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CHAFTER I
INTRODUCTION

The most popular device for surveying school admine
istrative practices is the questionnaire. Each year scores
of questionnaires are mailed to superintendents from a
variety of sources, When a researcher conducts a survey,
one of his prime concerns is to ensure that as many question-
naires as possible are returned, A report by R. Murray
Thomas, dean of education, at the University of California,
states that the per cent of returns varies greatly from one
survey to enother. Of thirty-six studies utilizing question-
naires to adminlstrators reported in an educational journal
between 1952 and 1963 the rate of returns ranged from 32 per
cent to 96 per cent. The average or median was 73.5 per cent.
In most studies the returns ranged from 58 per cent (20th
percentile) to 8i per cent (80th porcuntllo).1 The range may
actually be greater than indicated here because some researche
ers, apparently out of neglect or smbarrassment, do not
include in their reports the per cent of gquestionnaires

returned,

1!. Murray Thomas, "Questionnaires To Administratorsi

%;f{ 2gf g:;:r%;h.mm dournal of Educational Resssrch,



I. THE PROBLEM

. Statement of the Problem. The main objectives of
| this study were to: (1) identify some of the reasons why
]

superintendents in Kansas schools discard research ques-
r tionnaires; (2) evaluate each of the responses geined from
~ the superintendents in the structuredeguestionnaire inter=
view; and (3) investigate methods that might be utilized

in increasing percentage of questionnaires returned,

Importance of the Study, The problem of nonerespon=

- dents seems to plague every educational investigator who
gconducts a survey involving meil responses to questionnaires.
Carefully he prepares & guestionnaire and selects a sample
for his malling list; optimistically he sends out the
questionnaires; hepefully he walts for the returns. "At

~ the end of two or three weeks, he has heard from 25 per cent
to 50 per cent of his :npln." Perhaps the researcher hears
from more, maybe less, depending upon several factors:

(1) the nature of the inquiry; (2) the type of individuals to
whom gquestionnaires were sent; (3) the prestige of the invest-
‘igator; (4) the length of the questionnaire; and (5) the ease
with which 1t can be answered,

zs.orloy Rd.d. "Respondents and Non-respondents to

Questionnaires Educational Research Bulletin,
1190, April, 1942,



Limitations of the Study, The greater part of
- research done for this study has been limited to the
- superintendents of twenty of the largest high schools
i in Esnsas. (Appendix A) Originally, the study was to
~ include twenty five Kansas aschool superintendents, but
: due to circumstances beyond the control of the resesrcher,
five of the original sempling were unable to be interviewed.

Because of time, expense, and practicality 1t was imposs-
ible to interview all the Kansas school superintendents,
The fact that the interview took place when the school
superintendent was involved with end=ofe-school asctivities
may have limited the success of the interview. The fact
that school superintendents were so busy may have meant
a more rapld answering of questions and therefore, less
reflection and deep thinking.

Source of Data, Information gathered for this study
was obtalned from the superintendents of twenty of the
largest high schools in Kansas. (Appendix A) Selection was
‘based on the figures found in the Kanses Bducational
M from the Kensas State Department of Public Instruc-
tion, 1966-67. The general method of obtaining information
from the selected sample of Kansas school superintendents
ﬁn through a structured-questionnaire interview. {(Appendix B)
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Method of Procedure. A letter of introduction
concerning the importance and purpose of the study was
individually typewritten to each of the Kansas school
superintendents selected, (Appendix B) This time
consuming process was used because of the belief that
superintendents give more serious attention to maill
directed to them by name than to mail directed to Dear
Mr., School Superintendent, This letter explained the
purpose of the study and asked for the superintendent
%0 set aslide & period of twenty to thirty minutes for
a personal interview with the researcher. A return
posteard was included in the letter of introduction for
a reply.

In the actual interview the superintendent was
asked to verbally give his views concerning questionnaire
studies, Each of his reflections and comments were recorded
by the researcher in the space provided in the questionnaire
~ form,

After esach of the responses of the superintendents
were recorded, the material was further broken down into
listings end tables as appropriate to each guestion.

II. DEFINITION OF TERMS

Superintendents, The chief administrators of the
unified school districts in the State of Ksnsas,




Discards, To turn off or away as useless or
worthless; to cast away; to reject.

'ng;mm. A peper containing a series of
questions, circulated among a large number of persons
who may be elther naive or expert in thelr answers,
whose repllies are designed to serve as data for invest-
igation or the sclentifiec study of some subject,

Non-respondents., Those superintendents of Kansas
schools who do not respond, answer or return research
gquestionnaire forms,

te Intervisw. The form used
in the personal interview with the superintendents of

twenty of the largest high schools in the State of
Kansas, (Appendix B)

III, ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAPER

Chapter II of this study will present the review
of related literature. Interpretation of the datas
collected in the structured-guestionnalire interviews is
presented in Chapter III, The last chapter, Chapter IV,
summarizes the study, offers some conclusions, and

recommends solutions,



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Research in the area of none-respondents to ques-
- tionnaires is very plentiful. Thumbing through such
- sources as the Education Index, Mastors Thesis Reviews
‘ and Digsertation Abstracts it becomes evident that
school superintendents are one of the prime targets for
gquestionnaire surveys. Literslly hundreds of studies
have been done dealing wiih the school superintendent's
views and practices and only as a sidelight is the per-
centage of questionnaires returned mentioned. In studies
where the returns evidently were quite low the researcher
often omitted the percentage of questionnaires returned.
Looking at some of the research concerning the
percentage of research guestionnaires returned among
- school superintendents revealed the following.
I, SUMMARY OF STUDIES ILLUSTRATING THE LOW
PERCENTAGE OF QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED
AMONG SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
‘ Robert Howard Jerry, a doctoral candldate, at Indliana
University, sent out a guestionnaire form to public school
superintendents attempting to identify just what demanded
their professional time.




He gained & 72.4 per cent return from the questlionnaire
form, leaving 27.6 per cent listed as m'm--rnxaondmiu.1

In a study by Robert A, Koenig, & carefully prepared
questionnaire was sent to ninety selected school superine
tendents in Massachusetts and the Bay Area, Of the ninety
superintendents consulted only sixty-four (or 57 per cent)
responded to the questionnalire form, leaving L3 per cent
listed as non-rupond.nts.z

The following four studies or opinion polls
continue to illustrate a low percentage of returns among
school superintendents.

In en opinion poll of James B. Conant's much
publicized contentions concerning certification require-
ments for superintendents, the following return was gained:

Based on a iy per cent proportional sampling of 16,000

administrators in the continental Unitsd States, this
survey brought a 32 per cent response,

Inahnrt Howard Jerry, "The Duties of a Superintendent
and the Allocation of Professional Time of Public School
,g;orintmdontl in Indiana™ (unpublished Doctoral Dissertas

on, Indiana University, noauinswn Indiana, 1963),

Abstracts, 24:3175, January-April, 19

2Robert A. Koenig, "A Comparative Study of Superine
hﬂdonn and School Boards in Massachusetts and the Bay
%n. %& of Seconday Education, L41:51-58,

ruary,

3"pgministrators are Reluctant to Part with Certifie
~eatlon," The Nation's Schools, 72:29, July, 1963.



In & similer study or opinion poll a questionnaire
asking school superintendents if they believed a contract
- with a school district was the most sppropriate employment
arrangement brought the following returns:
By LI e Ry
& 33 per cent response.

In an opinion poll asking school superintendents to
reply to a questionnaire form concerning an interstate com=
pact for education, which was first suggested by Dr. James
Conant, the following returns were recelved:

Based on & |} per cent proportional sampling of 16,000

Rrengat & SR st vespsasarins. o v

Finally, in an opinion poll asking the question,
"Should qualifications for the superintendent include at
least one year of training in school business administrae
tion?" the following returns were recelved:

Based on a lj per cent proportional sampling of 16,000

school administrators in the continmental ted States,
this survey brought a 32 per cent response.

