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analyze

ABSTRACT

STATE OF THE ART OF

ALPHA AND BETA NEEDS ASSESSMENT

MODELS IN 1983

BY

Gary B. Wanamaker

The purpose of this study was to collect, present, and

data concerning the current state of needs

assessment models in the “Alpha“ and 'Beta" categories so

that:

1)

2)

3)

4)

educators and non-educators alike will have

better understanding of the characteristics of

the two types of models.

a greater illumination of just what is available

in the way of Alpha and Beta models will result.

both educators and non-educators will be

enlightened as to some of the benefits and

possibilities of needs assessment in general and

Alpha and Beta types in particular.

those desirous of conducting a needs assessment

can better choose among the available models for

their own particular appliction.

To accomplish this, it was necessary to:

1)

2)

search the professional literature to compile a

list of a broadly representative sample of

currently available models of the Alpha and Beta

types.

decribe and evaluate each model according to data

collected a) from educational and other related

literature, b) developers of the models, c) those

who have been served by or who have conducted

needs assessments, and d) experts in related

areas.



3) develOp a questionnaire and distribute it to

model developers and those reported in the

literature as having conducted a needs

assessment. The results of the mailing are

included in a matrix (Table 3) that allows for a

reasonably easy comparison of the twenty-one

models represented in this study.

The major conclusions of the study are that 1) there

is a discernable difference between extant models that

might enable the models to be classified as either Alpha or

Beta. But, 2) although application of such models and

their presence in the professional literature is widespread

and 3) a ”Unified Model“ incorporating the best

characteristics of both types can be developed, there is 4)

little research evidence to suggest that the processes

connected with such models are useful and valid.
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CHAPTER I

Introducing the Study

Overview

The main purpose of this first chapter is to lay the

foundation for a study of needs assessment models. The

basic problem addressed here is the proposed lack of the

application of systematic methods of determining the pur-

poses, goals, and objectives that guide the development of

educational programs. The proper application of valid

needs assessments is offered as one step in this problem's

solution. This chapter further documents the current con-

fusion concerning needs assessment practices and tools and

how this confusion indicates a need for this research.

Some of its possible value to educators, generally, and

educational systems developers in particular, is suggested.

To provide a common context, a list of pertinent terms and

how they are defined for the purpose of this work is

included.

The Problem

It is an assumption of this study that much of what is

amiss in the condition of public and private education in

the United States today can be traced to a lack of a well



documented, systematic approach to the definition, develop-

ment and evaluation of the purposes, goals, and objectives

that form the programs of our educational institutions

(Burton and Merrill, 1977; Kaufman and English, 1979;

Hannum and Briggs, 1982). Further, it is assumed that, all

too often legislators, administrators, educators, and other

involved community members, base their educational planning

(particularly in the area of curriculum development) on

unvalidated information rather than upon well documented

data gathered from, and reflecting the educational require-

ments of the society that the educational system was estab-

lished to serve (Saba, 1980: Hannum and Briggs, 1982;

Kaufman and English, 1979). No doubt, this likely has been

the result of many influences, not the least of which is a

general lack of awareness on educators' part about the

value of, and the means for collecting such data (Trimby,

1979; Kaufman, 1977; Sarthory, 1977). One means of identi-

fying educational purposes, goals, and objectives of our

institutions has been through the use of a set of tech-

niques called ”needs assessment“. Currently, information

on these techniques and their respective values is not

clear. This research is designed to provide findings for

facilitating a user's understanding, selection, and imple-

mentation of such techniques.

That public education has been subject to a loss of

credibility, prestige, and public confidence over the last

decade is a widely publicized and comon observation. The



May 9, 1983 cover story of Newsweek opened with:

The writing on the blackboard in Washing-

ton last week was bleak. In an "open let-

ter to the America people,“ The National

Commission on Excellence in Education

stated bluntly that "a tide of mediocrity"

has devastated public education. It

likened the shambles to ”an act of war."

”We have in effect," warned the report,

“been committing an act of unthinking,

unilateral, educational disarmament.”

The article went on to say:

The sum of this report is that one of the

fondest assumptions of America life--

progress from one generation to the next--

has been nearly shattered. “Each genera-

tion of Americans has outstripped its par-

ents in education, in literacy and in eco-

nomic attainment: For the first time in

the history of our country, the education

skills of one generation will not surpass,

will not equal, will not even approach,

those of their parents.“

Some specific and “frightening“ findings of the

Commission conclude that:

1. the quality of teaching was woefully lacking.

2. academic and vocational studies are being aban-

doned for ”general track” electives.

3. one fifth of all four year state colleges must

admit anyone with a high school diploma.

4. 29% of our colleges became less selective in

admissions over the decade.

