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ABSTRACT '

A survey questionnaire sent to 371 public school

superintendents in Arkansas sought. to identify schools offering a

program of family life/sex education. An attempt was also made to

‘determine if sSchools which offered such programs could be

distinguished from those that did not, based on responses of school

officials to a set of attitudinal statements. The questionnaire
achieved a 37 percent response rate (137 usable responses), and there
was some doubt about the identity of the respondents (not necessarily
superintendents). A map presents a profile of Arkansas, identifying
school districts with schools reporting no program in sex education,
those reporting at least some type of program, and counties with no
schools reporting any type of sex education program. Numbers on the
map indicate counties reporting the highest rate of teenage _
pregnancy. Some correlation was noted between lowered incidence of”
teenage pregnancy in some counties recently implementing sex
education programs. Previous studies on the subject have indicated
that one of the major barriers to initiation .of family life/sex
education programs is the presumed lack of public support. Findings
have revealed, however, that a majority of parents and the general
public do support such programs. It was noted in this study that,

* though Arkansas has an extremely high rate of adolescent pregnancy,
less than one-third of the respondent$ indicated that any type of sex
education was offered in tneir school system. Most of the respondents
indicated personal support for sex education programs, with perceived
lack of community support a major barrier toéimplementing them.
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Attitudes of School Officials Toward Sex Education Programs:

A Discriminant Analysis

The subject of seﬁ education in the public‘schoolé has received frequent
public attention. Public debate in some: comumities has become a matter of 4
some notoriety. Major arguments for and against sex education‘are well known.
Qpponéhts ofAsex education may hold that sex educétion is the sole providenée
of the pérents, thét sex edﬁcatioﬁ in the schools is taught in a moral vacuum,
that sex education is dangerous, that it leads to sexhal experimentation, and .
every éé often'oﬁe still hears the argument that sex education feally is a
comumist plot. Supporters of sex education are often of the opinion that
sex education is a vital part of the total educational process. Typically,uthe
high rate of teenage pregnancy, the widespread incidenée of venereal disease,
and the lack ofasex education in/the home are cited as indicators of the need
for public,school‘programs of sex education. - .

~ Studies (as Mahoney, 1979 and earlier work by Snyder and Spreitzer, 1976,
and Libby, 1970) have examined characteristics of individuals favoring and
opposing sex education. A few researchers have also examined attitudes of
school officials toward supportinéwﬁrograms“of sex education. This has in-

" cluded.work as early as that of Jolmson in 1966 and as recent as that of Wayne.
in 1982. ' o | |

' This study dealt with sex education programs in the secondary schools of
Arkansas. The purpose of this study was twofold: (1) To identify those schools
in Arkansas which currently offer a program of family life/sex education in their
curriculum and (2) To determine if those schools which offer ‘a family iife educa-
tion program.in-their curriculum could be distinguished from those that did not,

based on the response of school officials to a set of attitudinal statements

regarding the general area of family life and sex education.
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As a state Arkansas has consJ.stently been among the national leaders in

the rate of teenage pregnancy. In 1980 Arkansas ranked number 2. When con-

sideryi‘ng.white teenagers only, we ranked mumber 1 in the mation. At the same
time, our state has not been known as an immovative leader in sex education,

or any other kind of education. We usually rank about 50 in such educational
indices as teacher pay or amount of money spent per student. Thus, it was felt
that this .study was particularly appf;epriate for our state and that it might
yield -information of value in plémnin,g programs both in our state and elsewhere.

Method

- Subjects

The subjects for this study were the superintenden%s of the 371 public -

~ school districts in Arkansas.

Testing Instrument

The testing instrument for this study was a questiomnaire adapted from

Fields (1974). Included in the questiommaire were 20 general statements con-

cerning the teaching of."»family .life/ sex education. Subjects were asked to
N
respond to each statement indicating their agreement or disagreement by, the

utilization of a five pomt LJ_kert Scale.
Procedure

Questiomaires were mailed to all 371 public school superintendents in the
state. Usable.questiomnaires were retL;rned from 137 schools. Follo@g receipt
of the completed questionmaires, schools were placed into one of two categorles

atcordlng to how the questLon "Is sex educatlon now be:mg taught in your school

‘district?" was,answered (elther 'no program'' or ''yes, some type of program''). .

. To determine if schools classified according to their sex education status
could be dist]'nél.\iished on the basis of the attitude of school officials toward

-+
q
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sex education, data were analyzed by Wilk's Lambda défscfiminan't; analysis.h In
the analysis, the 'subj ects' responses to the 20 attitudinal items were used as
a single set of independent variables. Variable inclusion was based on an F

of 1.0.

