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In 1978 the Connecticut General Assembly directed the State
Board of Education to develop a Five-Year Comprehensive Plan for Elementary
and Secondary Education: The Assembly's mandate specified that this
plan was to be prepared with the advice of local boards of education,

school admlnlstrators, ;eachers, parents; and students. It also épécifiéd

to such goals and objectlves; and spec1f1c action plans and target dates
for achieving these goals and objectiwes.

In response to this man&até, and under the direction of the Board,

of information gathering and planning activities: Tﬁééé included open

meetings at various locations around the state, meetxngs and consultations
with various state educational groups, reviews of planning efforts in
other states, in-house conferences at CSDE, and a needs assessment SUrvey.
This paper ﬁféééﬁfé information on the procedures,; results; and impact

of this needs assessment survey réiétiﬁg specificaiiy to the foiiowing

questions:
i. What are the perceptions of educators, Studeints and the

general public regarding the importance of particular

2. To what extent do educators, students, and the general ..
publlc feel that these goals for education are being :

3. 1Is there a dlscrepancy between the perceived 1mportance
of each.goal and the extent to which the goal is being

met? If so, is the dlscrepaﬁcy the same for educators,
students, and the general public?




4. Do educators and the general public differ in their
© perceptions of the importance of the goals for education?
5. Do educators and the géneral ﬁﬁﬁiic differ in their percep-
tions of the extent to which thé goals for education are
being met?!

Procedures
Parameters for the survey were set by CSDE: As with most of the
policy research dome in education, the budget was modest and the time

lines were tight. Given these constraints, a direct mail survey was

Instrument Design

Two instruments were required for this survey: one to obtain in-
to which they were being met, and the other to obtain these data as well
as additional data on the importance of certain CSDE functions relating
to these goals. As noted above, this paper focuses only on the data

a comprehensive list of possible goal statements. This was accomplished
by reviewing other surveys (Elam, 1978; Hoepfner, Bradley and Dohérty,. 1973)

documents from other states; goal statements déVéiopéd By local éducation

IDétéiléa survey findings relating to the relationship between the Board's
programs and operations and these goals and objectives can be found in
Archambault, F. X. and Gable, R. K. Final Report: A Survey of Needs for
Connecticut Public Schools. Report presented to Connecticut State
Department of Education, June 1979.
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agencies in Connecticut, and goal statements which had been endorsed pre-
viously by the Connecticut State Board of Educatiom. The resulting list

superintendents of schools; school business officers; and local board of

-education members.

The review process indicated that the final questionnaire should
include between 75 and 100 items to aaequately sample the goal areas

hich had been identified: Since an instrument of this length would most

examples. This 22-item list was reviewed by administrators at CSDE and
State Board of Education members. The final version of the instrument
emerging from this review included 20 goal statements grouped into three
broad areas: (1) Student Knowledge and Skills; (2) Preparation for

Life Roles; and (3) School District Enabling Goals. Survey respondents
were asked to rate the importarce of each of the 20 goal statements (very
i@portant; important, somewhat important, unimportant) and then to rate

the success of Connecticut public schools in accomplishing each goal

(excellent, good, fair, poor). Questionnaires were color-coded to dis-~
information was requested from the respondents: This condition was
set by CSDE so that respondents could be assured of the anonymity of
their responses.

Sampling

In conducting this study, several populations were surveyed in

e —— =

their entirety. These were: superintendents of schools, public school

3

]



principals, and local school board members. Membership in each of these
éroupg was determined through 1ists maintained by CSDE.

Economic and time constraints necessitated surveying representative
samples of the other populations considered in the assessment. Thus,
samples were drawn from the following populations: twelfth grade students
in Connecticut public schools in 1978-79; teachers in Comnecticut public

‘samples in presented below: '

Twelfth Grade Students. The total twelfth grade enrollment in

October, 1978 was recorded as 38,674 students. A sampling procedure was
developed which sampled each school in proportion to the school's share
of the total enrollment. All schools were represented in the sample,
with a minimum of one student and a maximum of 14 students being selected
from any oné school. The final sample of 811 students represented 2.12
of the twelfth graders in Comnecticut public schools.