5. colleges are more interested in maintaining

enrollment than high academic standards.



6. on most levels, U.S. students are seriously defi-

cient when compared to those of other industrial-

ized nations.

7. there is a vicious cycle at work in that many

teachers are themselves the product of that same

system that produced the generation‘s educational

decline.

This current ”dreary state of American education"

including “abysmal teacher education" has left a “genera-

tion of young people ill prepared for the new era of tech-

nology and global competition.” At risk is ”our very

future as a Nation and a people." (Terrance Bell, 1983).

"The evidence of a consistent and significant decline

seems incontrovertable, and is rarely’ disputed” (Weller,

1982). For the past fourteen years, the Gallup Poll of the

Public's Attitudes Toward the Public Schools has measured

the public's opinions. In 1981, the 'bad" grades

outweighed the ”good“ grades by eighteen percentage points

(54% to 36%) (Weiler, 1982). SAT scores have dropped from

466 out of a possible 800 in 1968 to 424 in 1981

(Freidrich, 1982). Unfounded or not, the following com-

ments are not uncommon: Of incoming freshmen: “They

haven't received an education, they've just had babysitt-

ing" (Professor Norman Land, Art. History, University’ of

Missouri, Time, Sept. 27, 1982). "We might begin to define

the educated person as one who can overcome the deficien-

cies in an educational system“ (Wisconsin's President

Robert O'Neil, Time, Sept. 27, 1982) "...1arge groups of

parents and taxpayers were becoming increasingly disillu-



sioned with their schools (and) are beginning to look at

educators with mounting distaste (Brodinsky, 1982).

Proponents of the New Right charge the schools with “total

failure”. They claim the ”schools have bungled their job",

pointing to lack of discipline and study, unprepared

teachers, subjective grading systems, charging “in general,

too much pedagogical faddism“ (Marshner, 1978).

The educational system is under attack because it has

become suspect (Stein, 1982). “Quality is almost certainly

going to turn out to be the foremost national education

concern of the 1980's“ (Chester E. Finn, Professor of Edu-

cation and Public Policy at Vanderbilt, 11113, Sept. 27,

1982). Decline of public confidence is almost certain to

effect public behavior (Weiler, 1982). If the opinion that

'On the basis of their record alone, educators should, for

the most part, be embarrassed to ask for more money“

(Dixon, 1982) is widely shared, then eroded public support

for the public school system (Weiler, 1982) may be in dir-

ect proportion to their willingness to continue funding.

Since the list of criticisms are not totally from the

uninformed but from those who have obviously done their

homework (Weiler, 1982) and educators as well, they may not

be totally unfounded. Certainly the educational system may

lack the necessary political, community, and financial sup-

port to make the system function optimally (Brodinsky,

1982). But educators who use these as excuses to answer

all of the proposed failures of the educational system



(McGraw, 1982; Stein, 1982) ignoring the above criticisms,

may be setting the stage for a great deal more unwanted,

but possible warranted, turbulence from an already wary

public.

These substantial criticisms exist. It is not the

purpose of this work to gloss over the current condition of

education in America, the plight of the recent generation

of learners, or the potential consequences to our society.

But a closer scrutiny of some of the criticisms might indi-

cate that fingers are not being pointed entirely in the

most appropriate or constructive direction. If it is true

that learners are being insufficiently prepared to assume a

responsible and productive place in society as the result

of ill-prepared educators, teaching useless subject matter,

and that poorly, a paradox seems to exist. Strong contrary

evidence exists that we, as educators, have made signifi-

cant strides (Hannum and Briggs, 1982) toward the develop-

ment of a science of instruction (Glaser, 1976). Evidence

is mounting as to the ability of systematically developed

instruction to produce positive results (Anderson et al.,

1977; Glasser, 1978; Klahr, 1976). Implications have been

drawn from research-produced data (Gage and Berlinger,

1979; Gagne, 1977b) strongly suggesting our current ability

to produce the necessary, effective, and efficient instruc-

tion. This may likely come about if a specific statement

of the objectives if instruction is made (Mager, 1962),

based upon needs assessments conducted in the community



served by the schools (Burton and Merrill, 1977;

Kaufman and English, 1979), and appropriate conditions of

learning (Gagne, 1977a). Proper attention should also be

paid to learner entry behavior (DeCecco and Crawford, 1974;

Ausubel et al., 1978; Gagne, 1977), and the nature of the

particular instructional strategies (Bretz, 1977: Briggs

and Wager, 1981) and media (Peterman, 1982; Jamison,

Suppes, and Wells, 1974; Schramm, 1977), supported by

proper evaluation and concurrent modification (Dick, 1977).

