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tcze!-,.ers i und to 1.-e in

_pain of.:;.-,coniaryaZucat:cn with parents 7.:eiug

'ad 7:171. tUs Lt1.14 partsla high level oS teacher dissatis-

f-.7:ctiva w:th Lcir,72 Z2ta 1.x a -rre inter.siv.t. longitudinal study of

vale hi-L:12 o yeuth, John:7'in 3- _nail (Fin) prf;Ient the perceptions of

studentr 7,/.14". their tcachers a ti act._land ideal objectiv.es of their

schools. rarticolarif wide disparities brtueen the ideal and actual objectives

-.ors! 01s11.1%-ed boert rtvE:enl.s and teachars on 'socialization' items -- those

dc,slini,, with the tr-lc::::iission of valves and of kn.xsiedge which is related to

the era:_ng rc-?e rl. Tiewever, there !'as substahtial agreement 10...Ween

stqdent ard teacher r.an%inrs of ideal and actual goal hierarchies in the au-
.

catienal c.:.!=un. The thrbst of these studie$ has been to examine the perceptions

of °I:jet:VP:en and the perfor_nce of schOols in meeting "hese _objectives a ong

Che facions statl.o I;rrnps ii.zolved in seco%dary education. The research reported

in this paper prestnts t,uch co7.parative data and extends previous efforts to

the extent that a co.ilned ,reasure of dias4tisfaction is proposed.
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lourL.1 rritk.y zouni. for sclazsl rzar of this survey, 1973-72i, reflects
e'.

the foiloing ethnic percentages:.

Black ste4entr - 39.38 pee cent
stcuPlers - 54.57 per cent

Latino stcdents - 6.05 per cent

In the spring of 1974, representative samples were selected from among the

populations of secondary school students, the parents of students in the Pontiac
. .3.-.4.

Schools, znd teachers in the Pontiac, Sch9ols. First,"a4uestionnaire yas ad-

ministered to the sample of secondary school students yielding 256 respondents.

Sectind, personal interviews with 501 parents whose children were attending the

Pontiac Schools Were conducted by interviewers from Market Opinion Research, Inc.

Only the responses those parents with children in secondary school are in-

eluded the data tie present here. finally, 148 teachers, counselors and profes-

sional support personnel in' the Pontiac Schools responded to a rail survey. Ve

only report on those who arc involved at the secondary level. *These three sets

of respondento constitute
the data base for the analysis presented below.
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1-' SpeCiL., :ere

cu kients) to be learn-r4;4 ;fez, on

a people sz.y -.schools should teach jr....mg ?ecple."

anc fra.ze pie:,.ented zo t respondents incleded-learnin& 'a let,' learn---

"ttle,' and 'tor kzareih% yech.' Table i presents the array of reiponses

to thes-Z iit1,--.-m by rate and status 2 the educational syst.1.2
t

4
- -(TAII.E I ALOCT HAL) .

-

We shall confine orl3r discussion-in this and the following section to the re--"

sponzes of the .total -.zerbers of Ate three status groups and shall not,-for

purposes of breyity, deal with racial differences within each group.
4

0

-,

Table 1 silcus that the parents of students in.Setondary schools attach extremely

lhigh levels of ilspartance to all the edUcationil objectives listed. Across items,.

the average perceutane of parents- saying that they would like students to be

learning 'a lot' was 442 per cent. Teachers also give relatively high endorse-
,

sent to a majority of the goals suzgested by our list with an average of 80 per

-cent who say that young people should receive considerable amounts of training.

StuZents, however, appear relatively less sanguine abodt educational goals.

Anorg this group only 67 per cent on the averaze would like to be learning 'a

lot' about the listed. Clearly*i.rojority in ell groups endorse the ix-

,portance of all thcse educational objectives. (The only exception is learning

C
0
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L:1_:1. ."-Z.-.L3SIL-A P.Ijc-ctivtt

ur41;e:: 4,t2.."1 say Vie:.

Ice _,:eiut) relres.;nts educr.rional

pit Jt.; -ate ea 1..ortant, tefichers rate nine.

of th-,..t 15 ;-3.s loartant,:zeut students only rate olle se highly. :fare rigor-

ousky, Zsitzfr.a1-7:allis test of the-significance of the difference of the

means of these three popOationr yields a simificnnt result (H=22.73, p<7.001).

These data seem to indicate that there is a relationship betw.en the degree of

involvement in the educational system and the perception of important goals for

that system. Parents in general seem to want the schools to do everything;

teachers seen tb be more conservative in their perceptions of educational
gr.

goals; and 'students display the most limited perspective on objectives in

the educational system. lire will not attempt to answer the question of which

group's perception are the most accurate.