Public School Teachers. The total number of public school teachers

full-time, part-time, certified and uncertified, was reported to be

39,925 in the fall of 1978. Procedures similar to those employed in
selecting the student sample were used to select a teacher sample of 793,

This yielded a total sample of 2.0% of all public school teachers.:

Connecticut Residents: This sample was selected to represent

the general public and to provide an opportunity to compare responses on
the basis of community size. Consequently all communities were classi-
fied as: (1) Big Cities; with a population of 100,000 or more; (2)

Fringe Cities, contiguous with big cities and with a population of

IMore detailed information; including appropriate formulae and assumptions

underlying the sampling procedures, are presented in Archambault and
Gable (€1979).
4
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10,000 or more; (3) Medium Cities, with a population of 25,000-100,000
which are not fringe cities; or (4) Samll Places, all other communities.

ticut, in approximately equal proportions among the four community
types. The necessary sample size for this population was determined to
be 6,064 individuals. Cross-reference telephone directories were used

to obtain individual mailing addresses for members of the sample.
In Summary, then, thé following niné groups were surveyed:

(1) all superintendents, (2) all public school principals, (3) all

board of education members, (4) a sample of all public school teachers,

(5) a sample of all twelfth grade students, and samples of citizens

living in (6) big cities, (7) fringe cities, (8) medium cities, and

(9) small places.

Mailing and Follow-up Procedures

The general public sample of 6,064 citizens was mailed a question-
naire with a postage-paid return envelope. To increase cooperation this
envelope boré the name of thé Commissioner of Education. The packet of
materials also contained a letter from thé commissioner asking for coopéra-
tioa and directions in Italian, Spanish, and Portugese for respondents to
request translations. Eight days after the initial mailing a follow-up
letter was Sent requesting that the respondent either complete the original
form or call CSDE for a second copy;i Given the time constraints and ‘the

‘ size of the sample, this single letter was the only follow-up procedure

employed.

10f the 6,064 forms mailed, approximately 8% were returned as undeliverable.

These were replaced using the original sampling procedures.
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and members of the teacher sample were also mailed questionnaires: The
mailing was followed by a letter similar to the general public letter:
Again, only a single follow-up was possible:

The student sample questionnaires were sent to high school prin-
cipals who distributed the forms to the students. Principals were given
the names of the students in the sample and were asked to encourage them
to return their questionnaires: Student questionnaires, as well as
those for all other respondents, were returned directly to CSDE in

Table 1 presents the final return ratés for éach of the respondent

Table |
- Return Rates for Educator,
Student, and General Public Groups

Total Total Returned Usable Questionnaires
o Number )
_ _Group = Sent Number Percent Number Percent

Educators B - B ) , o
T Superintendents 165 115 70 115 70
Boards of Education 1500 480 32 -480 32
Principals 1100 653 59 653 59
Teachers 793 354 45 354 45
Total Educators 3558 1602 51 1602 5T
Students 811 185 23 178 22
General Public o - S B
Large Cities 1504 230 15 226 15
Fringe Cities 1587 310 20 303 19
Medium Cities 1548 289 19 286 19
Small Places = 1425 —284 20 278 20
Total General Public 6064 1113 18 - 1093 18
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groups. Examination of the table indicates that the rates for educators
the general public, appear to limit confidence in generalizing survey
results to the populations from which the samples were drawn: Possible

reasons for such low response are discussed below. ;