Results ’
Forty-three of the responding schools indicated they offered some type of
 sex education program, eighty-eight indicated they had no prégram. There were
five ungrouped cases. There were 108 respondents who indicated that they support-

L]

ed a good curriculum in sex education.
The result':s-df the stépwise discn_fiminant analysis aré shown in Table 1. >

* The discriminant function yielded by the analysis was statistically significant.

This indicated that the Variables selected were, as a set, ablé to distinguish

among the defined groups. Eight of the twenty attitudinal items were selected

by the stepw15e procedure for their contrlbutlon to the dlscrnnmant function.

These were, in order of selection: (1) Cotrmunlty support - The majority of

- parents in this commmity will (or do) accep-tﬁ sex education as-a good program,

(2) Harmful in élementary - It is harmful to teach sex education in the ele-

mentary schools, &) Receive from peers - At present, most students receive the

majority of their sex education fram their peers, (4) Panacea - Sex education

-should be a panacea for all commmity ills (such as juvenile delinquency, irLl—

creasing illégitimate births VD, etc.), (5) Parent option - Parents should |

have the option to keep their children out of sex education classes, (6) Re-

| quired by law - Sex education should be required by law, (7) Accanplishiﬁg

purpose - Sex education, as it is now being taught, is accomplishing its pur-

pose, and (8) Contraceptive effectiveness - Sex educatlon classes should teach

how efféctive contraceptive devices are. Univariate F ratios were non-sig- -

nificant except for the statement, "Camurl;_'gtyfstipport' '. This ,Mi,ter-n»'a‘l'é'érlfnade the
: e - :
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greatest contribution to group discrimination.
To determine the ¢ability of the responses to the attitudinal statements

to distainguish accurately among the two groups of schools, the schools were

i ; G
" reclassified on the basis of the discriminant function derived from the dis-

criminant analysis. The percentage of total cases correctly classified was

74.05 percent.
Discussion _

The results raise a number of interesting questions. There are also a

few problems associated with the study which need to be méntioned. The problems

first. ;

Theé analysis of data was based on responses from 137 school districts.

‘. While this may sound like a large number of school districts, in Arkansas, it

figures out to a 37 percent response rate; not good. To what extent the non-

respondents differ from those who did respond is something we do not know;

because they did not tespond. )

‘

Ariother probiem concerns who act:qaliy completed the returned qtlestiormeires.
The questiomnaire was sent to t@’esuperintendent of each school district. In
reviewing the returned questionnaires, however, it became evident that at least
some, of the questiomnaires had been completed b/y/persons other than the super-
intendent. For example the questi/orma1re/re’turned by one school district

e

- represented: the collective™ opinions of eight_differerict people, none of whom was

P

the super/int‘eﬁd/ent. On another questionnaire we found a note which said ''I

/»//'
- #m the hane economics teacher. I found this. questionnaire in the trash can. I

have completed it and am returning lt to you." Some of the remaining respond-.
ents did identify themselves as the superintendent. Others specifically identi-
fied themselves as someone else within the school system. Most of the respon-

dents did not identify themselves in this mammer. It seems safe to assume that

//\‘. 8 " .\ .

/\é‘




" results .should be v1ewed in-light of these findings.
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these questlonnalres were returned by someone within the school system and

that in many caseys, this person was the supermtendent Interpretation of tt}e

The first stated purpose of the s?lldy was to 1dentif§\. schools reporting
some type of sex education program. Tﬁe map (figure 1) indicates.f/yhich schools,
by county, in %ansas reported sex education programs and which did not. Look-~
ing at the map, eaeh c‘ircle represents a school which seid they had no sex
education program. Eaeh asterisk represents a school whichareported some type
of program. The striped area repres@ts those counties which had no school‘ re-
porting any type of sex education program. There, of course,‘.are probably
schools which have programs that failed to respond to our survey. Those count-
ies which are not stripled in have at least one school reporting a sex education
program: In some of these (as White and Jefferson Counties) all reporting
schools indicated some type of sex education program. In other counties (as
Independence and Ashley) schools repoftéing sex education programs were defin-
itely in the minority (1 of 5 ln Independence, 1 of 4 in Ashley). It is clear
from this picjcure that large numbers of Arkansas children are not receiving
any formal \program of sex education.

