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INTRODUCTION

What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Saginaw Schools according
to administrators, teachers, high school students, and parents? 1In what
areas are schools performing as well as desired and where do inadequacies
exist? What areas of operation warrant immediate aEFencion to remedy
weaknesses? What are perceptions about current educational issues? The
answers to these questions are important to education, therefore, an effort
was made during April and May, 1981, to gather information about them through
a needs assessment survey. '

The results of this survey are being reported in two @iffe:ent foruats.
The first type of report (Part 1) dealt specifically with determining an
actual level- of need based on the difference between what respondents feel
"is," and "what should be." This report, the second in the series (Part 2);
deals with the attitude of responding groups towards current educational

issues. A PFart 1 and Part 2 report will be provided at the district-wide,

instructional and cluster levels.

Who Was Included {n'Saginaw's School-Commgunity Study?

Tnformation was gathered from administrators, teachers, parents, and
senior high students. During April and May, 1981, the polled individuals
completed questionnaires, to provide the necessary survey data. There were

over 2,100 responuents to the instruments (see Appendix A for the exact count

of usable returns by respondent group). This report presents responses f.om

dlementary, junior high, senior high, and central office administrators




separately.

The combined results of these groups with the addition of

special education and adult and continuing education administrators in the
administrator system total are also presented. Since the number of special
and adult and continuing education adminijtrators were soO small, they were

not included except in the system total.

How will the Findings of the Study be Reported?

——

A series of reports will result from this study:

1.

1I.

I1I.

District-Wide Comprehensive Needs Assessment
Study: presenting the system total and totals
by groups of elementary, secondary, special
education, and adult and continuing education
teach®r , administrators; parents; and
students. Intended audiences include: Board
of Education, superintendent, administrators,
teachers, and community.

Instructional Level Reports: presenting sum-
mary information for elemeatary, junior high,
senior high, special education, adult and con-
tinuing education, and administrator |(this
report) levels. Intended audiences include:
Board of Education, superintendent, assistant
suparintendents, and central office adminis-
trative staff.

Cluster ".evel Reports: presenting summary
informacion for each elementary, junior high,
and senior hizh school cluster. Intended
audiences inclulde: assistant superintendenis,
principals, teachers, parents, and students.

The intent of providing the results in this type of format is to pro-

vide for decision-makers the kinds of information that will be useful in
reaching decisions within their realm of responsibility. A companion

"Part 1' type of report for each level will also be made available.

5




How were the Data Collected?

The data for students and parents were gathered from samples drawn
from the various populations while all teachers and administrators were
polled. Parents were surveyed by means of a mailed questionnaire, while
questionnaires for all other respondents were hand-delivered. Many of

N 3
the questions were adapted from the Gallup Poll of the public's attitude
toward the schools. The ''Part 2" portion of this questionnaire contained a
totar of 24 multiple choice questions concerning attitudes toward
current educational issues. Parents and administrators were asked to

respond to all 24 questions, teachers to 17 questions, and students to 15

questions.

PRESENTATION OF DATA

One of rhe major purposes of this needs assessment study was to
identify areas in which consensus existed for the respondent groups
concerning their attitudes toward educational issues. These educa-
tional issues may be of importance in setting policy, making decisions,
or developing new programs in the future. The responses presented should
help decision makers better understand each group.

The overall findings of all respondents and each respondent
group separately will be presented in the section which follows. The per-
cent choosing each multiple choice option is presented for all groups and the
total. The number of respondents by group (toc each question) is also pro-
vided.

A number of similarities and differences between groups are highlighted
in a short summary section. The reader is encouraged to study the results in
detail because any summary must by its very nature ignure some of the finer

points,

~Z




SYSTEM-WIDE RESPONSES TO THE PART II PORTION OF THE
SCHOOL-COMMUNITY SURVEY--SPRING, 1981.