Data Analysis

As noted earlier, survey data were obtained to answer questions
dealing with the importance ©f certain educational goals, the extent to
which they are being met, the discrepancy between the importance and the
extent met, and the differences in perceptions of various respondént groups
on both the imporéance of the goals and the sﬁccess in meeting them. To
determine the importance of the goals and the success in meeting them, mean
ratings were calculated for each goal for each of the respondent groups.
Means were calculated first for the 'importance" ratings, and second for
the "goals being met" ratings: These mean ratings were then ranked by

respondent group within the three ;2neral categories of goals: Student

and School District Enabling goals (Goals 17-20)-

Questions concerned with the discrepancies among groups' scores
were addressed using analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures in combination
~ with the Bonferroni Inequality. The first of these analyses was concerned
with whether the discrepancy between respondents' ratings of the importance
of each educational goal and their perceptions of the exgént to which it
was Béing met differed for the nine respondent groups. The discrepancy

7



various groups were compared using a one-way ANOVA. The alpha (probability)
level below which discrepancies weres considered significantly different

across groups was set to ;005; i.e.; differences among the discrepancies
were claimed if the probability of the observed differences arising purely

and alpha = .005, it can be stated that there is less than 107 chance

of making the claim that one or more of the 20 goals show significant
differences among the gfbupé when such differences arise pureiy by chance.
This follows from the Bonferroni Inequality.

Overall tests of significance among the groups' ratings of the
jmportance of the twenty (20) goals and the extent to which tley were
being met were also made using ANOVA procedures. Again, the Bonferroni
inequaiiéy was used with alpha set at .005. Although data were avaiiabie
for respondents from various sized communities, specific c;nfrasts were

Results
The results of the needs assessment survey are presented in two
parts. The first describes findings relating to the importance of the

discreparcies between the importance and success ratings of each group
as well as differences in the importance and success ratings across all
groups. Results for the three major goal areas will be presented separately

in ééch of these parts;
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Importance and Success

Table 2 presents means and ranks of the means for the importance
ratings of the six Student Knowledge and Skills goals for each of the four
groups of educators, the general public, and students. An examination of
the table reveals that even though the means for each item vary across
groups, the rankings of these are identical for each of the six éféﬁ?é;
These results méy be explained in paré by the frame of reference of each
of the groups; although the groups agree in general as to the relative
importance of the §651§5 their perceptions of the absolute iﬁﬁafféﬁéé of

each appear to be based on group-specific response tendencies.
All groups viewed communication skills in English as the most

important Student Knowledge and Skills goal. Goals relating to decision
EﬁEiﬁé and ﬁfoSléﬁ éleiﬁg and the development of mathematics skills were
ranked second and third by all groups.

The mean ratings and corresponding rankings of the extent to which

these same six goals are being met are presented in Table 3. As can be
seen; there is less agreement among the groups on this issue than there
is for the importance of the goals. A possible explanation is that the
ratings of success in achieving goals may beé affected more by professional
responsibilities and local conditions relating to school performance than
by group-specific response tendencies.

Regarding the goals themselves; it should be noted that the éiéfééé
ratings of goal attainment for each group across all six items are between

work; it appears that school districts in Connecticut are most successful

in developing skills in mathematics and science. They are least successful
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Means and Rankings of Means foi Yartcis Respondent Groups

Inpartance of Goals for Edication:
Student Knckledge and Skills

~— T ————

Local
- - SR - Board e
Goals . _ . __ Citisensl Siperintendents __Menbers — Principals  Teachers _Students

1. Students W11 develop skills  3.76{2)2 3.8112) L) B . N
for. decisfonviaking and i naoas) o sEs) s
problen solving,

2. Stidents wil)-devalop coi=  3.78(1) 3.931) 100 el U SES
alcation skills fn Engidsh. ) ) LU

3. Stidents i)l scoufre abitity  2:47(6) 2.34(6) 2306 u2m(s) 2.4206)  2:4816)
in another language besides
fgish. | |

&, Stideits Wil acqitre know  319(4)  3.3002) LAl . asl) a0 2w
Tede and Gnderstandinig of
science and technology. |

5. SLdeRts Il develop mastery  3.60(3) 3.8303) O I TR
of the skills and concepts of
rathematics, | | _

6. Students Wil develop a. 2,86(5) 3,13(5) 2890)  3.05(5) 3008 2.7209)
bos1tive attitide toward
the arts.

! fepresents the sirple average of respomses of cftizens fram the foi cominity siids.