It is also .of interest to note the location of sex eduéetion programs're—
‘lative to adolescent pregﬁancy rates. The ﬁxﬁbered counties are the top ten

in ado] escent pregnancy rates for ages 17 and under. These rankmgs have been
determmed from Arkansas State Department of Health Statlstlcs cgnpiled over
the years 1978, 1979, and 1980. Seven of_ ‘the ten counties did not have a school

reporting any type of sex education proéram'. The school in Phiilips County re-

porting a program indicated that some aspects of sexuality were taught in a 12th

grade ‘human development class. In I/Iississippi County the school reporting a pro-

gram, indicated that sex education was taught as a. part of home economics.
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In Jefferson-Counry all five reporting schools indipated some.type of sex
education program, ‘some starting as early as the fourth grade. It is interest-
ing to note that this _couf1_ty placed in the top 10 in teenage pregnancy in 1978
and égajn in 1979. It is shown ln figure 1 ati‘number 9 for the three-year period |
78-80; but for the year 1980 (the_i'mos.t recent >for which figures were available)
it plapecT number 20. While certainly no cause and effect relationship can be
shown in Jefferson Cprmty (or anywhere else in Arkansas) betwéén the establishment
.of .sex education programs and rates of teenage pregnancy, this does make for in- |
terest\ing armchair ‘_speculation. ! .

The secoﬁd \purpo'se of this study was to determine if schools reporting sex
ieducatlon programs .could be distinguished from schools that do, not have programs,
through the utilization of data. Basecf upon the results of the dlscrgmlnant
anaiysis, the attitudinal statement which made the greatest contribution to
distinguishing between aEﬁé two groups was ''Commmnity support', as seen by the
-diécriminant function co-efficient value for this item. Commmity support was
alsc the dnly statement for which the univariate F ratio was significant. One
should note that this item did'not ;ctually ;neaéure community support, but the
“*respondents' perception of commmity support.

In relating these res\ults to prt;vious work it should be pointed out that
éé early. as 1966 Johnson found that school administrators in Maryland agreed
that sex education was badly needed: These adm*'nisktratqrs indicated that their
'loack of sex education programs was due to a lack of qualified teachers and
apprehension about conmunlty reaction. These finciiﬁgs also held in Johnson's
work with persons attending meetings of the National A;‘,sociatiorr of School
Administrators.

The principals who responded to Waynes (1982) questiommaire also séeméd to ’

‘be very much aware of p0551b1e corrmunlty reaction. Out of 20 proposed guide-

lines for sex educatlon programs number one in acceptablllty to principles was

3 8‘ , .
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the statement "prov1s1on.s shodld be made for perlodlc program evaluation and/or

tevision; number 2 was that ''programs for a given school district should\ be

reflective of the particular interests, needs and standards of that commm1ty "
Yarber (1979) indicated that one of the major barriers to the 1n1t1atlon

of farnlly life/sex EdUCathI’l programs is the presumed lack of public support.

His findings, as well as those of most other investigators revealed, however,

that a majority of parents and the general pnblic do support schools programs
of family life and sex education.

Results of the present study indicate an appalling lack of sex educatior;
programs in Arkansas. Perceived lack of commmity support appears to be a
major factor in the absence of such programs. This‘statement (commumity sup-
portc) was identified by the discriminant anaiysis. Also, through the’ir cqm-

ments:, respondents indicated that parent and commmity support was necessary,

" but might not exist in their area.

Although actual assessr‘nent of co;nnmity support was not a part of .'this
sutdy, work has been done in the state that would tend to indicate acceptance
of family llfe/ sex education programs A telephone survey concerning atti-
tudes toward sex education was conducted in Washlngton County earlier thls yearh A e
CYoung, S1edelistrcker, Bradberry, and Ricks, ‘_],982). The findings of thls study
indlcated strong support for gex edﬁcation programs; this was particularly true
among persons under the age of 40, A representative of the Arkansas Family Plan-
ning Councii has .a"_slso indicated that their agency has f-ound general acceptance of
sex ‘education throughout the state. There were what he termed 'small pockets
of resistance' evident only in the Fort Smith and Van Buren area (Crawford and
Sebastian Counties) (Shepard, 1981). | |

*In sumary, in a state having extremely high rates of adolescent pregnancy,

less than one third of the respondents 1nd1cated that any type of sex educatlon

was offered in their school system, Most of the respondents indicated support
9
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for sex eduqatioh programs, Wlth perceived lack of commmity support a major
factor in discriminating between schools that reported programs and those re-
‘ porting no program. | |
It seems that many of the school 'official; in Arkansas (and perhaps else—.
Where) should thak the advice .of Yarber (1979) and actually assess communi ty
support for a program of family life/sex education. In domg so, they should
realize thaﬁ they are probably never going to have 1007 support. This should
not, however, be viewed as a barrier to progrém iirqﬁlementation if the majority
of the parents and commity clearly support family life/sex, education. Thls

=Y

may be a controversial area, one with which many school ‘officials may be re- "

lu t to deal, but it is too important an ared to be pushed aside or ignored.