Even though the levels of endorsement of edmcational objectives differ by

status group, the relative iraportance of theie objectives among the various

groups nay be substantially the same. in this event, there would seen to

be general agreement about the content of educational objectives despite dif-

ferences in the degree of importance assigned to that content. An indicator

of agreement on relative importance of content can be obtained-by a comparimon

of their relative positions when these objectives are ranked by the percentage

who say that they voold like students to be learning 'a lot.' Only one item

ranks high for all the groups: learning 'to become a better person' fills

among the top three for parents, -students and teachers. -'To get *ad' ranks

6
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:Ilea the entire distribution of ranks-for parent, students mad teacheks are

cor:para, we find considerable differences in the interrelationships among the

goal hierarchies of the three groups. 'The rankings of the goals qmong-parcnts

and teadhers are quite closely related (rho= 47) whereas the'rankings of,stu-

-dents and tcac1ers stem -to be independent (rho=-.03). Ille-raiikings of *opals

among students and parents appear moderately related (rho-.46). Therefore,

aa,

0

there seem to be different levels of agreement among subsets of the three status

groups about the relatiire priorities accorded to educational objectives. Des-
k

pite rather narked differences.in the_levels of endorsement of the various
I.

goals of the educational system, there are similarities in the.stirucEures'of

goal hierarchies of teachers and parents and parents and student*:

In summary, when the total respondents in each of three status groups piovide

the basis for analysis, we find that parents of secondary students expe& the

school syster to address a more pervasite set of goals than do teachers at the

secondary level and that teachers endorse more goals foi the system than do

secondary students. Moreover, we find substantial' agreement among parents and

teachers about theitrela'tiiie priorities which should be addressed by educational

systems. Perhaps the moir surprising finding is the relative cynicism displayed

-7
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PertAar-iTorli- a: the pi:rfix-_,..ce of educational sy ten were measured
a 4,

usitv, the sz=e set oi utud in r_kasuring eiucational goals. Newever,,
an.

-
rezpc--_,i,rats were asked to rate these itens in terms of the actual parlor-

ai IF -
,

=ace tkthe schools rather than in terns of 2N:1deal standakci. The me=- bers

'

of-the three status groups were asked 'how much (students) ate learning'

Alb

about the various items on the list of educational objectives, Again,. the

answer frame "consisted of 'learning a ipt,'-'learning.a little,' and 'not

ai

'learning such.' the rezponse distributions for these items appear in Table 2.

(TOLE 2 ABOUT HERE)

no tice in Table 2 that the average perceh atage saying that students are

not leal:ninench is highest among the Soup of secondary teachers. About

a third
t
(35:5 per cent) of the teachers as opposed to only about_one-fifth

- -

of parents (23.4 per cent) and students (20.3 per cent),see not much atten-
. * .

0 . b
.

.

tion given'to the items at the average. Teachers would seen to be most criti-

cal of the performance of tfie schools oft these dimensions. An arbitrary-air-1

off paini of 25 per cent was chosen to isolate those Items which are not per-
t .

feived -as being-dealt with in the normal operation of the schools. Teachers

AP

identify 13 of 15 items as being slighted; parents-identify six such items; -

and, Students identify only three.- An analysis of variance amoug.these three

groups using the ranks of the items (Kruskal-Wallis test) yields a significant

result (R=16.28, p (.001). In short, in most of the areas about which questions

-
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sfstoi-m racore 'a:7 e`i:iNfUL31?t

Lett-e to .:::,:oatols 6h this dillansion. We avoid this go:cation

Lore -4:cspt to nbte that veachcrz ccnd to-he much critical in rating per-
.

On-f,-Jrmluce Orr theNvobjectives....

I

-a

I dication of the content of school pqrformance ratings can be derived

To.

s_froxan.c..4.=ination of the percentages in Table 2. Items which have a. lov-

.

percentage who say the school is,not doing much-are those for which, school

- ..-
..

A

performance is more satisfactory and, conversely, items-with a high percentage

lave a lov performance rating. All groups agree that school's are not deli-

. .
..

verb* in terms of teaching students to becalm leaders and preparing students

e

11

for college work. Parents rate the schools low-in terns of getting their chil-

dreiiinto college; students see-the schools performing poorly in terms of help-

ing them discover and develop their creative abilities; and, teachers fault

the-schools in training students to be well - mannered and behaved. Schools aie

accorded fairly high ratings from all groups in terms of providing basic skills:,

Moreover, parents and students see he schools doing a good job is training
.