# The nunbes within parenthese ar.theranks of the-netns for eich réspondent group. Means can range fro
{ _are tha : - - respondent group, Means can range from
1.00 to 4.00; where 1,00 15 "unimportant” and 4.00 {s “very important," o d
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Table §
Nears and Rarkings of eans for Yardous Respandent Grougs

Extent to Which Goals Are Betng Net:
Student Knowledge and Skills

Respondent Groups
~Loca
- Board

Goals Cltdzens'  Superintendents _ Menbers _ Principals —Teachers Students —

L Stwdents oIl deelop skiis 20002 zde(6) 2] G0 200 248085)
for decision-making and | _
problen sovirg. _

2. Stidents will.develop coma=  2:15(5) 2.63(3) 2508 L) 203) 2540
nication skills {n English, | | | | - |
3 Stidents w111 acqaire abitity  2:07(6) 2,2(5) 2036)  1.97(6) 2.026)  2:48(4:)
in another language besides '
Eﬁglisﬁ; N | 7 7
4 Stidents 1) acqoies know  2:4201) 2.72(2) 2508) 5608 252 2.6
ledge and understanding of
géigﬁcé iﬁd_téchﬁalogy;____
6. Students.wil) develop mastery  2.38(2) 2.8601) 3500 28)  ZE)  a.800)
of the ski11s and concepts of
mthematies, - | | _ - -
6. Students w11 develop & 2.23(3): 2.0906) - 2175 2,20(5) 2.15(5)  2.47(6)
p’o’s’iti'v’e attitude toward
the arts.

! Represents the simle average of responses of citizens frin the four comunity sizes.
2 The numbers_within parentheses are the ranks of the means for each respondent group, Means can range from

1.0 to 4,00, where 1.00 15 a "poor” rating and 4.0 15 an "excelTent" rating,




in preparing students in languages other than English and in developing
positive attitudes toward the arts. It should be noted that these latter
two goals are also rated at least important by all groups.

Preparation for Life Roles. Mean ratings and rankings of the impor-

tance of the Preparation for Life Roles goals and the extent to which

they are being met are presented in Tables 4 and 5 respectively. . Examina-
tion of .the tables indicates a pattern similar to that discussed above:
There is a high degree of uniformity in the relative rankings of items

for the "importance" ratings, but this uniformity is diminished for the
rankings developed from the "goals being met' ratings.

Goals relating to responsiﬁie citizenship, geEting along with
other people, and successful employment or post-secondary education are
rated as most important. Developing the knowledge; skills, and attitudes
necessary for rewarding use of leisure time was rated least important.

The highest rating for goals being met was for skills needed for
successful employment or post-secondary education. The areas of coping
with issues faced in a rapidly changing world and attitudes toward learn-
'ing as a life-long process received the lowest overall ratings for goals
being met.

School District Enabling Goals. Mean ratings and rankings of the

importance of School District Enabling goals and the extent to which they

they are being met.

The goal rated most important by all groups is the one associated
with staffing, materials, and facilities; the one rated least important
12
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Table 4

Means and Rankings of Means for Various Respondent Groups

Importance of Goals for Education:

Preparation for Life Roles

— Goals Teachers Students
7. Students will acquire the knowledge and skilis, and 3.73(1)2 a.8s(1)  377(1)  3:.87(1)  3:82(1)  3:53(3)
develop_the values and attitudes, for responsible
citizenship.
8. Students will acquire the knowledge and develop the 3.55(2) 3.59(3) 3.53(2) 3.68(3) 3.73(3) 3:.56(2)
skills needed for successful employment or post-
secondary education.
9. Students will develop an awareness of career oppor- 3.38(5.5) 3.17(9) 3.01(7)  3:29(8) 3.50(7) 3.51(4)
tunities _and the recuirements for entering specific
occupations. :
10. Students will develop the ability to cope with 332(7:5) 313()  309(9) 3.36(7)  3.47(8)  3.40(6)
issues they must face in a rapidly changing world. 7 )
11. Students wiil develop the knowledge, $ki11s-and 2.76(10) 2.77010)  2.49¢10) 2.97(10)  3.05{10) 2.50{10)
. attitudes necessary for rewarding use of leisure ’
time. ) . . i o L
12. Students will acquire knowledge and develop 3.38(5.5) 3.40(6) _ 3.18(6) 3.52(5)  3.54(5) 3.46(5)
practices necessary for physical well-being. o o o
13. s;@iaghts will develop positive feelings of seif-  3.32(7.5) 3.46(5)  3.21(5) 3.58(4)  3.59(8) 3.30(8.5)
worth, L - .
14. Students will develop an understanding of the 3.39(9)2 3.22(8) 3.10(8) 3.26(9) 3.33(9) 3.37{7)
relevance_and application of the subject areas
they are studying. i
15. Students will develop 2 positive attitude toward 3.45(4) 3.52(4) 3.40(4) 3.37(8) 3.52(6) 3.30(8.5)
learning as a 1ifelong process.
16. s&&&%&&; will learn to respect and get along with  3.61(3) 3.62(2)  3.51(3) 3.77(2)  3.75(2) 3.69(1)
people.
] iﬁé@ééééﬁii the simple average of responses of citizens from the four community sizes.
2 The numbers within parentheses are the ranks of the means for each respondent group. Means can range from
1.00 to 4.00; where 1.00 is "unimportant” and 4.00 is “very important."”
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 Table s
Means and Rankings of Means for Various Respondent Groups

Extent to Which Goals Are Being Met:
Preparation for Life Roles

— Respondent Groups

Local j .
- - - - ~. . . _Board - - - - _ . L
- Goals Citizens! Superintendents Members Principals Teachers Students

7. Students will acquire -the kiowledge and skills,-and 2.16(2)2 2.38(4) 2.22(4) 2:43(1:5) 2:31(3) 2.49(5)
develop the values and attitudes, for responsible
citizenship.
8. Students will acquire the knowledge and develop the 2:31(3) 2:46(1) 2:42(2) 2:.4301.5)
skills needed for siiccessful employment or post-
secondary education.

2.36(2) 2.60(1)

9. Students will develop.an awareness of career oppor- 2.19(4) 2.38(4)  2.21(5) 2.33(4)  2.22(5) 2.57(2)
tunfties and the requirements for entering specific ) .
occipations. 7 7
0.  students will develop the ability to cope with . 2.08(7:5)
- fssues they must face in a rapidly changing world.

2.18(8)  2.07(8) 2.15Q10)  1.96(10) 2.17(9)

1): | Students will develop the knowledge, skills. and 2.39(2) 2.45{2)  2.35(3) 2.32(s)  2.23(3) 2.50(4).
- ' attitudes necessary for rewarding use of leisure

tine. - ,
12.  Students will acquire knowledge and develop 2.4301) 2.38(8)  2.89(1) 2.42(3)
practices necessary for physical well-being.

13, students will develop positive feelings of self-  2.08(7.5) 2.a(10)  2.09(8)

23701 2.36(6)

2.27(7)  2.18(7) 2.15010)

18. Students will devélop an understanding of the 2:17(5)2 2:23(7)  2:18(6) 2:28(6)  2.17(6) 2:54(2)
relevance and application of the subject areas

they are studying. ) )
15. Students will develop a positive attitude toward  2.06(9) 2:16(39)  2:.05(10) 2.25(8)  2.08(8) 2.30(8)
learning as a lifelong process. )
16, Students will 1earn to respect and get along with  2:01{10) 2:28(6)  2.11(7) 2.28(9)  2.07(9) 2.33(7)
people.