Kaufman (1979) offers the suggestion that part of the

problem lies not so much in the ability of the present

system to produce the necessary results as in the misappli-

cation of technology and the lack of proper criteria to

judge their merit. He suggests that, all too often, ”cor-

rection" consists of adopting solutions before the problem

is systematically defined. “When you do not know where you

are going and select a method for getting there, you are

open to failure at best, and failure plus severe criticism

at worst. If we keep on going the way we have been with

the application of technology both 'hard" technology (the

“things“ or our field, such as TV, computers, and the like)

and “soft“ technology (the use of a process for identifying

and then resolving problems), we will fail for the wrong

reason, and that is a reality to worry about." It is no

wonder that faith has been shaken in a much heralded "edu-

cational technology" (Kaufman, 1979).

Kaufman adds that it may seem logical that if



resources or means are not available or if ends are not

defined that no one could really be held accountable. But

the fact is, it is the educator that is put in a position

to be blamed. 'They plead for necessary resources, are

turned down for lack of money and are then blamed for poor

results. Educators put themselves on the defensive, and,

being anxious to demonstrate improvement to the critical

sources of their finances, emphasize newsworthy but super-

ficial efficiency, cost reduction programs, or center stage

budget cutting. Ends are ignored and means are put in the

spotlight. But if the emphasis is switched from the means

(process) to the ends (product), educators may find them-

selves in a better position to 1) help the learners help

themselves to measure their success, 2) plan on the basis

of ends rather than on the latest means that are available,

3) gain more results from their efforts and a better feel-

ing about their jobs, and 4) improve the image of

themselves and their profession to the world (Kaufman,

1979).

Kaufman offers needs assessment as partial solution to

some of the problems currently plaguing education:

Needs Assessment. A great idea! In an era of

accountability, a public management concept

whose time has come. And why not: A management

tool which can identify gaps between organiza-

tional ideal and real as well as suggesting

staffing patterns, program emphasis and

resource allocations designed to close the gaps

is a valuable one in a milieu of shrinking

resources and distrust of public instruction.

Most education administrators like the concept.



They know the promise it holds. They are aware

of the rational basis it affords for program,

personnel, and resource decisions. They appre-

ciate its capability to effect institutional

accountability in the finest sense of that

term. They sense its ability to improve

organizational direction-finding by helping

administrators differentiate between means and

ends; to identify the difference between

desired and current organizational achievement;

to assess the validity of means being used to

attain organizational purposes; to set forth

indicators to redesign educational means; and

to sense appropriate timing for changing

organization goals (Kaufman, 1979).

Needs assessment can provide a "clear cut approach to

determination of needs“ including data useful for both

formative and summative evaluation (Helge and Marrs, 1978).

”Needs Assessment represents a formal set of tools and

techniques and a way of viewing the world, of intervention

and positive, productive change for putting means and ends

into proper perspective“ (Kaufman, 1979). It is a ”process

by which the unfulfilled educational requirements of a pop-

ulation of students are identified (and)...for determining

the educational objectives most appropriate for a particu-

lar situation" (Lee, 1973). Through a properly conducted

needs assessment, data can be gathered to articulate and

coordinate curricular programs from kindergarten through

the twelfth grade (Buhl, 1978).

Further, needs assessments can be used to positively

involve those other than the professional educator. The

process may "actively pursue the development of the concept

of "educational partners”. The partners have been defined
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as the community, the professional staff, and the learners.

Kaufman has advocated that the partners should have equal

weight in the ranking of education goals“ (English, 1977).

The public is asking for a greater voice in educa-

tional decisions (McGraw, 1982) and for control to be

turned from government back to locally elected school

boards (Dixon, 1982). There are such extremist groups as

the New Right who would abolish the present system alto-

gether rather than further supporting it (Brodinsky, 1982),

including the discontinuation of even the Department of

Education (Dixon, 1982; President Reagan, Newsweek, May 9,

1983, p. 53). Educators themselves are attacked when it is

suggested that they should ”clarify their values and sub-

ject themselves to rigorous self-examination of their

goals, motives, values, and methods” (McGraw, 1982).

The Federal Government, many of the states, industry,

and concerned citizens have expressed an interest in, sup-

port of, and involvement for upgrading the quality of pub-

lic education. North Carolina, Kentucky, Tennessee,

Florida, and other states have prOposed or begun programs

and the necessary funding and laws that may have far reach-

ing, and hopefully, positive consequences for their educa-

tion systems (Newsweek, May 9, 1983). When asked to con-

tribute privately, the citizens of a suburban area north-

east of San Francisco, population 10,000, raised $420,000

in support of local education (Newsweek, May 9, 1983).