-students to think for themselves-and students and teachers see the schools

fa.

riding preparation for jabs.' pas/ever, there does seem to be more agreement among,

status groups about the performance of the educational system than there is
0

Among these groups-about educational objectives.

.

The relatively greater agreement among parents, students andteachers about

school performance is refl6Cted in the rank-order correlations for ratings of

the. school performance items among these groups. When the three dorigations

are computed, we find armoderate degree of association among the three pairs

of rankings. The rho for parents and students is .47; the rho for students'

and teachers-is ,42; and, the rifor parents and teachers is .54.

9
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fia4 that tr..%chez.7, stx:m to be .loot critical of school per--

o'

farmnnce. pis groop :-..ore-arc,ie in -,:hich -;caoals are not teach-
. .

414

ing stvdents much than do ettAcr of the oc.ker zrouos, 11m/evert we
. -%

Lit;ber lovels or .1 1c,eement -Ions, groupsthe ft about the performance of schools-, .
_..

'
. .

than we-fourt.1 with.regart: to educational objectives., To some extent, the
.

face that the foils in this -1.3se relate-to the acEOal performance of the
.- -

schools-rather than, an ideal may contribute to greater-alignment of percep-
.,

.

tions. ffaving presented both perceptions of
..

educational objectives arid of

find

the perfOrmanceof schools7in terms of these objectiyes, we will now proceed
.-

to a-discussion Of the satisfaction of-*these groups with thveducational

system.

0

4
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Dinataction with the edJcational LN.stcm

We have prix- ;tinted above the distributions of the reSponses which

>
9'

various status

groups in the educational system provided to questiodhaire items designed to

-

measure their perceptions of educational objectives And their perceptions.of the

performance of the schobls with regard to these objectives.

. will describe a measure A dissatisfaction with the educational System which

in this section, we

results from crosstabulating pereEptions of-Objectives with perceptions,of per

formance. Our argument here.is Oat

of performance. We have, therefore,

'disparity between the level at which

objectiAes serve as weights in the evaluation

created a measure of thelOent of, the

the indysiddal said, -.an educational objective.A
4

should%be met ana the level at whidh thatindiVidual said it was being met.

. We, of course, do not imply ihat'respondents actually perceiVe this disparity..'

.

It is quite possi.ble'that they do not and we do not present evidence here for

the relationship of the disparity measure and

sitisfactiOn.t

.
( , '

-,. --When the responses to how much individuals would like students to be learning

I.

more global perceptions of dis--
, .

are crossed with how much respondents think students are learning about a given

,

item, a table as appears in Figure results. The diagonal cells in these
. .

\

'TGURE 1 ABOUW HERE.)

tables represent those individuals who perceive ichooleierforming at the sake

"
(

level as their perception of the importance of the corresponding oblective,

dictates.. In short, there is a match betimen performance and objective, Re-.

ti

spondents who would like students to be learning 'a lot' about:basic-skille, r

;for example,, erceive that,students are actually learning 'a lot', about-'basic,

skills'. For our purposes,-we are more' interested in those individuals who all
I

in the cells be6 low thediagonal (the, shaded area in Figure 1). these.,,are the

,

individuals who' perceive thi the schools are delivering less than their perception
._

.

1.1
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t

of4importance of eibnetiondl objectivf?s calls for.

I

10

For example, a respondut

who would like stvdets to berflearnin la'let' about

-
'gettilig into eolle,,e'

.

sees the school tcaching only 'a little' or 'not much' in this. area. In other

words, for individdals in those cells
"747

4

of educatiOnal objectives and

there, is a disparity between their ratings

educational perforMance.

iat ion of dissatisfaction, we assume

is mote important than the levels of

independently. Table13 display" the

in the cells below-the diagonal when

.are c'rosstabulate0...,

Iii our conceptuali-

,/
that the' failure of peceptionL to Match_

. -,

performaces and objectiveS. considered-

per cent who,are dissatisfied (who fall
A"

perceptionS'of performanCe and objectives'i

(TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE)