. b"saministrators Agree: 'Give Us Contracts for at
{R!‘;t Three Years,'" TIhe Nation's Schools, 76:47, August,

s'lm.hn Tie Strings To Their Support of Compact,"
e Nation's Schools, 77161, Jenuary, 1966.

é"gyperintendent Should Have A Year's !ruung In
Nation's t

QS 115t Sl Satals, O:%.
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Just as these studies and many others plainly show
the critical problem of a low percentage of questionnaires
returned, the following study stated just the opposite.
David M, Smith, in this case stated:

¢ o o the educational preparation, professional
ience, sge, salary, n’. certification status of ﬁ:’
city superintendents, were based on & guestionnaire
which was mailed to isg Ohio eity superintendents whose
names appeared in the ational Directory of the
State of Ohio for the School r 1951-52." By April
10, 1952, a total of 131 ted questionnaires, or
97 per cent, ware returnsd.

R, Murray Thomas, professor at the University of
California, Santa Barbars, stated in his study:

Of 326 questionnaires sent out to school superinten-
dents, Th. w-ntmnm‘plnml er cent
more 8s & result of a follow-up letter; some 70-75 per
econt of the schools in Califormia were represented. IS
was found superintendents of small schools replied more
than those of large schools, Iiuor year seemed not to
affect the magnitude of retumm,

II. SUMMARY OF VARIOUS METHODS

1% hes been shown through previous resesarch that

TDavid Mitchell Smith and Normem Biff, "The
tion and Experience of Ohio City Superintendents,”
 Res a, 321198, November, 1953; and Davi sohel.
» cational Preparation and Professional Experience of

Ohio City Sehool Superintendents” (unpublished Master's thesis
'{o m'm.::y. Columbus, nh::: 1952). *

8g, Furrey Thomas, "Questiomnaires to Administrators

Ra f Return :
u&;. —_ “gnmnumnunmm



the percentage of questionnaires returned among school
superintendents is a definite problem. Therefore, it
is also important to investigate methods thet previous

researchers have used in increasing percentage of guese
tionnaires returned,

D, A, Davis, professor at Western Michigan Unive
sity, galned a high percentage of returns by using the
following methods:

Questionnaires were sent to 549 public secondary
schools, bringing a 98 per cent response, Reasons for
the high return were attributed to the mailing of two
reminders about thres weeks aspart, It was discovered
that the poorest snd the wealthiest schools gave the
best response. Guidance personnsl lcally responded
to the first request; and_school a strators to the
first followeup reminder.

Looking at some of the methods that have been utilized
 in motivating respondents and none-resspondents to gquestionnaire
. surveys the following study is helpful, The experience gained
.frﬂl a carefully plsnned extensive mall questionnaire survey
of the enrollment directors and executive directors of 85
Blue Cross Fleans (100 per cent response) and state commlse
sioners (87 per cent response) in the United States, Canada,
Puerto Rico provides suggestions for successful mail
surveys. In this study, Sol Levine, at Harvard University

tatads

9D. A. Davis, "Who Responds to Guidance Question-
»" Yocational Guldance Juarterly, 91186, Spring,
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Respondent presperstion and follow=up procedurss reguire
cereful plamning end sdministretion., Speelel delivery
return envelopes, desdlines, end tentative time schedule

for follow=-ups and hlopism calls all contribute to
maximizing the response,

John T, Gullahorn, at Michigsn State University,
stated in snocther study:

Where a relatively complete coverage of a population
is desired, the use of & special-delivery follow-up is
worth the added ense, partlcularly in eliciting

responses from 1n vldnah whe have not scknowledged any
pravious correspondence.

However, Just the opposite results have been presented
by Cuyler E, Hammond concerning questionnaire response. He
stated in a study for the American Cancer Socletyt

A survey conducted by mall was made to obtain infore
mation on inhalation in relation to type and amount of
smoking., A test was made to determine whether the
wording of the letter of transmittel enclosed with the
questionnaire, the organiszation from which the gquestione
naires were sent, the presence or absence of a postage
stamp on the envelcpe for reply, or the fallure of some
men %o reply had en influence on the findings.

It appeared that these factora made very little
difference in the percentage of distribution of
responses to questions on smoking hablits. However, a
larger percentage of the addresses replied when & return
envelope with a postage stamp attached was enclosed than
when a business reply envelope not requiring a postage
stemp was enclosed. The wording of the letter of

j .
L 10501 Levine sna Gerald tions "Maximizing Returns

Meil tionnai " bli i 1y, 223568
Winter, 1956-S9. v Iubiie R SRSERTAL, 24565,

iljohn T. Gullshorn and Jesmne E. Gullahorn,
"Increasing Returns from Nonm-respondents,” Publie Opinion

Suarterly, 23:120, Summer, 1959.
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transmittal also seemed_to have some influence on the
percentage of replies,

-In a questionnaire study by Bressler and Kephart, the
sample of 1,000 nurses was divided into 10 inducement groups
consisting of 100 each, The authors concluded:

Previews, pennlies, nickels, and dimes had relatively
little incentive value. The use of airmall stemps was
moderately effective. Follow-ups, special delivery
stamps, and querters were extremely effective as induce=-
ments, There were no statistical differences among these
three inducementefactors. The follow=-up letter proved

Just as otfoe{%vo as more expensive and complicated
arrangements e+’

A further study in the area of inducements to larger
returns, Mooren and Rothney presented the following infors

mationt

To examine the hypothesis that a personalized form of
a mall questionnaire would produce faster and more
complete response than the more generalized form, 688
high school graduates were randomly placed in two groups,
and mailed questionnaires, or mimeographed letters amd
questionnaires, There were no significant differences
in tor-thpt speed and quanity of response of the two
groups,

Bruce Eckland, studylng a group of high school drop-

outs who had entered college ten years before, found 1%

12¢uyler E, Hammond, "Inhslation in Relation to Type

and Amount étsz:ggigi:‘!.gggfgf& - the American Statistical

13wWilliam Kephart and Marvin Bressler, "Increasing the
Response to Mail Questiomnaires: A Research Study,™ Public

Opinion Quarterly, 22:132, Summer, 1958,

URobert L. Mooren and John W, Rothney, "Personaliszing

the Foll Study," Personnsl snd Guidance J
B AIe-A1], Bareh,’ (o5 uaminad md RPN
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diffiecult to locate the students but even more difficult
to solicit a response from them, He stated concerning
this lﬁud;l

Prodding was necessary in the follows=up to gain a
reply., Two methods proved quite successful. First, a
long distance phone call from the university impressed
these nonerespondents to the importance and urgency of
their res @« A 6} per cent return was galned by the
phone c¢all follow=up, Secondly, a certified letter,
coupled with a postal recelpt, was a relatively inexe
pensive means of verifylng dniivcry by requiring the
recipient to affix his signature upon a card ch 1is
then returned to the sender., It serves the same purpose
es a reglstered letter, except there is no insurance
coverage on the contents of the letter, The phone call
and them the goreirlud letter brought another 19 per
cent return.l

Still enother method used in motivating nonerespondents
to return gquestionnaires was presented by Kenmneth Bradt., He
stated:

In this study of why certain students who were
enrolled in USAFI courses had not completed thelr lessons,
a mall questionnaire was accompanied by a post card
bearing the respondent's name which he was asked to return
separately after he had sent back the anonymous gquestione
naire, Two waves of meiling produced a return of over
80 per cent in this sample zr presumably uninterested end
non=compliant responden Sekt

Finally, David Orr, at the University of Plttsburg and
Clinton Neyman, Jr., &t the American Institute for Research,

158ruce Hekland, "Effects of Prodding to Increase

Mailback Returns," Journal of Applied Psychology, 491166-167,
M., 1965.