Represents the Sinple average of responses of citizens from the four comminity sizes.

| -

2 The numbers within parentheses are the ranks of the means for each respondent group. Means can range from
1.00 to 4.00, where 1.00 is a “poor" rating and .00 is an “excelient" rating.
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Means and Rankings of Meams for Yardous Respondent Gioups

Importance of Goals for Education:
School District Enabling Goals

“Respo

Citizens]  Superintendents

Local
Board

Mesbers _Prinepals __Teachers

Students

17,

The school district will
provide_adequate staff,
materfals and facilities to
meet the educational goals
for each student,

The school disteict will =
providle programs and services
to meet the individual needs
of stiidents.

The schaol district will
previde an environment
conducive to Tearning,

The school district will
provide opportunities for
school administrators,
teachers, parents, students
and-the general public to
participate in activities
and decisions affecting the
educational goals.

3.57

.

3.48

(1)5 | 3;75£1) :

(3) 3.57(2)

(2) 3.5113)

L0658 3.704)

3:41(2)

3.40(3)

3.10(4)

3.87(1)

3.87(1)

3.65(1)

3.86(2)
3.33(3)

3.27(4)

1 Represents the sinple average of respan

2 The numbers within parentheses are the ranks of the meaiis.for each b

ses of cftizens from the four comunfty s1zss.

1.00 to 4.00, where 1.00 is "unimportant" and 4.00 is "very important.

espondent group. Means can range from



Table 7

EXtent to Which Goals Are Belng Met:
School District Eﬁiﬁ]jﬂgﬂﬁg@]i__ o
Respondent Groups

Local
‘Board-

S Goals— it I__

17. The school district wili 2.59(1)2 282050 2.881)  27(2) 2512  2.61(2)
provide adequate staff, ,

materials and facilities to
meet the educational goals
for each student.

18. The school district will 2.41(2) 2.67{3) 2.62(3) 2.54(3) 2.60(1) 2.62(1)
provide prograns and services
to meet the individual needs
of students.

19, The school district will 2,29(4) 2.82(1.5) 2.72(2) 2.82(1) 2.54(3) 2.36(3)
provide an environment
conducive to learning.

20, The school district will 2.31(3) 2.46(8) 2.46(4) 2,56(4) 2.35(8)  2.45(4)
provide opportunities. for
school administrators,- -
tedchers, parents, studerits
and- the.general. public.to
participate 1n activities
and decisions affecting the
educational goals.

1 Represents the siple average of responses of citizens from the four comanity sizes. |
2 The.niiibers.within parenthieses are tha ranks of themezns for each respondent group. Means can range from
1.00 to 4.00, where 1,00 is a "poor” rating and 4.00 is an “excellent" rating.
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referred to the participation of various groups in decisions affecting
- educational goals. It should be noted that all goals were rated between

important and very important. \_

Discrepancies and Group Comparisons

This section describes the discrepancies in the goal importance
and accomplishment ratings across the various groups as well as differences
in both of these ratings for each group taken separately. The data per-

taining to the discrepancies can by partially viewed in Tables 2-7.

Student Knowledge and Skills: Tests of differences among the groups

in discrepancy ratings (i.e., discrepancies between the importance of
goals and the extent to which they are being met) proved significant for
all six goals. Moreover, these discrepancies are quite large for the
decision making and problem solving, communication, and mathematics goals.
For all six goals the student group shows smaller discrepancies
than all other groups. This apparently means that students are more
content with their knowledge and skills than most adults feel they should

be. The general public also feels that there is a greater discrepancy

between the importance of goals and the degree to which they are being met
than do Sﬁﬁé?iﬁféﬁ&éﬁfé and principals.