Honeywell, Motorola, and other corporations put up 10 mil-
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lion dollars for research grants for a new engineering cen-

ter at Arizona State provided the State

match with an additional $20 million, which it did

promptly. More than 100 businesses in Boston have agreed

to give hiring priority and additional training to city

school graduates if standards are raised, including

adequate verbal and math skills (Newsweek, May 9, 1983).

A good case can be constructed demonstrating the will-

ingness of industry, government, and private citizens to

become involved in solving our educational problems. Needs

assessment offers one positive way of directly involving

these groups in the educational process (English, 1977).

Proper application of needs assessment offers a greater

likelihood that efforts and resources will be used in a

more positive and productive manner by setting the founda-

tion for a systematic application of extant educational

personnel, knowledge, and resources (Heldge and Marrs,

1978: Kaufman, 1979; Lee, 1973, Buhl, 1978; English, 1977).

The direction provided by the well defined and valid goals

and objectives that a properly applied needs assessment can

provide, gives some assurance that the vast resource that

can be tapped from private and public sectors will be used

productively to aid the next and future generations of

learners, and serve society.
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Purpose

A 'need" may be defined as “a measurable outcome

discrepance between 'what is' and 'what should be':" if

there is no discrepancy, there is no need (AECT Glossary,

p. 207). With that definition, "needs assessment", stated

simply, is a process for determining whether or not such

discrepancies exist in a system. The broad purpose of this

study is to examine the use of needs assessment models in

education, for purposes of bringing together what is known

about such use, for the benefit of educators.

To be even of minimal benefit, educators themselves

must, of course, be knowledgeable of and able to choose and

apply the proper methods, tools, and techniques, associated

with needs assessment. The main purpose of this work is to

collect, present, and analyze the current state of needs

assessment models of the 'Alpha' and 'Beta' categories

(Kaufman, 1977) so that:

l. educators and non-educators alike will have

better understanding of the characteristics of

the two types of models.

2. there will result a greater illumination of just

what is available in the way of Alpha and Beta

models.

3. educators and non-educators will be enlightened

as to some of the benefits and possibilities of

needs assessment in general and Alpha and Beta

types in particular.
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those desirous of conducting a needs assessment

can better choose among the available models for

their own particular application.

A study undertaken for Project Next Step: Mutuality of

Planning (Kaplan, 1974), in the handbook Needs Assessment

in Education, listed the following as the likely benefits

and results of a carefully conducted needs assessment:

1.

2.

3.

5.

6.

provide necessary community pressure calling for

citizens to (express their views, leading to a

systematic tapping of those views, and providing

for community involvement. Such information can

prove helpful for not only gathering data to set

educational objectives and goals, but also to

gain information that may be beneficial if a

school is suffering from such ailments as school

budget defeats.

help pin-point problems precisely.

show how real problems were not being attacked,

if, for instance, a new program isn't working.

provide data which can lead to well-defined,

verifiable educational goals.

clear a smoother path toward goal achievement.

provide a data base for future educational

decisions.

establish a resource bank for information of a

district.

generally, provide a means for

a. reducing internal and external problems,

b. developing an organizational structure and

process for continued self-evaluation, and

c. providing a basis for future planning and

problem solving.
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Given the proliferation of needs assessment models and

tools (Witkin, 1977), the lack of clarification as to what

is and is not a viable needs assessment process (Sarthory,

1977; Trimby, 1979: Kaufman, 1977), and limited knowledge

of users of needs assessments (Sarthory, 1977; Witkin,

1977), this study is dedicated to completing the following

specific tasks:

1. to enhance and broaden the readers understanding

of needs assessment in general and Alpha and Beta

types in particular by presenting a brief

overview of their historical development and

application.

2. to furnish descriptions and analysis of the

established Alpha and Beta models currently

available in Education.

3. to further enlighten the reader as to possible

benefits of undertaking Alpha and Beta type needs

assessments.

4. to» compare and contrast the characteristics of

extant Alpha and Beta type models.

5. to describe an 'ideal' or “unified” Alpha and

Beta model.

6. to describe how extant models compare to a

unified model.

7. to ‘present references to any research evidence

available demonstrating the ability' of the

available models to acquire the information for

which they were designed.

8. to present information that could aid in the

user's choice of a model for a particular

application.
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A Taxonomy of Needs Assessment Models

According to Kaufman (1977, 1979), in order to

minimally achieve the benefits listed by Kaplan (1974) of a

well conducted needs assessment, it is necessary that the

educational system begin its planning efforts and base all

future decisions and planning upon what he classifies as an

Alpha type needs assessment. Before explaining his

reasoning, it could prove useful at this point to take a

look at needs assessment in general and, since this work

will be dealing with Alpha and Beta type models, look also

at how these specific types fit into that overall picture.