1égenneth Bradt, "The Usefulness of a Post Card

Techni i Mail tionnaire,™ Public Opinion Querterly,
19:218, Susmer, 1955?"" . .
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worked together on a study, They chose }}j0,000 high sehool
students as their sample and had an amaszing followeup
involving 88,000 students who had not responded to the first
follow=up questionnaire, The authors list several conclusions
that are possible from the reported experience:

The first conclusion drewn 1s undoubtedly that a lerpge
scele follow=up is an expensive business, however, 1t is
done, and incressingly so as efforts are continued to
induce nonerespondents to respond, The graphs of the
study show that the reminders mailed after the first and
second waves of questionnaires had little discernible
effect as compared to mailing new questionnaires, It was
on this basis that new questionnaires were sent in the
third end fourth waves instgad of further reminders.
However, it might be noted that the third and fourth wave
curves appear to slack off more quickly then those for
the first and second, suggesting the possibility that
reminders may have had a sort of mild "sustainer"™ effect
on the response rates, In any cese, however, it appears

. that where there 1s relstively little cost difference in

sending a r.-ing?r or a new questionnaire, the latter 1s
' more effective,

|I III. SUMMARY

The review of previous research has shown that the
percentage of qQquestionmaires returned among school superine
= tendents in most cases were quite low, It was further stated
- and shown that many methods have been utilized in attempting

. to motivate noneresspondents,

17David B, Orr and Clinton A, Neymen, Jr,., "Conside
crltiogn. Costs, and Returns in a Large-scale Follow=up

Stu » i R 8 ‘78
doril) 19 of Educationsl Research, 508:377-378,
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One must refer to all nonsrespondents since little research
has been done in increasing the percentags of gquestionnaires
returned among school superintendents, Since research shows
~ little has been accomplished or written in this area, the
. research in the present study ls thereby strengthened,
Finally, it was stated in the research that "small school
superintendents seem to reply to guestionnalre surveys more
readily then the large school superintendents,"}8 Therefore,
since this study was interssted in the school superintendents
- who seldom return questionnaire forms, the sample was
selected from the superintendents of the larger school systems
 in Kansas,

l.am.l oP. m.. Pe 129,



CHAPTER III
PRESENTATION OF DATA

Two methods were used to secure information for this
study. The first was & review of related literature. This
method was covered in the previous chapter. The second wes
obtaining data through & structured-guestionnaire interview
with the superintendents of twenty of the largest high
schools in the State of Kansas.

This chapter shows the results of the structured-ques-
tionnaire interviews. Data was presented In tables and
important points discussed in the text of this chapter.

I, REASONS FOR NOT RESPONDING TO QUESTIONNAIRES

As atated in question one, research indicates that
school superintendents receive a largse amount of mailed
research guestionnaires. Table I 1s a listing, in descending
order of importance, of the reasons given by the selected
superintendents for not responding to some research gquestion-
naires,



TABLE I

GOULD YOU GIVE SOME OF THE REASONS YOU

RESPOND T0 SOME QUESTIONNAIRES
AND NOT TO OTHERS?

18

REASONS FOR NOT RESPONDING ~ MENTIONED

The construction of the guestionnaire

is poor. 9
The questionnaire is too long and time

consuming. T
The form of the gquestlonnaire needs

improvement. h
The content of the questionnaire is toe

shallow. 3
The superintendent does not have time to

give to questionnaire studies. 3
Some gquestionnaires contain mispelled words

and poor grammar, 3
Some of the information requested 1s simply

not available, 2
Some questionmaires show a lack of deep

thought, 3
Some gquestionnaires have a slanted approach,

celling for predetermined responses. 2
Researchers who have & limited knowledge

of the subject usually ask out-dated

gquestions.
Some guestionnaires are ambiguous,
Questionnaires ealling for opinion depend

on one's mood and therefore are conside

ered unimportant. 2
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_ REASQNS FOR NOT RESFONDING

_ e questionnaires call for %oo much
- factual or techmical information.

Some guestionnalrea have bemn poorly
 printed or poorly duplicated.

,I-o questions msked put the school system
on a spot.

Questionnaires conteining essay type
questions ere too time consuming,

Hew duties of the superintendent are
demanding more of his time.

Questionnaire forms from out-ofestate
will not be returned.

h e sumnary is not promised 1t 1z less
likely to be returned,

The questionnaires are delegated to the
department heads and they do not returm

Some questionneires make it difficult to
understand what information is wanted,

If the present questiomnaire is repete
1tlous of previous studies 1t is less
1ikely to be returned,

ﬁ the questionnaire comes at & busy Stime
_of yesr, it 13 less likely returned.

If the study has no future use but %o go
into the files it will not be answered.

If the questionnaire requires over 20
. minutes to amswer, it will not be
mlobod.

ecal, State, and National reports are
~ requi time that used to be given
to guestionnaires.



NUMBER OF TIMES
REASONS FOR NOT RESPONDING MENTIONED

Questiomneires that call for a 1,2,3 or
& yes-~=N0 response can not be too
important, 1

The lack of courtesy in asking for infore
mation, by some researchers, hinders

a response, 1
Questionnaires containing loaded questions
will not be returmed. 1

The topic of research guestionnaires in
general irritates the superintendent
=¢ therefore does not »eturn any of 1
L 1Y

Superintendents are just recelving too
many questionnaires to complete all of .

Table I shows that the superintendents in the Kansas
schools have many and varied reasons for not responding to
some research gquestionnaires. In analysing the major
reasons given for not responding, it is plainly shown that
questionnaire studies need to be improved in the area of

gonstruction, Construction of the guestionmnaire may ineclude
such things as length, form, snd content, Most of the

~ superintendents felt that oconsiderably mere work and thought
must be put into the questionmaire form if a higher pere
centage of returns is %o be ever realised.



II, TIME OF YEAR T0 SEND QUESTIONNAIRES

The information in Teble II is based entirely on
he notions of the selected superintendents for thelr owm
articuler school setting. It 1s evident that these views
luster in two dlstinct areas.

In this teble, the term "yes" 1s intended to mean
hat superintendents definitely belleve the time of year
ffects their reaponse. The term "no" is intended to mean

Paat superintendenta daflolbely belleve toe time of year
guestlonneires are reselved ls of 1Littls or wo luportence.

TABLE 1I

DO YOU BELIEVE THE TIME OF YEAR YOU RECEIVE
QUESTIONNAIRES AFFECTS YOUR COOPERATION?

YES N0
No. Per cent No. Per gent

10 50 10 50

Table II indicates that the percentage of superintene
dents believing the time of yesr makes a difference in thelr
L response are equal in percentege to the superintendents who
believe the time of year questionnaires are received is of
1ittle or no significance,
Table III, whiech is a second part to the esbove ques-
tion, asks the superintendents when they consider the best
time of year to receive research questionnalres.

r

|'
|
F
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In this tsble, the phrase "November to Jaanuary®™ is intended
to mesan from the middle of November to the middle of
January. The words "Summer months™ are intended to mean
from the middle of June to the middle of August., And the
phrase "No Best Time Of Year" is intended to mean that the
superintendents thought one month of the year was juast as

busy as the next wonth,

TABLE III

WEEN DO YOU CONSIDER THE BEST TIME OF YEAR FOR
RESEARCHERS TO CONTACT YOU FOR INFORMATIONY

MONTHS No. Por Gent

November to January 8 Lo
Summer months b 20
No Best Time Of Year 8 ho

Teble III shows that the preferences of the superine
tendents seem to cluster around two particulsr pericds of
time. According to 60 per cent of the responses, it seems
superintendents in Kenses schools are ir a lull or have more
free time from November to January or during the Summer
montha, Yet, 4O per cent of the selscted superintendents
felt that in thelr partieular school setting there was no
best time of year for researchers to contact them.



III, NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRES RECEIVED YEARLY

_Figure 1 veveals the responses of the
regarding the number of yresearch questionnaires they
& year, The figures presented here are only an roximats
The superintendents were ssked to estimate the total n
since there were no records with this information avellab

The red line running through the figure indicates
the mode and the blus lime indleates the mean or average
number of questionnaires superintendents receive yearly.
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FIGURE 1

IF YOU WERE TO GIVE AR ESTIMATE TO THE NUMBER
OF RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRES YOQU
RECEIVE YEARLY, HOW
MANY WOULD ¥YOU
SAY?
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Figure 1 shows that the average number of research
questionnaires a superintendent receives in a year's time
is approximately 60. And putting these figures in descende
ing order from the largest to the smallest the median is
also 60, However, 1t 1s interesting to note that the
mode is 100, because 25 per cent of the superintendents
stated they received 100 or more questionnaires yearly.
It is evident from these facts that the number of questione
naires superintendents receive is a larger amount than most
researchers realise.

