals 3.861 3.857 3.86 3 
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