Kaufman (1977) offers a taxonomy of needs assessments

through which he attempts to categorize those models,

methods, surveys, and other approaches that fall under the

blanket label of ”needs assessment”. The six step taxonomy

(Alpha, Beta, Gamma, Delta, Epsilon, Zeta) in Figure l, is

relate to the models and other means to needs assessment

used as the first step in accomplishing a systems approach

to any planned change (Figure 2). To best understand how

the models and other means to needs assessment are

classified, it might be helpful to begin by describing one

of the major divisions of Kaufman's taxonomy. The major

dividing categories used by Kaufman to separate models into

types are the designations ”External“ and "Internal".

First, it should be understood that there are

considerable similarities between "External“ and 'Internal'
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Reeds

Assesmnt

Systm Approach Functions Type OIIIOCIOHSHCS

1.0 NINTH-Ym External criteria. partnership

$683009w ALPHA based, utility reierent for survival.

Single aphasia upon “need“ as outcore

gap.

2.0 WEE 501mm Partnership-based, analysis of perfor-

REQJIWS MD BETA nance gaps within the system analysis

llfllllFY scwnm of process and solution gaps. Focus

ALWIVES on outcom and process gaps.

3.0 $8.83 SOJJTICN Ranking oi solutions by partners.

SIRATEGlES BOA ova Cost-efficiency nudels, cost-effectiveness

M06 ALTBNVTWES nodels, etc.

4.0 m Determination of gaps in pre-speciiied

[ETA pertomnces. Minagmnt—by-obiectives.

magmntoby-exception, scheduling, etc.

5.0 WE
htermine discrepancies between

m B’Sllfll results and objectives for the

H’FECTWNSS end-oi-ter'mlprojectlprogran tor

decisioning.

6.0 EVISE AS Err-routs evaluation oi both processes

REQJIRED ZEIA and progress towards outcms.

Table 1

Possible Needs Assessment Models and Their Suggested

Relationships to a System Approach Model (Kaufman, 1977).
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Needs Assessment Categories and the

Systems Approach to Planned Change

needs assessments and some overlap in the methods used in

conducting the two. Although, by definition, a properly

conducted external needs assessment must gather verifiable

data outside of the target education system, the same type

of processes are used to gather information from within the

system. By the same token, internal needs assessments may

gather information from external sources as well as from

within. The chief distinction between the two approaches

are l) the beginning assumptions made concerning the

purposes and goals of the organization involved, and 2) the

point in the educational develOpment process at which the

assessment begins.

Both internal and external approaches have a central

thrust: the determination of needs. Nowhere in the

literature has it been suggested that a particular mode of

needs assessment is ”right“ or 'wrong', but only

appropriate or inappropriate for the specific task in

question.
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Some of Kaufman's and English's (1979) philosophic

views on education might be useful in understanding the

distinction between the concepts "External“ and 'Internal'.

They believe that if what is taught in schools is not

related to what the learners are doing or are expected to

do in the future world outside school, why bother with it?

School is a prelude to life, a life of change, of coping,

of success in, and contribution to society. If education

does not provide the tools for accomplishing these, it is a

waste of both the learner's and educator's time and of the

resources provided by the public which the educational

system is meant to serve. Society is viewed as a

suprasystem, with one of its subsystems being the school.

The school's purpose is to prepare the learner for

”survival and contribution...within a flexible society

governed by laws that could be changed" (Kaufman, 1977).

In their monograph, Needs Assessment (1979), Kaufman and

English offer the following explanation for external and

internal approaches to needs assessment.

An external needs assessment, or "The Way It Should

Be", enables educators to determine whether what is being

taught in the school is valid and useful in the

suprasystem, the society, both for current and future

needs. This process does not begin with the assumption

that the educational institution's present purpose, goals,

objectives, and practices are valid or useful. The main

purpose of such an assessment is that level of policy
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formulation concerned with defining the purpose and goals

of the organization in question, the needs of the learners

in the system as they relate to the society which the

school is meant to serve, and setting goals and objectives

accordingly. External needs assessment is concerned with

the 'what“, the product, or content of education, not the

"how“, process, or means for accomplishing those goals and

objectives. This process necessarily involves "partners in

education“ (educators, learners, and community) in order to

gather verifiable data to deve10p these purposes, goals,

and objectives. Such an assessment serves a dual purpose,

not only of defining and describing the social purpose of

the educational system and the ends toward which it should

proceed, but that of identifying and defining criteria by

which relevant persons may judge the outcome of educational

processes. The term 'need", then, is viewed as an outcome

922- Alpha type needs assessments are of the external

variety. The processes associated with the Beta type needs

assessment take up from where the distinctive processes of

the external, or Alpha type, leave off and is classified as

"internal“.