IV, SPONSORS OF RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRES

Table IV ghows the attitudes of the superintendents
towards graduate research specifically. The words "graduate
only"™ are intended to mean that the graduate student is
taking the total initiative for the study without any help
from a sponsor. The words "graduate and sponsor" are intendsd
to mean that m'ﬂlhlil student has agked his advisor, some
prominent person, or some lmportant agency or group to
sponsor his study.



TABLE IV

T0 WHICH SPONSOR ARE YOU MOST LIKELY TO
RETURN THEIR QUESTIONNAIRE FORMT

’MAB am GI.IM!I STUDENT HD SPONSOR
No. Per Cent Noo Per Oent

10 50 10 50

b
e

Teble IV indicates that 50 per cent of the npiﬂntm-
dents seemed to think that the graduate student and his study
vere lmportant emough to respond without any sponsoring
sgency. The table also shows that the remaining 50 per cent
of the superintendents believed it to be imperative that

the graduate student have a sponsor. They further stated
that the sponsor or sponsors should be well kmown in the
field in which the study is being conducted if a high
percentage of returns is to be gained.

V. QUESTIONNAIRES ON WORTHY EDUCATIONAL TOPICS

Figure 2 revesls the views of the selected superine
tendents concerning the percentage of questionnaires they
consider not to be worthy of a response. The blue line is
the mean or average percentage given in response to the
sbove guestion,
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FIGURE 2

WHAT PER CERT OF THE QUESTIONNATRES YOU RECEIVE
ARE NOT WORTHY OF YOUR RESPONSE?

=
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Figure 2 shows the average number of guestionnaires
received by superintendents that are not worthy of a
response is 20 per cent. However, it is also interesting
to note that 15 per cent of the superintendents felt that
as high as 50 per cent of the research questionnaires they
receive are not worthy of a response.

In the second part to the sbove question, the super-
intendents were asked if they responded to those question=
naires which were not worthy of a response, Table V
indicates the answers of the superintendents to this
question,

TABLE V

DO YOU RESPOND TO THOSE QUESTIONNAIRES
WHICH ARE NOT WORTHY OF A RESPONSE?

XEs NO
No, , Per Cent No. Peor Ceunt
171 70 Y 30

Teble V indicates that T0O per cent of the superintene
dents stlll replied to questionneires which they considered
unworthy of & response. The teble further shows that 30
per cent of the superintendents would not respond to gues-
tiomneires they considered unworthy of a response,



VI, IS THE INFORMATION REQUESTED AVAILABLE
ASIDE FROM A QUESTIORNAIRE?

.ﬂh VI shows the positive and negative responses
of the superintendents when asked if they considered Ghe
information requested to be available eside from & ques~
tionnaire survey. The term "yes" is intended to mean
that the superintendents believed the researcher could
find thelr informetion from other sources and need not

.~ bother end take the superintendents time. The term "no™
iz intended to mean that the superintendents thought
that the information requested was availsble only fwom

. him or his school,

TABLE VI

IS THE INFORMATION REQUESTED BY THE RESEARCHER
OFTEN AVAILABLE ASIDR FROM A
QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEX?

, YES '
1 No, Per Qent lio. Per Oent
14 70 6 30
- . — :
Table VI indicates that 70 per cont of the superinten-
dents felt the information reguested was often available
from other sources. These superintendents felt the researcher
- was taking their valuable time when he could be getting his
information elsewhere.
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Yet, 30 per cent of the superintendents felt the information

requested usually was of such a nature it could be gained
only from them or through their schools.

Table VII, which records the responses of the second
part of the above guestion, asks the superintendents if
they would answer and return questionnaires if the infore
nation was aveilable from other sources. The term "yes"
is intended to mean that ths superintendent would answer
and return the formj the term "no™ is intended to mean
that the superintendent would not answer and return the
questionnaire form, The words "no, send back" are intended
to mean that the superintendent would return the questione
neire form unanswered and would tell the researcher where
the information could be found.

TABLE VII

WILL YOU ANSWER THE QUESTIONNAIRE IF THE
INFORMATION REQUESTED IS AVAILABLE

ELSEWHERE?
¥ES " NO | NO, SEND BAGK
Noe Per Gent Neo. Per Gent No. Per Cent

ko 5 s 1 3

8
e

In Table VII it is interesting to note that 60 per cent
of the superintendents stated they would not smswer question-
naires if they knew the information was avalilable elsewhere.
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Yet, of this 60 per cent nonm=response, 35 per cent of the
superintendents stated they would return the guestionnaire
mmmhd‘ informing the researcher where the information
ecould be found, And mas the table indicates, 40 per cent
of the superintendents stated they would take time %o
respond even though they kmew the information could be
gained from some other source.

VII, TIFES OF RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRES

Table VIII revesls the replies of the superintendents
in resppnse to whieh type of a ressarch questionneire they
prefer to answer, The term "objective™ i1s intended to mesn
that the superintendsnts preferred the short answer, multiple
cholce type of gquestionnaire. The term "subjective™ is
intended to mean that the superintendents preferred the more
extensive essay-type answers.

TABLE VIII

WHICH TYPE OF A RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE
WOULD YOU RATHER ANSWER?

e

OBJECTIVE SUBJECTIVE
No. o Per Cent _ No. _Per Cent
19 95 1 5

Table VIII indlicates that 95 per cent of the superine
tendents would rather receive and answer the objective

- Questionnaire form.
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Only S per cent of the superintendents felt like they had

sufficient time to answer the subjective type questionnaire
form.

In Teble IX, which is part two of the above question,
the superintendents were asked which type questionnaire they
usually received. In this table, the terms "objective and
sub jective" nn‘m. same meaning es im Table VIII,

TABLE IX

WHICH TYPE OF QUESTIONNAIRE DO
YOU USUALLY RECEIVE?

SINEVE  SBEEIE NALP OF BAGR
10 50 5 as 5 25

Table IX indicates that 50 per cent of the superinten-
dents stated that they usually receive cbjective question-
naires} 25 per cent of the superintendents stated that they
usually receive subjeotive guestionnaires; and 25 per gent
of the superintendents stated that they receive sbout half
of each type.

VIII. UNREASONABLE QUESTIONNAIRES

Figure 3 shows the responses of the superintendents to
the question of what is the bresking point between reasonable
and unreasonable when esking supsrintendents for answers,
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FIGURE 3
WHAT IS THE BREAKING POINT BETWEEN REASONABLE

AND UNREASONABLE WHEN ASKING SCHOOL
SUPERINTENDENTS FOR ANSWERS?
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Figure 3 shows that 45 per cent of the superintendents

stated that any gquestionnaire requiring over 30 minuntes of
their time was unressonable, snd therafore, is less likely
to be complsted and returnsd. Yet, 50 per cent of the
superintendents stated that 1f they were especially intere
ested in the study or saw some real wvalue in 1t, they
would go to great lengths to complete the gquestionnsire,
regardless of the time involved, It is interesting to note
that the average time 1limit given by the superintendents
was 25 minutes,

IX. IS A SUMNARY OF THE RESULTS PROMISEDY

Teble X indicates how often a summary of the results
of the survey is promised %o superintendents who respond.
The words "almost always™ sre intended %o mean that over
90 per cent of the questionnaires a superintendent receives
promise a summary of the results. The term "usually® is
intended to mean that 50 to 75 per cent of the guestionnaires
the superintendent receives promise a summary of the results,
The term "rarely” is intended to mesn that less than 30 per
cent of the questionnsires a superintendent receives promise
to send a summary of the results,



TABLE X

HOW OFTEN IS A SUMMARY OF THE
RESULTS PROMISEDY

ALMOST ALWAYS USUALLY RARELY

Noe Per Cent No. FPeor Cent No. Per Cent

7 35 A 35 £ 30

Table X indicates that 35 per cent of the superintens
dents stated that almost all questionnaires they receive
inelude a promise of & summary of the resultsj 35 per cent
stated a summary weas ususlly promised; snd 30 per cent
stated questionnaires they received rarely promised to send
& summary of the results.