The results for the foreign language goal are also noteworthy in
that big tity respondents rate this goal as most important but are also
most dissatisfied with the manner in which this goal is being met. It

appears that this is due to the greater ethnic mixture in the big cities.



This inference is supported by the observation that the discrepancy for
. this goal decreases as the community-size groups "move away" from the big

city.

generally agree on the importance of instruction in the basic skills: It

is especially interesting to note; however; that all educator groups saw
the Student Knowledge and Skills goals as mpre important than did the
general public. The one éiééséiéﬁ to tﬁigﬁ%génthe foreign language goal,
in which the situation was reversed.

With regard to the various groups' ratings of how the goals are
being met, there are also Sighifiéaﬁt differences among the groups for
all six goals. In this case the différencés are more obvious than the
differences in the importance of goals discussed above. As has been
noted, students generally feel more satisfied with the achievement of
_ the stated goals; however, their mean ratings remain within the same
fair=to~good ranges as the other groups. For the most part the other
groups are closer to fair than to good in their ratings of the six

goals.

Preparation_for Life Roles: Although the differences in aiééféﬁ—

tion for Life Roles goals, there is little that is striking about these

differences. Among students, there are smaller discrepancies between the
iﬁﬁoftaﬁée of Preparation for Life Roles and the attainment of thése
goals, But this difference is not as réédiiy apparent as it was with the
Student Knowiedge and Skills goéié.

18
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ratings for ail but one of the ten goals. Again, even though the differ-
ences are statistically significant; the ratings on these goals generally

fall within the "important" to "very important" range for all groups.

Although these ratings are high, they are not as high as those given to
the basic skill g651§a P
With régard to differences among group ratings of the extent to
which Preparation for Life Roles goals were being met; significant dif-
ferences were found for all goals except physical health. There are no
striking differences among the groups, but students again demonstrate
apparently greater satisfaction with their preparation. The means

generéiiy range between fair and good, but closér to fair.

School District Enabling Goals

The discrepancies between the importance of School District Enabling

goals and the extent to which they are being met are nearly identical for
each of the groups: The most striking difference is found for the goal
dealing with the provision of an environment conducive to learning: Edu-
cators and the general public, most especially big city populations; disagree
strongly on the achievement of this particular goal, with the general public
much less satisfied. Regarding differences among groups, school district
goals .are rated midway between "important” and "very important" by the
students and the general public, with a slight dip in the "small placés"
group of the general public. There is an increase in thé ratings by the
superintendents, a slight decrease émong;schooi board members, and an

increase to a high point for principals and teachers. Finally, the general

public is less content than superintendents, board members, and principals,

but roughly in agreement with teachers.
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Summary and Conclusions
In response to a mandate from the Connecticut Gemeral Assembly,

has been developed recently by the Connecticut State Department of
Bducation. One of the many activities undertaken during the &é;éiéﬁé&ﬁf
of this plan was a needs assessment survey of all tocal board of edu-
cation members in the state, all sdpeiinEéndéﬁEé of schools; all elemen-
tary and secondary school teachers; a random sample of the gemeral public
gelected to represent various community sizes within the state, and a
survey, which raﬁgéd from 18% for the §éﬁéi§i ﬁﬁblic to 70%7 for Superin-
tendents; were much lower than had been anticipated. In fact, this was
one of the most startling "findings" of the survey.

A number of reasons may be advances for the low rates. First,

the survey ﬁﬁéééiSﬁhéife was rather long, and, according to some observers,
EBEéﬁﬁat éoﬁfﬁéihg. As a result, some people may not have responded even
though seriously concerned about education in Connecticut. Second; the

' follow-up procedurés wérée 1éss than ideal. Given the large number of

could be sent, and this did not include a second copy of the survey. It

is possible; therefore, that a significant number of people simply foxgot to

tion for the equalization of educational and resources opportunities.
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Given the publicity associated with these and a myriad of other changes,
this survey and the Comprehensive Plan which it supported may have been
viewed as just another in a long line of activities over which the
public has no particular control. As a result; surveys may not have been
completed because of thé presumed futility of the exercise. Finally,
it may be that respondents felt that they could have more effect on the
process in other ways. This may be most appiicabié to professional edu-
cators who increasingly are voicing their concerns and opinions through
unions and other lobbies, and to board of education members, who may
ﬁcrceive themselves as having more direct access than others to educational
policy makers.