Kaufman and English refer to internal needs

assessments as "The Way It its" because they represent the

current prevalent way of determining needs and planning

change. The main emphasis and purpose of these approaches

is to Optimize the desirable features of what is already

going on. It is assumed that the organization is the
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proper starting place for planning, changing, and doing,

and that its current purposes, goals, and objectives are

valid and useful. Needs, viewed as either product ('what')

or process (”how to“) gaps, are determined in accordance to

the aforementioned assumptions. The degree of revision and

renewal is, or course, limited to the confines of those

assumptions. To be minimally beneficial to an institution,

these assessments should be based upon data gathered from

external, or Alpha, assessments. The Beta type, as

mentioned above, is the most basic type of internal

assessment (Figure 2), and like the Alpha, is concerned

with the 'what" or product of education. Unlike the Alpha,

the Beta assumes the validity and utility of previously

established needs, goals, and objectives, and instead: 1)

focuses on the analysis and development of these into

specific subordinate goals and objectives, 2) may further

assign these a priority, 3) identify solution requirements,

and 4) suggest possible alternate means to fulfill those

requirements.

It should be noted that Kaufman and English do not

assume that these types of models exist in a "pure" form,

but that models and means to needs assessment have been

developed that contain the features or whose main emphasis

and priorities will allow them to be classified into one of

the six categories of the taxonomy. A model containing the

necessary features to qualify it as Alpha, may contain, in

addition, all the features of the other types. But its
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”external“ features would qualify it as an Alpha type. A

Beta, likewise, may contain those characteristics

associated with the Beta type and, in addition, all the

features of subsequent types in the taxonomy, but will be

classified ”Beta“. It will not, though, contain the

characteristics that classify a model "external". And so

on up the taxonomical progression.

This work is limited to Alpha and Beta needs

assessment categories of Kaufman's taxonomy.

Need for the Study

Boards of education and educational administrators and

managers are facing the dilemma of being asked for instant

solutions to educational problems (Kaufman, 1979). ZIt has

been suggested that properly conducted needs assessments

can provide the necessary questions and answers to remove

that pressure (Kaufman, 1979). In the last decade, there

has been a proliferation of needs assessment models,

methods, and tools of needs assessment (Witkin, 1977), and,

as with most techniques in the development state, there

exists considerable confusion as to what is and what is not

needs assessment (Kaufman, 1977). Further, the literature

reveals differing means and uses of central terms

(Sarthory, 1977: Trimby, 1979).

A first step in a well conducted needs assessment is

the identification of tools and their availability (Melton,
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1977: Sweigert, 1977). Administrators desire help in

choosing from among available needs assessment models

(Witkin, 1977), but unfortunately, efforts to present

necessary information and to tie together this undeveloped

area have been piecemeal (Witkin, 1975).

With the exception of Kaufman's suggested taxonomy

(1977), there is no systematic framework presented in

Educational literature to bond the area of needs assessment

into a comprehensive whole, no consistent criteria or

guidelines (Heldge and Marrs, 1978: Kaufman, 1979). This

work will seek to present selected needs assessment models

of the Alpha and Beta types to further clarify, describe,

and evaluate the present state of the first two categories

of the taxonomy.

Value of the Study to Education

A presentation, description, and evaluation of extant

Alpha and Beta type needs assessment models:

1. could be a step forward in developing the much

needed framework, definitions, and terms central

to needs assessment.

2. could lead to an operational understanding of

Alpha and Beta type needs assessment models.

3. could create a greater awareness of the types of

information that these models could produce.

4. could help create a greater awareness of the need

for the type of information that assessments of

the Alpha and Beta types can produce.
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5. could create an awareness of what is available

for practitioners.

6. cold create a framework for judging the

usefulness of such models for application in

particular settings.

Value of the Study to Educational Systems Development

Because an educational systems developer may be called

upon at any stage in the development, process (Dick and

Carey, 1978), it may be necessary, if the developer has a

concern for the validity and utility of a program, to know

the origins of the goals and objectives that set the

guidelines for the entire development process. This study,

besides being useful for educators in general, could prove

beneficial to educational systems developers in particular

by:

1. providing description, evaluation, and reference

to those needs assessment models which might

prove useful to specific educational systems

development applications.

2 . helping the developer better understand the

origins of a system's perceived needs, goals, and

objectives if called upon to enter the

development process after they have been

established.

3. enabling the developer to better identify

possible strengths and limitations that may be

(or could have been) inherent in the application

of a given needs assessment process in a

particular situation.
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Definition of Terms

Alpha Needs Assessment: An Alpha type needs assessment is

a formal procedure that involves relevant persons and

resources to identify and select the data needs to: 1)

define and justify the purposes, goals, and objectives of

an educational system and 2) identify, justify, and

prioritize the needs, both met and unmet, of its learners,

judged upon exiting the educational system (Kaufman, 1979).