In Table XI, which is part two of the above question,
the superintendents were asked if the promise of a summary

prompted thelir response. Thelr responses are listed simply
affirmative or negative. '

TABLE XI

DOES A PROMISE OF A SUMMARY
PROMPT YOUR RETURN?

No. Per Coent - No. Per Cent
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Table XI indicates that 60 per cent of the superintene

dents believe that a summary of the results prompts them

to respond. And 40 per cent of the superintendents stated
that they pald 1little attention to the promise of a summary
and that it made little difference to their response.

X, DIFFICULTIES WITHIN QUESTIONNAIRES

Table XII lists, in descending order of importance,
what the superintendents considersd to be some of the
difficulties within questionnaire forms that hinder their
response,

TABLE XII

WHAT DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE SOME OF THE DIFFICULTIES
WITHIN THE QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
THAT HINDERS YOUR
RESPONSE?

DIFFICULTIES

ambigulty within questiomnaire 9
poor grammsr, spelling and punctuation errors k
repetition of qQuestions 3
poorly stated questions 3
loaded guestions 3
request for long, subjective response 3

technical questionnaire which requires
depth research 3



TABLE XITI (continued)

NOMBER OF TIMES

DIFFICULTIES aa s MENTIONED

rambling, unorganized questiouns
questions concerning confidential matters 2
questions with more than one interpretation 2
qn:g::g: obviously not written by the 2
questions calling for an opinion 2
lack of instructions i
questions not adaptable %o pear ticulsr sehool

system 1

—

Table XII reveals many of the difficulties superinten~
dents have cbserved in the questionnaires they receive.

These dlfficulties, as the gquestion stated, were related in
perticular te the difficulties found within the questione
naire form itself. It is note-worthy that 45 per cent of
the superintendents listed amblgulty as one of the chief
problems of research questionnaires. It 1s also important
to note that 20 per cent of the superintendsnts listed poor
grammar, spelling snd punctuation as a definite short coming
of many of the guestionnaires they receive.
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XI. STRENGTHS IN QUESTIONNAIRES

Table XIII lists, in descending order of importance,
the responses of the superintendents ss to what they
gonsidered %o be some of the good points or strengths within
questionnaires they have received that would inerease the
percentage of questionmnaires returned,

TAELE XIIX

WHAT DO YOU CONSIDER TO EE SOME OF THE STRENGTHS IN
RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRES THAT
PROMPT YOUR RESPONSE?

]
=51
EE |

topics of interest

thoroughly organized and well structured
specific "to the point" questions
gorrect grammar, spelling and punctuation
attractive format

high guality printing or duplication

gquestions which can be easily and precisely
answered

factuel, less opiniocnated gquestions
dsnguage sultable tc tho level of the stmdy
sufficlent space provided for answers
adequate time allowed for retum

L . B vi Wi O ~N W W
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Table XIII makes known msny of the good points or

strengths that superintendents like to ses in questionnaires.
It is hhn“(n; to note from the list how many superinten=-
dents held the same views. It 1s important to point out
that the entire 1listing are improvements that must well be
made if a high percentage of returns is to be resligzed.
XII. ARE SUPERINTENDENTS 700 BUSY
FOR QUESTIONNAIRES?

Table XIV shows the responses of the superintendents
when asked if they were teo busy to answer and return
research guestionnaires. The term "yes" 1z intended to
mean that the superintendents thought being teoo busy was a
valid reason for not responding to questionnaires. The
term "™no" 1s intended to mean that the superintendents
considered being too busy was not a valid reason for not
responding to questionnaires. The words "no, if interested"
are intended to mean that the superintendents considered
they were too busy for the usual gquestionnaire, but if one
cime along which they considered to be worthwhils, they
would take time to respond,



TABLE XTIV

DO YOU HONSSTLY BELIEVE THAT YOU ARI TOO BUSY
TO ANSWER AND RETURN RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRES?

T 4-.====--..==='.-.-5===m“— ]
YEs N0, IF INTERESTED
%o« Per Gent Mo,  Per Oent No. = Per Cent

4 20 12 60 h 20

Table XIV indicates that 20 per cent of the superin~
tendents honestly believed being too busy was & velid reason
for not completing questionnaires. The table ealsc indliocates
that 60 per cent of the superintendents considered being too
busy was not a valid reason for not responding. And 20 per
eent of the superintendents stated they wers too busy, but
if interested in 2 particulsr study or considered one really
worthwhile they would take time to respond.

All of the superintendents stated that they had mere
to do then they could ever get done., Yet, only two of the
school distriots had found a solution %o the problem of
being plagued by all types of research studies. The selution
of these schools is s research screening committee, If &
researcher wishes to send & guestiommaire to the superine
tendent or to any other school employee it must first be
approved by the research screening committee,

APFENDIX C inocludes the pages out of the Topeka
Policy Hendbook which outlines the members of the research
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screening committee and the general procedures to be

followed by the researcher, Also included is the “Research
Study Request Form™ from both the Topeka and Lawrence
school systems.

These superintendents stated thet & research screening
committee eliminsted the poorer reseerck studies and there-
‘fore gave them more time for the worthwhile studies, They
stated 1f a study once received the spproval of the research
sereening committee, whether an interview or a questionnalre
survey, the researcher was sure to find cooperatiom of the
people involved.

XIII, PRODDING FOR A RESFONSE

Question thirteen asks the superintendents if they
have ever received gimmicks in questionnaires to prompt
or prod them to respond., In responding to this question
65 per cent of the superintendents stated they had never
recelved any gilmmicks and 35 per cent of the superintendents
stated they had received some, but very few,

In Table XV, the superintendents were asked if any of
the following items affected thelr response to questionnaires.
The term "yes" 1is intended to mean that the superintendents
believal the 1tem to be essentlal if a response was to be
expectod. The term "no™ 1s intended to mean that the
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supsrintendents did not believe the item to be necessay

for & return,

TABLE XV

D0 THE FOLLOWING ITEMS AFFECT YOUR
RESPONSE TO QUESTIONNAIRES?Y

ITEMS | No, rp Cent Foe M Cent
Return Addressed
Stamped Eavelope 16 80 b 20
Follow=up letters ,
or reminders 15 _ 75 s 25
Enclosure of
money ] ho 12 60
Personal phone
call b 1} 70 6 30

Table XV shows that 80 per cent of the superintendents
thought a return addressed stamped envelope was essential}
20 por cent sald it would make 1little or neo difference to
their response., The table shows that 75 per cent of the
superintendents considered followeup letbers or remindsrs
to be essentialj 25 per cent sald they would not affect
their response. The table shows that 40 per cent of the
superintendents thought money to be a good lﬂﬂﬂﬁr to
increase responsesj 60 per ecent sald receiving money would
irritate them and they would definitely noet respond.
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The table shows that 70 per cent of the superintendents
considered & personsl phone cell to be a good ldea in
gaining a higher responsej and 30 per cent of tll- conside
ered a phone call to be of little value,

Table XVI, which is part two of the above question,
shows the responses of the superintendents when asked 1if
they really needed prodding to return questionnaire forms.

TABLE XVI

DO YOU REALLY NEED PRODDING BY THE RESEARCHER
T0 RETURN QUESTIONNAIRE FORMSY

YES ’ ‘ NO
No, Por Cent Fo. Per Qent

é kY 1 7

Table XVI indicates that 30 per cent of the superin-
tendents considered prodding necessery if they were to
return many of the questionnaires they recelive. However,
70 per cent of the superintendents considered prodding an
insult eand would hinder rather than prompt their response.