.4.0 We beg in our descriptionpflthe response distributions in Table 3 with fhe

observation -that the average percentage who perceive students actually learning
f

less than'they.should be differs by status g oup. Almost three-foprths (73.1

4 per cent):of secondary teachers on the average rate objectives higher than

-4. r

performapeei for the patents of secondary students the average is more than

three-fifths'7(63.5 per cent). Hqwever, only about twofifths (38.4 per cent) ,

of, secondary students rate the objectives and the perforMance of the educational"
,

srteni differently. "The differences,amqhg these groups are statistically sigma

\
n4letant(Itrusikal=Wallis .test4lelds A=33.08,,,p-".001)..ope primary,clients-Of

the educational system seem to be. the.least dissatisfied.whereas those whwiare
A"--

responsible far:--delOifyof-aeivide seem to be'the most dissatisfied. Where'

comparisons are possible'betweenthe average leirels of dissatisfaction of
0_ --

tacialsubgroubs, no large differencer are found. $ixty-feur per cent of white)

Parents and '62 per cent of black parents
.

dents

There

as opposed to 37 per

and340 per cent of black,students rate the two-dimen4ons.differently.

cent of white'atu-

.

are too'
a

few black secondary teachers in the saMple

:

to permit a cOmpariSo
. .

Pwith the white teachers. .

We will next examine the areas which rank in the top\three intterms'Of the,

1.2 1

;
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perctntefze uNich liferentially evalt.ote objeztivcs.enzi performance. "';men

total scan, of narsnii is cznsiZer..4, bizbirst percentage appears om, luell-

nanneked behay.A.' Getting anead and job preparation are also hifb ranking

ate ao:iever, tae see, when we c=nine thy. rankings within racial subgroups,

that-belomior of students is much more important among white parents than

-

among black parents. Indeed, there are no matches anong the top three ranks

fIr black and white parents: among whites,.beLay.. , becoming better persons

and job preplration rank highest; among blacks, getting ahead, preparation for

college work and leadership are at the top of the rankings. The lowest rank

among both groups of parents is accorded to 'learning basic skills, ltke

reading ale math.'reauputing the rank order correlation between, the order of

these items among these parent groups, we find that there is only a low level

of agreement between them (rho .31).

StUdents seen to be in more general agreement than their parents about the areas

in which goals and activities of the school fail to match. In the total group

4 - of secondary students, getting ahead, creativity and job preparation get the

'highest ranks on the percentage dissatisfied: Somewhat surprisingly, the lowest
2

-rank- (least dissatisfaction) is obtained by learning to think for themselves.

'Overall, parents and students seen 'to agree in terms of- the relative dissatisfaction

they manifest about these it (rhoz.73). This level of agreement is maintained._

when race is controlled. White parents and -whiteotudents tend to accord

similar ranks to these it (rho=.62)a as do black parents and 'black students

(tho,=.65). Moreover, there appears to be substantial agreement among. student*

racial subgroups. White studeets are most dissatisfied with whai they are

learning `about getting ahead, job preparation and leadership; black students

ere also quite dissatisfied with what they are learning about getting ahead but,

13
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for tl.a-a, crtativity and pre.Firatilm for colli.-ge cork ran:: as areas of hit!....est

dissatinlaction. Jowever, despite thestifferences, ti.e ranks merging from

these groups are in substantial_agreevent (rho=.74).

Sehavior emerges as an area of high dissatisfaction mums secondary teachers as

among parents but they also identify the areas of becoming a better person and

learning to help- people. Teachers are least dissatisfied with what the schools

do about getting students into ccllege. Our mumbersof black secondary' eachers

who responded is too snail to allay black-white comparisons within this status

group. We do notice, however, that when teachers ari7compared to parents and

students, they appear quite diiferent from either group in terms of the ranks

of these items. For the total respondents in the status groups, teachers are no

closer to parents (thom..06) than they are to the students (rho-.10). Moreover,

when race is held constant and the ranks among the white is in the three status

groups are compared, the relative agreement does not improve. White teachers are

in substantial disagreement with white parents (rhome.06)..and with white students

(rho-.02) in terms of the relative levels of dissatisfaction expressed with

regard to the list of.educational objectives.

2 ABOUT HERE)

In summary, lavap ofdissatisfaction with the educational
institutionim found

to vary among the three status groups involved in the schools but not by racial

subgroup. This pattern is graphically displayed in FIGURE 2. Secondary teachers

appear to be the most dissatisfied; parents seem slightly less disaffected; and,

students theImmtaanguine about the product orthe schools. Within parent and

student status groups, no marked differeaies appeared between racial subgroups

in the average rate of dissatisfaction. Moreover, -where intra-group racial

comparisons are possible, that is, among students and parents, -we find

14
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rem a7T-e(.mp.:nt 014:;!er rangy: order correlatfoh) between

staents and w:lite students elan re"2 do 7netveen park:nts ol diSfereat races.