RESPONDENT GROUPS

Question Administrators Central Office System Total
Elementary|Jr. High|sr. High|Administrater
% # 12 #| % # % # % #
Should high school courses be
arranged so that students can ‘
finish one year of college work
wvhile they are still in high
school and can graduate from
college in three years instead
of four?
Ratings/Choices
1. Yes 33 8 36 4 27 3 52 15 41 34
2. No sS4 13 55 6 73 8 38 11 50 41
3. Don't know 13 3 9 y o 0 10 3 9 7
Number of Respondents 24 11 11 29 82
How important are extracurricular
activities to a young person's
educarion—extremely important,
fairly iiportant, not too impor-
tant?
Ratings/Choices
1. Extremely important 38 9 45 q 55 6 24 7 39 32
2. Fairly important 50 12 55 q 45 5 66 19 54 a4
3. Mot too important 13 3 0 q o ol 10 3 7 6
4, Don't know 0 0 0 g 0 0 (¢} (¢} 0 0
Number of Respondents 24 11 11 29 82
Should job placsment service be
operated by our schools?
Ratings/Choices
1. Yes 79 19 {100 1§ 91 19 55 16 74 61
2. No 13 3 0 q 9 | 36 10 20 16
3. Don't know 8 2 0 q O o 10 3 6 5
Number of Respondents 24 11 11 29 82
4



RESPONDENT GROUPS
, Question ; Administrators Central Office System Total
ElementaryiJr. High|Sr. High AMministrator
% # 1% #1 % # % # % #
Would you favor changing from
the present elementary (K-6), -
junior high (7-9), and high .
school (10-12) grade arrangement
to a middle school <oncept where
grades 6-8 would be taught in
the same building?
Ratings/Choices
1. Yes : 56 13 | 91 -10f 82 9 66 19 66 56
2. No 38 9 9 1} 18 2 17 b 24 20
3. Don't know 8 2 0 o O 0 17 5 10 8
Number of Respondents 24 11 11 29 . 82
In your opinion, do you believe
that student absenteeism is, in
part responsible for lower stu=
dent achievement?
Ratings/Choices
1. Yes 100 24 100 11§ 100 11 90 26 95 78
2. No 0 0 0 o 0 0 10 3 5 4
3. von't know 0 0 0 o O 0 0 0 0 0
Number of Respondents 24 11 11 29 82
What would you do with a' vacant
school which has been closed
due to a drop in enrollment?
Would you use it for:
Ratings/Choices
1. Community activ.cies 10 2 10 y 22 2 7 2 11 7
2. Vocational and job
training 0 0 0 o 22 2 7 2 7 5
3. Cultural centers 5 1 10 i o 0 11 3 8 5
4. Senior citizen center 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
5. Sell, rent, or lease 67 12 80 8 44 3 70 18 66 45
6. Don't know 14 2 0 11 1 4 1 7 5
Number of Respondents 18 1 8 26 68
5
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RESPONDENT GROUPS

Question Administr?tors Central Office System Total
Elementary|Jr. High|Sr. High|ioministrator
. % # 1% #1 % # % # ” #
Do you’think large classes make
a great deal of difference,
litcle difference, or no dif-
ference at all in a student's
achievement?
Ratings/Choices
1. Great deal of differ-
ence . 70 14 64 A 45 5 28 8 50 39
2. Little difference 25 5 36 u 45 5 72 21 47 37
3. No difference at all 0 0 0 qa o 0 0 0 0 0
4. Don't know 5 1 0 a 9 1 0 0 3 2
Number of Respondents 20 1} 11 29 78
Do yov think the Saginaw News
gives a fair and accurate pic- ‘
ture of the public schools in
this community? ‘//
Ratings/Choices
1. Yes 8 2 9 § 18 2 21 6 15 12
2. No 88 21 91 14 73 8| 71 20 80 64
3. Don't know 4 1 0 q 9 1 7 2 5 4
Number of Respondents 24 11 11 28 80
If high school students can meet )
academic requirements in three
years ‘nstead of four, should
they be permitted to graduate
early?
Ratings/Choices
1. Yes 63 15 64 1 55 6 69 20 66 54
2. No 38 9 27 1 45 5 31 9 32 26
3. Don't know o o0 9 1] 0o ¢ 0 0 2 2
Number of Respondents 24 1} 11 29 %2
6
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RESPONDENT GROUPS