XIV, PURPOSES OF RESEARCH QUSSTIONNAIRES

Table XVII makes known the responses of the superine-
tendents when asked if the purpose of the study is usually
clearly stated,
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The term "yes™ 1s intended $o0 mean that the superintendents

considered most questionnaires they receive to simply and
clearly state thelr purpose. The term "no® is intended teo
mean that the superintendents considered most questionnaires
to be very ambiguous,

TABLE XVII

18 THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
USUALLY SIMPLY STATED?

YEsS KO
No. Per Cent Ho. Fer Gent

8 Lo 12 €0

e st st

Table XVII indicates that 40 per cent of the superine
tendents consldersd the purpose of the gquestionnaire studies
they receive to be clearly and simply stated; 60 per cent
found 1t difficult, if not impessibls, to understand the
purpose of the majority of these studies.

In Table XVIII, which 15 part two of the above question,
the superintendents were asked if the future use of the shudy
affected thelr response.



TABLE XVIII

DOES THE FUTURE USE OF THE STUDY
AFFBECT YOUR RESPONSE?

¥ES ’ NO
No. Per Cent lo. Fer Cent

16 6o 4 20

Table XVIITY indicates that B0 per cent of the supere
intendents stated that the fubure use of the study affected
their response; 20 per cent stated that they paid little
attention to this fasetor in responding,

XV, NUMBER ONE IMPROVEMENT TO BE
MADE IN QUESTIONNAIRES

Table XIX lists the ong most importaat lmprovement
that needs %0 bo made in malled research questionnalres as
stated by the selected superintendents. These tweanby
improvements are not in any particular order.

TABLE XIX

WHAT DO YOU QONSIDER TO BRE THE MOST IMPORTANT IMPROVEMENT
THAT FEEDS TO BE MADE IN RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE
STUDIES TO GAIN AN INCREASED RESPONSE?

IMPROVEMENTS

Researchers need e deep, thorough understanding of the
topic which they are undertaking. If the questionnaire
shows this deep, thorough understanding of the subject
end informs the respondent as he answers, 1t is very
likely to be returned.



TABLE XIX (continued)

"

Superintendents need %o recelve more guestionnaires that

are well thought out and organised, thus making them
easier to answer,

Questionnaires need to be constructed in a more concise
manner and must be more clearly stated 1f they are to
be returned,

Questionnaire studies need a clearing house., There is too
much duplication. ntendents are receiving a number
of studies that are ke or similar. A researcher could
be more sure of a response if his study was unique.

Questionnaires need to become less mere opinions and more
factual, The return of worthwhile, factual material ia
usually more important to the superintendent,

The quality of questionnaires needs to be more carefully
considered., Grammar, spelling, sentence structure, and

mechaniocs are !.-portut if high returns or any retura
is desired.

Researchers need to strive to develop questionnaires that
are objective, brief and c¢lear, If e factors gre
included the questionnaire will usually be returned.

Researchers need to :munro their questionnaires in a
more omﬂz. s thus making it eassler to answer
and more likely h bo roeturned.

A very simple hgw-nt that superintendents would like
h‘ou h:: t;nu onnaires is & greater degree of simplicity
and o °

If the researcher would make the questionnaire more personal,

making the respondent think he is an important link in the
chain, the study is more likely to have high returns,

It would be a welcomed sight to see more guestionnaires
developed in & precise manner to gain specific answers.
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TABLE XIX (eontinued)

INPROVEMENTS

Superintendents want to receive questionnsires that are
more pertinent to the problems of school administration,
If questionneires are on subjecta vital to the school
sotting they are sure to be answered.

Questionnaires that call for a degree of uumm’:' i‘:

answe dered more worthwhil favo
-.;’ii‘l.:i' strators,. o Phie

In the letter of introduction preceding the gquestionnaire,
it is importent for the researchsr te introduce himself
and then simply state the purpose of the study.

When graduste students quit using questionnaire studies
as just a bridge to oross and start showing genuine
interest and preparedness in their topic, superinten-
dents will feel more like responding.

When institutions of hi learning start uag::lng
on what reseerch studies are being done and is,
as a result, fewer duplications, the percentage of
returms from superintendents uh increase.

When researchers start dealing with pertinent topics which
are of real concern to the superintendents at thet time,
the responses will increase. It is realiszed that for any
given school year the major concerns of superintendents
are pretty narrow,

Complexity of f and stating the questions must give
way to unn:m‘omumu end precision, if an
s.n::;n:d percentage of guestionnaire 1s to be ever
re £0d,.

Researchers need to realise that superintendents do not
want the school district identified., A fear of this event
ocouring limits the responses of some superintendents.

Questionneires that are eye ntmn.i have a color-ful mat,
and are printed or duplicated neatly are more likely to
be returned.




XVI, SUMMARY

This chepter contains the date gained from the
selected superintendents of Kansas school districts. The
information 1s based on thelr views, practices and exper~
lences in the past few years as stated in & personal
interview held in thelir offices.

When a researcher conducts a survey, one of his
prime concerns is bo ensure that as many questionnaires
a8 possible are returned. It 1s evident from the fecta
contained in this chapter that there ars many wesknesses
in most questionnaires.

Hopefully, this chapter has shown future researchers
many of the problems of qnoqﬂ.cmuir. studies and at the
same time given them ideas for improving their own studles,
If a few of the shortoomings and pltfalls of guestionnaires
can be avolided by future researchers, this chapter will
have bean worthwhile.



CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY
The purpose of this study has been tot (1) identify
some of the reasons why superintendents in Kansas schools
discard research guestionnaires; (2) evaluate each of the
responses gained from the superintendents in the structured
questionnaire interview; and (3) investigate methods that
might be utilized in increasing the percentage of question-
naires returned.
This chapter summarised the development of preceding

chapters, lists conclusions grrived at, snd notes questions
worthy of further study.

I. SUMMARY OF PRECEDING CHAPTERS

Related literature indicates that leading educators
are in agreement that the percentage of guestionnaires
returned among school superintendents is quite low. Authore
ities in the field of research are quite aware of the
importance of a large percentage of questionnalres returned.
Therefore, leading educators considered 1t vital that methods
be found to prompt superintendents to respond.

In the related literature several authors preseanted
some of the methods and techniques which have been utilized
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in sttempting to inerease the percentage of questionnaires
returned,

In the presentation of the data each of the questions
that were asked of the superintendents were evaluated and
recorded, The following is & summary of each of these
guestions,

In question one, the superintendents gave thelr
reasons for not responding to research questionnalres and
these reasons were listed in Table I. Among the reasons
given, 45 per cent of the superintendents stated construction
of the questionnaire as a definite area needing improvement
if a larger percentage of responses are to be galned,

In queation two, h0 per cent Qr the superintendents
stated that the best time of year for researchers to send
out research questionnaires was from the middle of November
to the middle of January, Also, 40 per cent of the supere
intendents stated the summer months, from the middle of
June to the middle of August, were the best time to contact
them for informatioa.

Question three csoncluded that superintendents receive
an average of 60 guestionnaires a year. Yet, 25 per cent
of the superintendents topped this figure stating they
received 100 or more questionnaires a year. These figures
seemed to show that superintendents receive more guestione
naires than most researchers reslise.
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Question four indicated that superintendents are
equally divided as to whether a graduate student should
heve & sponsor, It was shown in TableIV that 50 per cent
responded in the affirmstive snd S0 per cent responded in
the negative,

Question five concluded that superintendents conside-
ered an average of 20 per cent of the questionnaires they
receive are not worthy of a response. Yet, Table V
showed that 70 per cent of the superintendents steted they
st1ll replied even though they considered the guestionnaire
unworthy of a response,

Question six indicated that 70 per cent of the super=
intendents thought the iaformation requested by the
researcher was often available aside from a questionnaire
survey, . Yet, 4O per cent of the superintendents stated they
would snswer the questionnaire even if they considered the
information available elsewhers,

Question seven made known that 95 per cent of the
superintendents would rather receive objective questionnaires
than subjective. Table VIII, showed that superintendents
were receiving more of the objective forms, but yet 25 per
cent of the superintendents stated they received more of the
sub jective forms.
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Question eight indicated that 45 per cent of the
superintendents stated that any questionnaire requiring
over 30 minutes of thelr time was unreasonable and very
likely would not be completed and returned.