:Mere would :se= to be fewer inter-racial differences anong those nost

directly liprolvZA in the system. rinally, we found greater agreement beteeen

students and parents than-between either parents and teachers or between

students and teachers about the relative disparity between educational

Objectives and performence. This sawn pattern emerged when-only White

respondents were considered.

Conclusions

1. On the average, substantial majorities of teachers and parents and a

substantial minority of students are dissatisfied with the =Mental whieb

stbool performail-ce corresponds to objectives.

The fact that teachers as a group are the nest dissatisfied with performincemay-

represent an optimistic sign. As the Life Poll concludes:

...teachers are more anxious than anyone to improve

the climate for learning and the standards of

elaWcation. (Harris, 1969: 27)

-4

It is a distressing note, however, that students are relatively satisfied

with educational outcomes. The ability of any institution to serve its clients

may- depend, to some extent, on the willingness of its-clients to be served. If

the primary clients of the educational system see schools as essentially meeting

their needs, the base for needed change is effectively removed.

2. 'Racial differences on the average are small_ compared toligedifferences

between status levels in the school system. Contrary to conventional wisdom,

race does not seem to be the most important factor in assessment of this

institution.

3. In the, analysis above ve present a measure of dissatisfaction based on

the comparison of two sets of respondents' perceptions solicited independently.

15



eist it =4-es zlznse tp conceptsuilize dissatisfaction on the bazis of

disparity between percei7ed ojectives and perceived outcomes. It sust be

determinoll eopirically whether these disparities are related to actual perceived

dissatisfaction on the part of respondents. Such analysis is in process.

4. In general, in terms of distributive justice, there do seem to be

differential perceptions of the extent to which the educational system is

meeting client needs. Sawyer, what is surprising is our data is the direction

of these differences. We find very little

characteristic of race On the other hand,

difference in terms of the ascriptive

we do find marked differences with

regard to the individual's relative status in the system. But it is not those

who are in the least advantageous status position, viz. students, who perceive

the least benefit. Those lobo provide service, not_ those who receive it, are the

most critical of the educational system.

16
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1.
uhich 1-arEt pres1,:nts-d 1:0 the re-

itczs

---- Li- .4...5.7%:1-7j1.1 e,:!rrIce to

2 Lnt:r.ntice uas to present oor dz.:a

:2S ,7.re znaki,le to elo this since the EIS data

are a-rdiable. See ACI'="qeix.A-

2. n6E:ctze in prixeqtat;xn, Table 1 only disp!ayt, the perz,mtage in each group

-.who -4:41-wtx,c5 la Int'. itlr cl...-.1tision was that this tail of the distribution

'nett 17.41'41m:it-es the iz.porcanceu-uicA respondents attach to each of- the ed-

ucaC.onal -.:.=jectives. In zubse4cent sections of this paper, measures will

be-pri.sontt teat heal with the entire distribution.

3. Ille.eemparison in to of ranks may be misleading on same individual items.

For example, the item, Ito get into college', receives a rank of 13 for the

parents and a rank of 15 for the teachers. However, fully four-fifths of

parents think students should be learning 'a lot' about getting into college

whereas only two-fifths of teachers answer in that category.

4. Again, for ease in presentation, Table 2 only displays one tail of the dis-

tribution of these responses. In this case, the percentage who responded

that students are 'not learning much' is tabled. Our rationale was that

we can more easily see the extent to which various it are judged to be

effectively not delivered if we concentrate on this set of responses.
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Ln- -yr; A

1:7 ;t1tol-.7 yLLT.2; peorit,.

L-_11
thvze thtri> !at

B. Mei.ach Inuld y.A.1 lip. the to be learning ...-foot these

,things in f;0./ci:01? A

.
,

IhnY are 1,1L`

A lot A little
Not
nuch

To get ak.ea d 1 . 2 3

IN prepare for jobs 1 2. 3

To become a better person 1 2 .3

To understand and get along

with other people 1, 2

Ta think for themselves 1
$

2 3

To give them basic.skills,
like reading-4M matn - 1 2 3

.T9 make them better citizens 1 3

To get into college 1 2 3

To get along in a fast chang-

ing world 1. 3

To prepare them for cork -

they will face in college -
.

1 2

TO become a leader 3,

To discover and develop

-their creative abilitiei 1 .2 3

TO help-other pecple 1 2 .3

To understand and get aXoare

with people of different% _
races and cultures

6

1 2 3

-TO train them to be well

behaved and yell mannered' 1 2
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