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Educationa1 Meeds as Perceived by

Seven Constituencies in Education L o
-

- . [N

Introduction _
. Planning and evaluation tin association with an over;;;\T1t1e 1 project
in a 1arge suburban school district led to the realization that the district
lacked a systematic 1nvestigat1on of the input from its, various c;nstituenc1es
regarding the educational needs of students with1n “the district. The potentia]
worth of this kind of information lay not only in the intrinsic desirability
of knowing what educational needs there were in the district but also in the
fact that g;thering such data was increasingly a required component of - any
request\for funds.made to the federal government, such requests not being
restricfdd to Title I. Thus, the general absence of data on educational needs
within the district proﬁh;ed'the design and execution é% the study reported

. here. : ( . .

Initially the study was intended to brovide some basis ‘for decision making .

regarding the priority of funding and staffing ef the'uerious 1nstructtona1 '

and suppdrt cogponents of the districts' overall educational effort.. Samples
of. seven groquagtg\d?rect1y concerned wtﬁh the kind and quality of educational

programs offered by the district were examined. _ T,

This investigation was constructe? so that the interre1ationsh1p of need
ranks by types of. educators} parents, .and types of students could be examined
It is well to remember that t&e pri "

of needs children have in schobl,’q

ihin a large suburban school district

"
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'rapdom1y and pr0port1onate1y through use of the district computer service. An

!fiprox1mate 50 per ¢ent return was obtained” with higher proportions (70 per cent)

economic level of the district 4s quite varied, with several school areas

serving professional people and the upper economic reaches of society. These

‘ are contrasted with eight schools that easily exceed criteria for Title I aid.

~

Procedure

A needs assessment 1nstrument was constructed by exam1ning file data
maintained by the d1str1ct in wh1ch the maJor thrust was to-aive district
patrons an .opportunity to feedback perogaved goals. Severa] hundred parents
and non-parents had responded giving a broad picture of community needs "and
expectations .. The’top njne goals from this survey were used as a basis for
2 needs assessment instrument. To theseKWere,added nine needsmgenerated by
the authors and a _group of teachers. The needs were révdewed by district'

professipna1 staff and put 1nto 1anquage 3ppropr1ate fOr students and adu1ts

One open-ended need was included in expectations of finding new and spec1fic

Q
needs. The néeds are presented in Tab1e 1. rder to make the task more

) /

[y -2’

are 46 schoo1s empleyinq approximate1y 1,500 professional staff. The soécio- .
eas11y comprehens1b1e, and.to 1ncrease the percentage returns respondents viere

. ,instructed to list the three most imporﬁiﬁt needs and the three 1east jmportant .

f'.
i

needs in rank form on the survey instrument. b

The instrument was d1str1buted to 1 ,000° subJects either by U.S. mail or = ° .

through appropr1ate channels, w1th1n d1strict methods. The samples were drawn’ ,

~, 1)-<

i’ o

, ggfi? found with professional staff and studentssq,f <, was a’40 per cent return from

parents. The relative1y Tow parent return '

|
¥ y restrict generalizations but 1
{s nevertheless hiqher than the return found by tﬁe%autwors in similar urban = %

i

districts, where 15 to. 30 per cept return 1s common. Reminders were distributed

¢0 the general professiona1 staff. Students from the randomly se]ected schools
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responded in special assembly. Mo reminders were used with parents. Categories
T~ 0f respondeéts were: 'elementary teachers, junior high'teacnérsT—senior high—

teachers, special ed. teachers, parents (not defined by student 1eve]), junior

o

"high students and senior high students. -

Method \

The returned instrument;<;erewconverted to need ranks within each category
of respondent. The seven resultant.columns of needs were intercorrelated uti-
1ifjng Speqrman r;nk order correlations. The resuitant(seven by seven matrix
was factorvanaiyzed utilizing the 8MD 08M procedure with squared multiple cor-
relations used as communality estimates. ‘

Because a rank order &atrix'was entered in the program and because there
i; wide voriation in row column n's, it is prudent to recognize the impact of
this procedure on any population estimates. ' . // S

) —
Results

The needs ranks for each constituency and for the totai group are preseﬂted
in Table 1. There is oenerai agreement among all groups that students in the
school system need improved seif—confidence and improved readinq skills, Dis-
crepancies that may be predicted as a function of.either the target population

or the respondent popuiation were found. It is interestinq to noté that the

elementary teachers are most discrepant from the-teacher group in terms of less -

interest in the need for improved understanding of the world of work and 1ess ‘
needgfor their students to have increased positive attitude towards school.
This may well be 3 function of the age of their target students.

The intercorrelation matrix for the seven groups is presented in Table II.