Beta Needs Assessment: A Beta type needs assessment is a

formal procedure, involving relevant persons and resources,

designed to identify, justify, and prioritize the needs,

both met and unmet, of its learners, as judged according to

pre-established purposes, goals, and objectives.

Evaluation: Evaluation is ”the process of (delineating,

obtaining, and providing useful information for judging

decision alternatives“ (Stufflebeam, 1971).

gage}: A model is a conceptualization in the form of a

narrative or graphic analog representing a real life

situation.

Need: "A need is a necessary or desirable condition, state

or situation--whether it be an end result in actuality (met

need) or discrepancy that should be closed between a

current or projected actuality and necessary or highly

desirable end result (unmet need)--as judged by a relevant

person or group using multiple objective criteria that have

been agreed upon“ (Lenning, 1978).



25

Needs Assessment: A needs assessment, often used

interchangeably with “needs analysis” in the literature

(Provus, 1972; Kaufman, 1972), is a formal procedure which

identifies, justifies, selects, and prioritizes the

quantitative and qualitative extent of the needs in both 1)

the ability of the recipient to survive and contribute upon

exiting an educational setting and 2) the ability of an

educational system to provide the necessary experiences to

meet the needs of the recipient of instruction (Melton,

1977: Kaufman and English, 1979).

Summary

This chapter has addressed both the purpose and

rationale of this study. The purpose of the study,

generally, is to provide useful information to both

educators, and others involved in needs assessment, for

understanding and choosing appropriate models for part-

icular application. To help the reader better conceptualize

needs assessment in general an the particular focus of this

work (Alpha and Beta type needs assessments), a taxonomy of

needs assessments was offered as well as necessary

definitions of pertinent terms.

Chapter II will present a review of the related

literature, Chapter III the research design, Chapter IV the

description and analysis of the individual models, and

Chapter V, a final summary and the conclusions, and



26

implications for continued research immanating from the

study.



CHAPTER I I

Review of the Literature

Overview

One of the purposes of the previous chapter was to

make clear how Alpha and Beta needs assessments are

interpreted for this study. The purpose of this chapter is

four fold. First, to provide additional clarification of

the meaning of .Alpha and Beta needs assessment models,

attention is directed to literature reporting how some

knowledgeable individuals in other areas related these

varieties of needs assessments and their possible uses to

Education, as a ‘wholee Second, since needs assessment

“models" are being considered, a look is taken at some

general considerations of model building and how this

affects the analysis of Alpha and Beta needs assessment

models in particular. Third, to gain insight into the

nature of these types of needs assessments and their uses,

an historical look tracing the development and application

of these models is offered. Fourth, and finally, since one

of the major purposes of this study is to present

information to the potential user, helpful in both

understanding and choosing from among extant models, a

review of similar studies regarding these types of models

is presented.

27
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Alpha and Beta Needs Assessments Models and the fistems

Approach

The concept “system" was introduced in Chapter I in

connection with the Alpha and Beta types of needs

assessment with which this study is concerned (Kaufman,

1977). Although there are needs assessments that may not

take a "systems approach” to the discovery of “needs”

(discrepancies between 'what is' and 'what should be“), the

Alpha and Beta type needs assessments as described by

Kaufman (1977), necessarily involve this approach to

problem solution. Before attempting to trace the evolution

of these types of needs assessments, and, before describing

the systematic interrelationships of needs assessment,

other forms of evaluation, instructional development, and

education as a whole, it will prove useful to take a look

at the systems approach itself. First will be offered a

definition of ”system", then the pertinent characteristics

and activities of the ”systems approach“ as they relate to

Alpha and Beta type needs assessments.

Systems

For the purpose of this discussion the concept

”system“ will be defined as "the sum total of separate

parts working interdependently and in interaction to

achieve previously specified objectives“ (Kaufman, 1972).

This contains the considerations found in most other
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definitions of “system”, that is composed of: 1) separate

parts that 2) interact with one another to 3) achieve an

objective. This concept is necessary to both the

understanding and application of Alpha and Beta needs

assessments. The entire purpose and functions of these

assessments depend upon their being applied in a systems

way. First, by definition (Kaufman, 1977), the Alpha

assessment must go outside the target system to draw

information from the larger societal, or 'suprasystem",

that will eventually be the basis for the purposes, goals,

and objectives of the "suprasystem' (Silvern, 1965).

Secondly, the products of both Alpha and Beta needs

assessments should serve as the basis for all subsequent

decisions. Finally, the needs assessments themselves, as

they are conducted, are made up of processes and events

that act interdependently to achieve a specified objective.