Due to the low-to-moderate rates of response, the results of this

survey may be biased, and, consequently, confidence in the findings may
be diminished: From a policy ﬁéféﬁééfi@é; however, the fiﬁdiﬁgs are

still valuable since they provide some of the best available evidence
for the development of the Five-Year Comprehensive Plan: The following
results appear to be particularly important in this regard:

« All nine respondent groups were strikingly similay in their
judgements of the importance of the goals. Moreover; with
very few exceptions; all group ratings were in the "important"
to "very important" range.

. Student Knowledge and Skill gbéis déaiing with the

‘ and problem solv1ng, mathematlcs, and science and tech-
nology were rated highest by all groups.

. Preparatlon for L1fe Roles goals fccu51ng on the devel-

opment of skills, knowledges and attitudes necessary

for responsible citizership, for successful employment

or post-secondary education, and for gettIng along with
other people were generally rated highes.




o School Distrxct Enabllng Goals rated as most important

included the provision pf adequate staff, mater1als,

and facilities, the. provision of programs and services to

meet individual needs, and the provision of an environ-

" ment conducive to learning.

+ Most of the ratings of the extent to which the. twenty

goals were met were in the "fair" to good" range.

Mbredver, the average ratings for the various respondent

groups consistently tended toward the '"fair" end of
the Scale- [

the attainment of goals lower than the other groups.
Although there are some notable exceptions; the ratings
of local board members parallel the ratings of the . .
general public. _Superintendents, principals and students
are generally alike in their relatively higher ratings

of attainment.

o Respondents from big cities emphasized acquiring ability
in a foreign language more than all other groups, and
were the least satisfied with the attainment of this goal.
Their ratings of the science and téchﬁdlogy _goal was also
of 1oca1 school districts prov1s1ons of an environment
conducive to learning.

o The discrepancy between the ratings of importance and
attainment were quite large for all twenty goals. Stu=

dents. showed smaller. d15crepanc1es than all other groups.

Moreover, they generally felt more content with their

knowledge and skills than adults felt they should.

Smallest discrepancies were found for superintendents

and principals.

The findings summarized above confirm several of the results of the
most recent Gallup Poll of the Public's Attitude Toward the Public Schools
(Gallup, 1979). Particularly noteworthy are the importance of the basic
skill subjects for both the Gallup national sample and the Connecticut
sample, and the displeasure oé the general public; particularly in

blg c1t1es, with thé success of schools in meetlng educational goals.-‘

positive toward the schools than were older adults. This may be due to

the fact that younger adults in the Connecticut survey were high school ™
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éééi&?é whereas those in the Gallup sample were not necessarily enrolled
in school. Despite the differences in data collection strategies, the
inconsistent findings suggest that policy decisions at the state level
should not be based solely on national ot even regional data.

Since this needs assessment survey was commissioned as a policy
study, the utility of the findings is best judged in terms of their impact

-

on Connecticut eéducational policy. In this respect, the survey proved
véluable for several reasens. First, it provided data for the develop-
ment of statewide goals for education. In fact, four of the five goals
finally developed were affected by the survey findings: Second, it
provided information about state activities to help insure that these

goals are met: Finally; it provided educators and the general public with
policy. As is evident in the minimum competency testing movement currently
sweeping the nation; public involvement in educational planning will be
critically important in the years ahead. Needs assessment surveys such
as described here may broVidé a real opportunity and vehicle for such

involvement.
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