‘ REFERENCES’

®
v

Fields, T. A study of-the attitudes of'Arkansas school supsrin%eﬁdents.

toward sex education classes. Unpublished Thesis, Texas A & M University, 1974,
Jolmson, W. R. and Schutt, M. Sex education attutudes of school adminis-

trators and board members. Thec Journal of School Health 36:64—68\, 1966

Libby, R. W. Parental attitudes toward high school sex éduéatigh programs.

€

The Family Coordinator 19:243-247,.1970. ’ - ' T

Mahoney, E. R. Sex e&ucatisn in .the schools: a disiriminant an;alysis of prp

'mmummwmT@MmMMaMw@ﬁMﬂsmmawm

7/
i

,/

Shepard, W..D., Personal commmication, January, 1981. , -

Snyder, E. E. and Spreitzer, E.. Social correlates of attitudes toward sex

[ , . -

Ld

education. Education, 96:222-225, 1976.
Wayne, J. E. Sex education programming. Health Education 13(5):15-18, 1982.

-

Yarber, W. L: Instructlonal emphasis.in famlly 11fe and sex ‘education:
Viewpoints of students, parents, teachers, and principals at fout grade levels,

Journal of School Health 49:263-265, May, 1979. .

Young, M., Siedensticker, M., Bradberry, W., and Ricks, M. A telephone

survey of commmity attitudes toward sex education. Unpublished study, 1982.

4




$CNTON LU Y BOONC ManioN SANTER  [ruion "\ "AH00LPH Llcur ’L)
o 2} 6—5 6 o o I N oo * T
WASHING TON [ “‘1
Lntwion .
J sEARCY T
o e - : VISTERIPAY
’ - 4 © * ' =
[ o
MASLZOM l
CRAWFORD - o 4
| donNsON rort VAN BUALN CLEDURNE i '
. . TAARKLIN . ) ¥ , .
) . * [e) * L3 & & k -
O o . . .
. . | T ——EE e ] R
S ST S A e , : g
SLOASTIAN 19°47% 8 N ' TAULKNER WHITL NOOURUTF ¥ : %.
T O S x » Py
o *E}C" /-HM \ O‘N o N o] o \ o
o 0 et \ . o SIIRANCIY _
ﬂ'\ & PERRT *, —_] - 8_6 F e k/f"f
‘ J $cOTy , LONOKE | ppaimig_ . [l o O e
N ) . * * oy b e ,,r“"tﬁ;— ‘.5;‘
7 (0] PULASK] o . Ll NT? / FIGURE I . %
. . 7 SALINE ¥ * . O 11 2 ) ;‘f"(
&5 GARLAND ) O L (;7 g - AS
pPoLK T 0 - ‘ SCHOOLS T ARKANS
vonteouens—/ . * o Ny— puRoL TR BY COUNTY REPORTING
. - o %ﬁ—. X : % EDUCATION
. % 5 o . o1 /'S,EX EDUCA
- . R : JUITEAGON ARKANILS LL C =~ ] A
GNANT . .
- 1 o]
© HOT SPAING x % < o e schooTs reporting n
. x - [rewsse—oT M * = = ) 7= program -in sex
& o o VLS L - S education.
revith- » - * ' /.t - .
o OALLAS —y ﬁ,{\x * - schools reporting at
o ' Euv‘zuun meauo g/ g least some type of
. “"‘L . HEMPETIAY ] ) Y \ SEbHA program
. co fa o 0Q .
UTRE AvEn = ' ovacht OACw — countzes w‘lthv 1o
: T " -5 . S schools reporting
. O “, - _5 Tamouny Moy — any type of sex
) . w s d : 1N 0 " educatipn program
12 viter | Io) ' * o * ‘ 10 On prog
Braravers numbers indicate gounty
: © $ 7 .[cowum ranking 1-10 in teen
% , ; pregnancy rates
. . o o - ' .o
Y 153
- e . .13
Q . ? = .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TABLE 1

DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS FOR CONTRACEPTIVE CONSISTENCY

e

@

B
poeers

Attitudinal Standardized Group Means
Item Coefficient Univariate
Function Have Program No Program ) F Probability
Community Support - 1.095 3 alils 2.85 7.82 '0.006
Harmful in Elementary 0.629 2.30 2.65 2.87 0.093
Receive from Peers 0.446 3.91 414 2.39 0.125
Panacea 0.4y 1.88 2.16 1.91 | '.’Qfﬁé’*
Parent eOption Tl 20,346 3.7 3.70 0.41 0.841
Required by Law ~ 0.365 2.65 2.47 0.73 0.395
Accmpiishing Purpose 0.263 . 3.05 3.49 1.17 0.281
Contraceptive Effectiveness 0.262 3.42 3.57 0.42 0.520
Functioﬁ .Chi—Squared DF . Significance Reclassification - -
1 33.193 8 ~70.0001 74.05%,
14 o T o E -