Question Administrator; Central Office ystem Total
Elementary|Jr. High[Sr. High Administrator
% # 1% #1 % # ” # % #
How much confidence do you have
in the school board's ability to
deal with school problems--a
great deal of confidence, a fair
amount, very little, or none?
Ratings/Choices
1. A great deal of dif-
ference 57 13 27 3] 36 4 29 8 38 30
2. A fair amount 43 10 64 7] 64 7 S4 15 55 44
3. Very little 0 0 9 1] o 0 18 5 8 6
4, None * 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o} 0
S. Don't know C 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0+« O
Number of Respondents 23 11 11 28 80
Would you favor or oppose a
system that would hold teachers
and administrators more account-
able for the progress of stu-
dents?
Ratings/Choices
1. Favor 75 18 36 4 91 10 79 23 73 60
2. Oppose 17 4 | 26 4 0 o 10 3 16 13
emzy 3o Don't know 8 2 27 3 9 1 10 3 11 9
:}bet of Respondents 24 11 11 29 82
A suggestion has been made that
parents of school children \
attend one evening meeting a
month at school to find out what
they can do at home to improve
their children's behavior and
schocl work. Do you agree?
Ratings/Choices
1. Agree 83 20 82 9f 55 6 86 25 79 65
2. Disagree 13 3 9 1 36 4 10 3 13 11
3. Don't know 4 1 9 1 9 1 3 1 7 6
Number of Respondents 24 11 11 29 82
7




' WL SPONDENT GROUFS
Question Administrators Central Office System Total
Elementary|Jr. High{Sr. High Administrator
% # | % #1% # % # % #
Do you favor a back-tc-basics
wmovement (an emphasis on reading
writing and arithmetic)?
) Ratings/Choices
1. Favor 96 22 82 9100 11 79 23 83 67
. 2. Oppose 4 1 18 2l o 0 17 5 14 11
3. Don't know ; : 0 0 0 o o ) 3 1 4 3
Number of Respondents 23 11 11 29 81
Would you sund your children
to a special public school that
has strict discipline and puts
emphasis on the three R's?
Ratings/Choices
, 1. Yes 88 21 73 8] 64 7 63 17 70 56
) 2. No 8 2 9 1| 36 A 26 7 19 15
3. Don't know 4 1 18 2] 0 0 11 3 11 9
Number of Respondents 24 11 11 27 80
Have teacher unions helped, hurt’
or made no difference in the
quality of public school educa- o
. tion in the United States?
Ratings/Choices
1. Helped 5 1 45 5| 18 2 4 1 13 10
2. Hurt 57 12 45 s| 66 7 75 21 65 51
3, Made no diffcrence 19 4 0 of 9 1 14 4 12 9
4, Don't know 19 4 9 ] 9 1 7 2 10 8
I *
- Number of Respondents 21 11 11 28 78
Should students who are fre-
~quently absent without good .
- reason be dismis-ed from school?
Ratings/Choices
1. Yes 13 3 64 73 3 41 11 39 31
2. No 78 18 36 4 27 3 52 14 54 43
3. Don't know 9 2 0 of o 0 7 2 6 5
Number of Respondents 23 11 11 27 79
) 8
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RESPONDENT GRCUPS
-
Question Adminiscrators Central Office System Total
Elementary|Jr. High|Sr. High Mministrator
% # % #1 % # " # % #
Sugrose the local puhiic schools
said they needed much more
money ¢ caver cost of inflaction. 1
As you feel u: this time, would
"you vwote to raise taxes for this
purpose’
Ratings/Choices
I. Yes 88 21 | 100 1§ 91 . 8¢ 24 30 73
. b “ i 0 dq ¢ 9 Le 4 ® 5
3. Don’'t know 8 2 o] q 9 H Q 0 A 3
Numbec of Respondents 24 1Y i 28 81
¢
Would you. favor an incr~ase in
state taxes so that real estare
zaxes could be lowered on locai
property for school expendi-
tures?
Ratings/Choyces
1. Yes 83 20 | 6« 1 36 4 be 18 65 53
2. No 8 Z 18 3 36 4 29 8 23 19
3. Don't know 8 2 18 3 7 N 7 : i 9
Number of Respondents 24 i ] 1y 28 81
Which of the following items
would you cut firsc to:-reduce
school expendituces?
Ratings/Choices
1. Reduce teache:rs oy
increasing class size a ¢ 10 § 0 . o 1 3 2
2. Close buildings and
incresse class size 68 11 8C 4 67 $ 69 16 66 42
3. Cur out kindergarten 0 0 0 a o 0 4 1 1 1
4, Reduce janizoriai ser-
vices i1 < 0 q 22 2 8 2 8 b2
. Reduce classroom
supplies 11 : 1c I 0 . 8 2 10 6
6. Don't know 1l 2 0 g it 1 8 2 i 7
Number of Respcndents 17 e 8 4 63
.&‘ /‘_:\ , hd
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R RESPONDENT GROUPS