Any correlation greater than .5 is significantly different from O in the two

S— .
variable cases.- The major observation from the table is that the student group

[
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co-vary while the teachers and parents co-vary as ‘a distinct qroup. This leads
rd.\{bf'-lvr\(i“
to a decision to “g The verimax rotated factors presented in Table III

represent a rather c1ear structure def1n1ng two factors exp1ain1nq 73 per cent

of the variance in thevcorre1at1on matrix. The first factor. may be named adult
- perceived needs and explains 60 per cent of the common variance in the matrix.

The second factor may be called student perceived needs and explains 14 per

cent ofqthe variance in the matrix. The unexpected result was the,le1ationship
between parents and teachers in terms of perceived needs. The apparent differ-
‘ ence between elementary teachers and the remainder ?f the adult samp]e may depend P

&
. entirely on the 1mproved und%rstand1ng of the work career opportunities questions.

Discussion ‘ ' N
] N //

[}

- ' The conclusions based.upon a descriptive needs study must be examined with /
great caution because the population investfgated and the independent samples
of needs may vary greatly from those found in this study. It should be obvious

A

that different clusters of needs placed on a survey instrument might produce

- different intercorrelation patterns. The general need for an improved self

’

concept and the adult perceived need for increased reading skills may drive a
correlation matrix to the so1ution we obtained. It would be instructive to

develop a need instrument that grants the need for improved self concept and

¢
. grants the need for improved reading skills, and then 1nvest1qates the need

structure under these cemmon- elements. With the above cautions we11-1n mind
* - - - ‘-'.-‘

. we can proceed. - - \\ :
~~ /

It became apparent that need structure was not unifactor across/groups
o .
d certain conflictsemay be generated by d1;¥2rentia} need Berceptfon Con- -

siderable 1nfonnation is known concern1nq genera1 needs from the point of view of
)H _ .educators and adults. Also noteworthy is the con?lict\between the adult and
. o r'"\i |

student groups within this district. Students arﬂ v "y 1nter’sted in equBrinq




wider cu1tura1 ventures and in examining the world of work they may be entering.

Should these perceived needs be more firmly estab]ished it might point the way

-

for increased student motivation.

P S ~ The adult concern for improved self concepts are shared by the students.
’ 'It—+$‘Tﬁferesting to note that students tend to play down the need for basic
skills, perhaps because they feel adequately prepared in this area.

Hithin this district the major point of conf]ict between parents and all ® ’

9

other constituencies seems to center around math ski11s with parents: perceiving

this as a more important need.
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Ranked MNeeds as Perceived by
~ Seven nosmaaﬂ:msnamm in Education

i

HEED FOR " Rank by Elem.

Total Group Teacher

gﬁ. High
Teacher

Sr. High
Teacher

Spec.

mn

Teacher

* Parents

S+, High
Students

-de. High

Students----

N

Improved self concept 1
Improved reading skill 2
Improved communication
skill 3
Improved understanding
of work career oppor.
Positive ,amzﬁ***nmﬁ*os
ith school
Free response
Positive contacts with
~adult models
Better social inter-
actions
riood mental :mmdﬁs
- Improved physical
-health
Improyed math mx*ddm
Increased ability
to listen
An adequate diet
" Mider cultural .
g -~ experiences
Improved writing
.« skills
‘Effective use of
- leisure time
\ Hau1o<ma questioning
skills
Adequate clothing

rﬁ ._94
.dd

12
13

T 14
15
16

17
18~

10
10

8 .
Y8

o ™ P

9

6

9, .
3" B
5

7

5

15

9

17

16
18

1n
5

. =

.iw?#kfri S

S

-

13-

14
9

o

12

8
18

-2 6
8 1M

5 13

P

412

48

Ties rounded to a whole number.
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TABLE ‘11

Elem.  Jr. High Sr. High _ Spec. Ed, . Sr. High Jr. High
Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Parents Students mn:nm:nm

. Elementary Teachers (58) 65 ] e <21

v
"

Jr. High Teachers ~ (86) 89’ _ . N 36

Sr. High Teachers ) 44

\

Spec. Ed. Teachers . . . 33

Parents - 16

.-Sr. High mncam:nm<

Jr. High Students

- T

The diagonal represents squared multiple noqsmdmw*ozm.‘

~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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o TABLE IIT

'ﬁotafed Factor Matrix of Interrelationship
" of Constituencies' Perceived Needs

e

1]

N -

‘Variance explained: Factorfl/:)SQ% :
- Factor 14%
Factor 3 =.03%

\

' variablé Factor 1 Factor 2« h2
E1emeptary'Tenchérs‘ .66 ’ . w12 .44
Secondary Jeachers A a0 .87
Jr. ﬁ;gh Teachers | . .8 .35 .85

:'Special Ed., Teacheps L 24 .99
Parenss 1 - 67" 19 .48 -
Jr. Wb Students - - .30 .83 .78
Sr.'ﬁ*gh Students A5 .85 .76