Question nine revealed the superintendents wers
very evenly divided as to how often they considered a
summary of the results to be promised. Yet, it 1s
importent to note that 60 per ceat of the superintendents
belisved a summary of the results prompted their response.

Question ten lists what the superintendents conside
erad to be the main difficulties within gquestionnalres
that hinder their response, The most important difficulty
given by 45 per cent of the superintendents, was the fact
that researchers fail to clearly explain what they are
seeking. 7Too many of the guestionnaires superintendents
recelve are considered to be vague and ambiguous.

Question eleven lists what superintendents considered
to be the good points or strengths in questionnaire studles,
It was interesting to note that 45 per cent of the superine
tendents considered a definite strength to be a tople of
special interest to them. It was considered importent that
theae improvements be made if a high percentage of returns
is to be realized,



53

Question twelve concluded that 60 per cent of the
superintendents felt being too busy was not a velid reason
for note responding %o questionnairea. Most of these
superintendents considered they always responded to quese
tionneires becanse they had a professionsl obligetion to
make time for helping graduate students. The genersl
econcensus given by the majority of the superintendents
was that they had time %o do what they wented to do. It
was further indicated that two of the superintendents hed
found a solution to this problem of being plegued by all
kinds of research studles. I%t was found a research
screening committee was helpful in seving the superinten
dent time by eliminating the poorer studies. The forme
used by these schools sre included in APPENDIX C.

Question thirteen indleated that various items have
different sffects on prompting or preodding superintendents
to respond to gquestionnaires. It was interesting to note
that 70 per cent of the superintendents stated they did not
need prodding,

Question fourtesn econcluded that 60 per cent of the
superintendents felt that the mejority of the guestionnaires
they received lacked clarity in stating the purpose of the
study. It was shown that 80 per cent of the superintendents
considered the future use of the study affected their
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response, therefore, 1t was considered important that the
superintendents be able to understand this purpose.

Question fifteen lists the number one, most important
improvement that the selected superintendents believed must
be made in guestionnaire studies., These twenty improve-
ments should be given & great desl of consideration as
future researchers begin their guestionnaire studies,

II. CONCLUSIONS RESULTING FROM THE STUDY

Conclusions reached during this study largely
result from tebulation of date gathered for this paper,

related research previously done by others, and from study
of literature in books and periocdicals,

The following conclusions appear %0 be justified as
a result of this studys

l, A number of the superintendents stated that when
subjective, uug-mc estionnaires come to
their office to be completed, they ere likely
to be laid aside untll they have more time.

It 1 suggested that those researchers using

the longer, subjective form, if at all possible,

::h ::tmim rather than send a2 malled quos-
oOnnaire.

2 It is » sted future researchers take into cone-
sideration the time of yecar they send out ques-
tionneires, since 60 per cent of the superinten~
dents indicated a preference to time of year.

3. It 1is suggested that researchers stay away from
questionnaires if at all possible. The present
study indigated superintendents receive up to
150 questionnaires a year, tals should be incene
tive enough to go some other direction with
research,



e It 18 suggested that a ressarcher planning a
Questionnaire study, cut his sample and make
personsl interviews. It appears & smaller

. sample of interviews would be more valid than
2 large sample of mailed questiomnaires.

5. It is ted that if a questionnaire study is
the way to gain the needed research t
the gquestionnalre form be as objective and
concise as possible. It 1s suggested, since

cent of the superintendents stated
that the questiconnaire be not over 30 minutes,
that resesrchers take this thought inte
consideration in constructing the questionnaire

6. It is suggested singe erintendents listed so
qumun wi the questionnaire form, _
that future researchers have several authorities
evaluate and critically analyse the queationnaire
before using it.

B el ¢ Rt hl i ott vl e
8 a
to respond. If & resesrcher could afford the
expense, this method might be worth exploring

in the follow-up stage of the study.

8. It is apparent that more of the school dlstricts
should use the research screening board as was
established in two of the scheol districts
visited, This process of screening will thus
eliminate the poorer studies and give the supere
intendent more time.

9+ Since 60 per cent of the superintendents stated a
summary was vital to thelr response, it is

suggested that future researchers indicate that
a summary of the results will be given.

IIT, SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

As work progressed on this paper certain gquestions
arose which are related to this study.
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These gquestions are submitted ss worthy of further research,

1. It was indicated that superintendents receive
un{ questionnaires that are alike or similar,
It 1s suggested that further study could be
done in getting schools %o collaborate on
what has been and what is being done in grad-
uate research. The ideal would be to create s
clearing house for all graduate research,.

2, Further research could be lunu,::muﬂu
schools which use a research sec ng board
to those which do not. This study would include
determining how effective a research screening
board is in eliminating poorer questionnaires
end how much time is saved the superintendent.

3, It is suggested that other studies similar to the
pressnt study be conducted by graduate students
wo toward advanced degrees ip the area of
educs with the intent of or disproving
the validity of the present study.
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AFPFERDIX A

TWENTY OF THE LARGEST HIGH SCHOOLS IN THE STATE OF EANSAS
AND THE SUPERINTENDENT OF EACH DISTRICT

Suporintendeat Noms Gounty © iadsnts Distsfet
Dr. 0. L. Plucker Wyandotte 5,628 500

Library Building
Kansas City, Ks., 66101

Dr. Merle R. Bolton

ﬁ“lut Bighth Street
» Kansas ““J

Ly 5h1 501

Dr. Harland L. R. Paschal
1300 N, Plum
Hutehinson, Ks. 67501

Shawnee
Reno 1,668 308
Dr, Carl S8, Knox 1
2017 Louisana e o s
Cowley

Lawrence, Ks, 6604k

James M, amin
East Ninth Street
nfield, Ks. 67156

Gordon A, Yeargan Leavenworth 1,24 k53
62l Olive
Leavenworth, Ks., 66048

deo Le -.Junl‘ Seward 1,102 h.u
Box 949
Iiberal, Ks,. 67901

Dr, Sanford C. Witter Wyandotte 1,0 202
1800 S, 55th Street ‘ -
Ksnsas City, Ks.

William ¢, Robinson Riley 1,070 383
2031 Poyunts
Manhattan, Ks. 66502

Dr. D, W, Fraser Atchison 1,050 o9
605 Kansas Avenue
Ahhlm. Ks. 66002

1,278 465
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APPENDIX B

Research proves scheol superintendents receive a large
anount of mailed ressarch questionnaires, Gould you
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How often is & summary of the results of the etudy

promised, if you reply?

A, Does & promise of a summary prompt your return?

il.



13, Hav aver recelved in malled research
.J'-.ldno p-f-“. your reaponse?

A, Like what?
B, Do the fo itoms affect
o M:. your response %o
O 7 I— )
Return Addresssd
letters
Follow=up or - —
Enclosure of money — pr—
Personal phons call — —
c.hm“ nesd prodding by the pressarcher %
m— ‘“

68
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>ERIMENTS AND RESEARCH

[. General Statement

It is the desire of The Public Schools of Topeka to keep
abreast of the times in matters of method, content of curri-
culum and aids to teaching. We welcome opportunities to be

a part of the on-going progress in education. At the same
time we are obligated to protect the interests of our pupils,
teachers, and patrons of our schools. We are jealous of the
six-hour day allotted to us by law for instructional purposes.
We have more to do than we have the time, money and personnel
to do. Therefore, we must use what resources we have wisely
and to the best interest of this school district. Being
located close to some major Universities, Colleges, Bureaus
of Research, Menninger Foundation, and being a capital city
causes us to receive many requests for research and experi-
mentaticn. In order to participate in those that are of
most worth, we have adopted the following procedures.

[. Screening Committee on Experiments and Research

Committee:

Representative from the Office of Superintendent of Schools
Deputy Superintendent of Personnel

Deputy Superintendent of Instruction

Director of Pupil Accounting

Director of Research (Chairman)

Committee meets on notice from the Superintendent or the
Director cf Research.

Experiments in administrative organization are to be examined
by the Deputy Superintendent of Personnel and his recommenda-
tion made to the committee for consideration and acticn.

Experiments and research involving the instructional program
shall be referred to the Deputy Superintendent of Instruction
who will study the plan and procedures and make recommenda-
tions for the committee's consideration.