Question Administrators  System Total

Central Office
Administrator

Elementary|Jr. High|Sr. High
% # {2 1% # % # % #

Student behavior problems such
as striking a teacher may occur
from time to time in our schools,
in your cpinion, whg shculd deal
with this kind of problem-
should it be the Parents, the

. school, or the courts?

Ratings/Choices
1. The parents 8
2. The schools 62
3. The courts 3
4. Don' know 0

13 8
50 30
32 19

14
43
&3

29
29
43

12
50
31

-

[0 S+ R
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—
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Number of Respondents 13 26 60

Should parents.be raquired to
meet regularly with school per-
sonnel before each Year t»
examine the grades, test scores,
and carcer geals for each of
their children?

Ratings/Choices

1. Yes 82 18 55
2. No 14 18
3. don’'t know 5 1 27

75 21 75 39
14 4 15 12

(o 2]
[ o]
O

(e}
2 k3

28 79

OO
— .
—

—

.

—

[&]

[¢ 2]

Numbe: of Responderts 22 1 1

= 4

Would you favor volunca(y'inte—
gratior in thé district? ’

Racings/Choices

1. Favor 87 20 {loo 1Y 80
2. Oppose 13 3 0 ada o
3. Don't know 0 a 0 q 20

Number of Respondents 23 11 10 28

82 23 86 6
i1

D O
(V%)
O

~3

.y
r
w
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RESPONDENT CROUPS

Question Administrators Central Office |SY3tem Total
: Elementary|Jr. High|sr. High|Aministrator
| % # | % g1 % # % # % #
Do you feel veluntary integra-
tion would improve the quality
. of education for students?
Ratings/Choices
l. Yes 33 8 36 q 27 3| 43 12 37 3¢
2. No 42 10 64 1 27 3 43 12 43 35
3. Don't know 25 6 0 q 45 5 14 4 20 16
Number of Respondents 24 1Y 11 28 81
/
11
135




SUMMARY

A number of similarities and differences observed between adminis-
trator respondent groups are highlighted below in list form. The decision

rule for determining a similarity is agreement either in a positive or

negative direction. Agreement is reached when 51% or more of all groups
(disregarding the “don't know'" responses) had responses in one direction.

A difference occurs when one or more groups are no longer in agreement.
Comments are offered when appropriate to-amplify the meaning of the.response

patterns noted.

Similarities

e All administrator ,: 'ups believed that student absen-
teeism, in part, is responsible for lowered student
achievement (1ange 90% cto 100%).

e All administrator groups favored a back-to-basics
‘movement (range 79% to 100%).

e All groups were inclined toward sending their children
to a special public school that has strict discipline
and puts emphasis on th. three R's (range 63% to 88%).

o All groups felt _he Saginaw News does not give a fair
and accurate picture of the Saginaw Public Schools
(range 71% to 91%).

e All groups felt that job placement services should be
operated by the schools (range 55% to 100%). :

e All groups believed s2nior high students should be :
permitted to graduate in three years instead of four - |
if they can meet the academic requirements (range 55% “
to 69%).

e All administrator groups agreed that the middle school
concept, whcre grades 6-8 would be taught in the same
building, should be insctalled in our schools (range
54% to 91%). .

12



All groups felt vacant schools should be disposed of
when they were closed due to a drop in enrollment
(range 44% to 80%).

All administrator groups favored an increase in state
taxes to cover the cost of inflation in school
expenditures (range 86% to 100%).

All administrator groups agreed that they would close
buildings as their first priority to reduce school
expenditures (range 69% to 80%).

All groups favored both the requirement that parents
meet prior to the start of school with school personnel
for the review of their children's progress and the
suggestion that parents attend one evening meeting
monthly to learn about ways to improve their children's
behavior and school work (range 55% to 82% and 55% to
86%) .

The majority of all administrator respondents either felt
that extra-curricular activities are extremely important
or fairly important to a young person's education
(scale--extremely important, fairly important. not too
important).

All groups favored voluntary.integration of the school
district (range 80% to 100%).

Differences

Elementary and junior high administrators felt voluntary
integration would improve the quality of education,
while senior high and central office administrators were
evenly split on whether or not voluntary integration
would improve educational achievement. This may mean
that people see integration as a social goal rather than
one to primarily improve academic achievement.

Elementary, junior and senior high administrators agreed
that high school students should be allowed to finish
college work while still in high school (54%, 55%, and
73% respectively), while central office administrators
disagreed (52%).

Elementary administrators gave a ''great deal" confidence
rating (scale--great deal, fair amount, very little,
none) to the school board's ability to deal with school
problems, while the remaining administrative groups |
gave the school board a "fair'" rating (range 54% to 64%). |

~ ‘ ) /i
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Senior high adminisitrators were equally split on wi.ether
lerge class sizes negatively affect student achievement,
while central office administrators felt large classes

do little to affect achievement (72%); and elementary and
junior high administrators felt large classes do nega-
tively affect achievement (70% and 64% respectively).

Elementary, senior high and central office administrators
found holding teachers and adminis.rators more account-
able for studenc progress (range 75% to 91%), while junior
high administrators were equally divided on this 1issue
(36% favor and 36% oppose).

Elementary, senior high and central office administrators
agreed that labor unions have hurt public schools (range
57% to 75%), while junior high administrators were
equally split in their responses (45% help and 43% hurt).

1t seems that the policy co dismiss frequently absent
students applies to secondary level studeats for most
respondents. Junior and senior high administrators felt
that ‘frequently absent students should be dismissed from
school (64% and 73% respectively); while elementary and
central office administrators felt these students should
not be dismissed (78% and 52% respectively).

Senior high administrators were équally split on their
agreement with a state tax increase so that real

estate taxes related to school expenditures could be
lowered (6% yes and 36% no), while all other groups

favored such an increase {range 64% to 83%).

The question of whether the parents, the schools, or che
courts should handle student behavior problems such as
striking a teacher obtained a range of diverse responses.
Elementary and central office administratqrs felt it was
the schools' job (62% and 50% respectively). Junior
high administrators were equally split between the
schools and the courts (43% and 43% respectively).

Senior high administraters were in favor of the :ourts
dealing with such problems (43%).

14
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY GROUPS AND RETURN RATES FOR THE 1981
COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL-COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Groups Surveyed

Count and Description
of Individuals in
Sample or Population

Parents .

Elementary Teachers
Secondary Teachers

Special Education
Teachers

A sample of 4,392 parents who were regis-
tered and voted in November, 1979 and/or
October, 1980 miliage elections. (Follow-
up mailed to low return rate areas.)

All 476 teachers paid February 26, 1981.
All 406 teachers paid February 26, 1981.
All 111 teachers at Millet Center, Handley

Elementary (support staff), and Holland
Educat ion paid February 26, 1981.

Raturns
# %
867 20
326 68
203 50
73 68

Adult & Continuing . | All 71 teachers paid February 26, 1981. 29 41
Bducation Teachars
Administrators All’ 122 administratecrs or tecbnicians paid 84 A9
February 26, 1981.
Students A sample of approximately 495 studencs 603 122
from grades 10, 11, and 12 "of both high
schools.
16
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APPENDIX A

NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS RETURNING THE 1981 COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL-
COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT BY INSTRUCTIONAL LEVEL AND/OR BASE LOCATION

W‘g

- Instructional Level and/or Returns
Base Location Number

’ Elementary Administrators 24

Junio~ High Administrators 12

Senior High Administrators 15

Central Office Administrators 29

Adult & Continuing/Special
Education Administrators 7
TOTAL 87

—_—— e ———ee—————

17

oo
-