Experiments and research involving census, attendance and
statistics will be studied by the Director of Pupil Accounting
and his recommendations presented to the committee.

Experiments and research involving building and departmental
teaching staff projects will be studied by the Director of
Research and his recommendaticns presented to the committee.

| ~-63
rised 6-1~-64; B-23-65; 6-1-66 The Topeka Public Schools
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(2)

ERIMENTS AND RESEARCH (Cont'd.}

., Procedures to be Followed

A. Individuals, research organizations or commercial
companies desiring to conduct research projects in
The Topeka Public Schools will be required to complete
all items of a prescribed request form (Form RA-4).
Requests will be processed by the Experiments and Re-
search Committee following each regular staff meeting.
The Board of Education of The Topeka Public Schools
recognizes the mutual interest to be served by cooperating
on research studies by responsible persons outside the
school system; however, those particular studies that
will make contributions to The Topeka Public Schools
will be given higher priority by the Research Committee.
The possible value of a research study, however, is a
secondary consideration to safeguarding the privacy
of the pupil and limiting the interference with his
educational program. These latter considerations are
primary in making decisions on research proposals. If
a proposal is approved, participation in the study by
any pupil, teacher, staff member, and by any school is
voluntary. Further, the identity of pupils, schoels,
teachers, staff members, and county may not be revealed
in the report of the study unless permission has been
obtained from the Superintendent of Schools., When the
report is finalized, a complete copy of the study will
be provided to the Director of Research.

B. All research organizations, institutions or agencies
(such as the Menninger Foundation) are encouraged to
screen requests which come to the committee from them
so the Experiments and Research Committee will know that
each request is authorized by proper administrative
officials.

C. The committee will give its decision in writing one week
following the receipt of the request providing ample
information is included in the original request. A
complete copy of the research request together with the
letter of approval from the committee will be forwarded
to the appropriate principal, director, or supervisor
within the school district.

D. Implementation of the research will be in accordance with
the instructions from the committee; however, the re-
searcher must contact the appropriate principal in each
school and comply with his specific instructions.

~63
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TOPEKA PUBLIC SCHOOLS

UNIFIED DISTRICT 501
Topeka, Eansas

Research Study Request Form T2

ments and Kesearch Committee
ual conducting study:

ion, organization, or agency with which individual is associated, if any:

CYRE (Tt ATE 1G4 L2 ¢ (O RSy ST A0 N ST

for study:

or university course requirement e i eeie e
fulfillment for Master’'s degree e
fulfillment for Doector’s degree e

pation by a college or university faculty member L.

.........................................................................................

y is being conducted for course requirement or for a degree, please provide course instructor’s
name of major advisor, or committee chairman.

..................................... eyl i T ey b e e SO ST (O R
4 s o ss L e o s -~ A S S R e Pl SN ey = 1 Rl -
SR G N e Hotne FRODE IO, © o o0 i b 80 B inafeis Srisguhi b
P I A B B 5 BT it B & 6§ & smi e o B LB 9 e we o s ¢ o+ a Bennd Be LT

.........................................................................................

.........................................................................................
.........................................................................................
.........................................................................................

.........................................................................................

describe the procedure you will use in that part of your study involving pupils as subjects. That
» will the pupils be instructed, what will they be required to do, will the pupils be involved in-
lly, in groups (how many in a group), for how much time will the pupils be involved, ete.?

BTTIRE DBEEL |, icvstnas onsinsemts & Sk (h) Feriod Reguired ... .. ...coepetumsbdeiobds e

OCOAMIPEES i v mid m s m sibraaie ooenn o A L R R L i 6w 556 5 B S R P o i

.........................................................................................

.........................................................................................



idy Request Form (Cont'd.)

as subjects: How Many? ... ... ivnnes AEITHET FPROBTRYT 545 & wivcs b omind 551 5§ E S fa B B 1 5
it HmMB(R)T ... ool s e IAR . & WL URILEYY e cnpamimin s pysin mgs nr s ole BN S oo
lar characteristies, e.g., boy, girl, high or low ability, ete.:

.........................................................................................

.........................................................................................

........................................................................................

acheras De"Yamuited 00" B T He REHAY T . . v ca e b T et s il wa o g e gy d F ok BT # 4
- Ahals WA G M, S L AR I T e, AR, T U N e e B s BB SR SRR .
her schoel personnel be involved inthe study? . ..o ... iiiiiuivin. cde ittt vinialin cnnnnn ..
1 WHAE WAT i tabv e Qs A @« oo bl mvs § b e S MR R s » rael e i Sl L REEE - e

.........................................................................................

hool records be required? ................ If so, to what extent?

.........................................................................................

ry of results:

 to supply the Topeka Board of Education Research Department with a complete copy of this

.......................... BARRBA Y 10 tie a9 90 fantesmbolont ox GAFRETa 8 $ b 6o LS RIT RRRSPUME SEI2o o,

A complete copy of the test, questionnaire, rating scale, or other data-gathering instrument you
use must accompany this request.

al of Faculty Advisor for Student Project:

reviewed the proposed research study and consider the project to be educationally worthwhile and
 technique to be satisfactory.

r Instructions: Send five (5) completed copies of this request form to:

Topeka Public Schools

Att.: Director of Research
Research Committee Chairman
415 West 8th Street

Topeka, Kansas, 66603.



APPLICATION TO CONDUCT RESEARCH
IN THE
LAWRENCE PUBLIC SCHOOLS T3

ructions

In requesting permission to conduct case studies or to secure research data
within the Lawrence Public Schools, the applicant shall:

A.
B.
Ce

D.

F.

11,

ITI.

Present an endorsement of the project from the school or department head
with whom the applicant is working,

Present a brief statement of the purposes of the study and a summary

of the procedures to be employed in carrying it out,

Submit speoimens of all tests, questionnaires, or forms to be used in
collecting data,

Indicate the school(s) and grade(s) to be involved, the amount of pupil
time required, and the approximate number of pupils to participate, and,
Promise to promptly submit to the Lawrence Schools

l. A copy of all the data and information collected in the schools, and,
2. A summary or extract of the resulting article, research report, thesis,
or dissertation . indicating findings, conclusions, and implications.

Promise to respect the highly confidential nature of the information that
will become available through this contact with the Lawrence Schools and
to use it only in a highly professional manner.

Whenever a selected group of children from any one room or grade is to
participate, written permission must also be secured from these children's
parents, The form of the request for parental permission and the parent's
responses must be approved and verified by the Building Principal.

Forms must be prepared in triplicate and left at the Office of the
Assistant Superintendent of Instruction for the approval of the Research
Committee and the Principal(s) concerned. NO CONTACT SHOULD BE MADE WITH
INDIVIDUAL STUDENTS, TEACHERS,OR PRINCIPALS UNTIL THE APPLICATION HAS BEEN
REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE RESEARCH COMMITTEE.

A, One copy will be filed with the Department of Instruction,

Be One copy will be sent to the Building Principal.

Cs One copy will be returned to the applicant as notification regarding
approval or rejection of the study.

The data collected in connection with an approved study may not be used
for purposes other than those stated on the approved application form nor
may they be made available to others than the applicant without prior and
specific permission from the Lawrence Schools,

L/66



APPLICATION TO DO RESEARCH

Date

Address _Phone

> briefly the purposes of the study and summarize the procedures to be
yed:

51(s) and grade(s) to be involved

sr of pupils involved

ne child only, give name and grade

nt of pupil time required

-

ch: Specimen of tests or questionnaires to be used,
Endorsement of the proper KU school or department head,

ree to promptly submit to the Lawrence Schools a copy of all the data and
rmation collected in the Schools and a summary or extract of the resulting
cle, research report, thesis, or dissertation indicating findings, con-
ions, and implications, I further agree to respect the confidential nature
he information that will become available and to use it only in a highly
essional manner, These data will not be used for purposes other than stated
e nor made available to others except as herein stated without the prior
oval of the Lawrence Public Schools.

Signature of Applicant
oved by:

Assistant Superintendent