Attention should be drawn to one aspect of the above

definition that: the components act “interdependently“ and

in "interaction”. Kaufman's addition of these parts

functioning individually and in relationship to the other

components, could prove useful when analysis of an

educational system is undertaken for the purpose of

singling out those parts of processes that may be the

source of a particular concern. This, and the other ideas

above,. will become more evident as the "systems approach'

itself is discussed and a description of the

interrelationship of needs assessment, evaluation,
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instructional development and Education is offered.

The Systems Approach

The "systems approach” has been described as a way of

"thinking about the total system and its components"

(Churchman, 1968). Churchman suggests that though there

are many ways of defining the "systems approach“, the

inclusion of the following five areas are at least minimal

and informative. We should consider:

1) the total system and, more specifically, the

performance measures of the whole system.

2) the system's environment: the fixed constraints.

3) the resources of the system.

4) the components of the system, their activities,

goals and measures of performance.

5) the management of the system.

Even though the description of the system in question

may not be completely definitive, if enough of the

necessary characteristics of the above five areas are

properly arrived at in an analysis, consideration of all

these possible complex interactions should allow us to

solve problems effectively and efficiently (Kaufman, 1972).

Churchman suggests that if we do not at the outset of our

planning consider at least these five areas and their

interrelationships, or postpone our thinking about any of
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them for too long, we may not be able to think about or

plan for their influence adequately at all. With

appropriate management, a negative situation that could be

avoided by previous planning may never be encountered.

The main processes of the systems approach (i.e.

analysis and synthesis) have been coined 'Anasynthesis' by

Silvern (1965). He defines analysis as the "breaking down

of a whole into its parts, showing the relationship of the

parts to each other and to the whole itself." Synthesis is

defined as I'the process of combining non-related elements

into a meaningful relationship such that the new product is

a whole system." Anasynthesis, or the “systems approach”,

is analysis and synthesis applied together on an

interactive basis. It's two main operations are: l) the

construction of models and 2) simulation of a real-life

situation. More will be said later about the functions of

models in this relation.

The above is compatible with the “synthetic aspects of

simulation“ advanced by Norlen (1972):

l. The analysis implies a breaking down of a complex

problem concerning a "whole” into 'parts" on one

level, where earlier pronouncements and

reasonable new hypotheses concerning the 'parts"

and their relations can be actualized and

investigated.

2. The construction consists of the formulation of a

model which implies a joining together of the

'parts" and their relations which are obtained

from the analysis.
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3. The synthesis consists of simulation of ”the

behavior of the parts" within the frame of the

model.

The formulated Alpha and Beta needs assessment models

are constructs used to picture the processes of needs

assessments. The components of the system are pictured,

demonstrating their interrelationships in such a way as to

suggest the functions of the individual aspects acting in

conjunction to arrive at the behavior of the whole, or the

results of application.

Evaluation and Needs Assessment

Evaluation is one component or subsystem of an

educatibnal system (Gagne and Briggs, 1979) (Figure 2) and

is of prime importance, when coupled with appropriate

revision, to the instructional systems approach (Hannmm and

Briggs, 1982: Dick, 1977). It should be an ongoing process

systematically planned and based upon data derived from the

educational systems environment, the society, from which

information is drawn to define the learners' performance in

terms of expressed objectives (Burton and Merrill, 1977;

Kaufman and English, 1979: Hannum and Briggs, 1982; Mager,

1962).

Alkin and Fitz-Gibbon (1975) break the evaluation

process down into three major stages: Pre-formative

Evaluation, Formative Evaluation, and Summative Evaluation

(Figure 3).
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Pre-formative Evaluation, consisting mainly of needs

assessment and program planning evaluation, is the first

stage of evaluation that should be conducted prior to the

implementation of a program (Alkin, 1973). It's chief

functions are to gather information on the perceived

importance of relevant goal areas, their current status,

and relative priorities, and to provide evaluation

information about alternative educational programs that

might be used for achieving the desired goals (Alkin and

Fitz-Gibbon, 1975).

Formative Evaluation (Cronbach, 1963; Scriven, 1967)

is used by those responsible for developing and running a

program for program improvement. “After several cycles of

formative evaluation, a program should stabilize and run on

its own with no more monitoring or information feedback

than it will receive if it is adopted as an on-going

program“ (Alkin and Fitz-Gibbon, 1975).

The third and final stage, summative evaluation

(Scriven, 1967), measures a program's success at reaching

its goals. Unlike formative evaluation, the results of

summative evaluation are not used for program improvement

but as the basis of such decisions as program adeption or

continuance/discontinuance.

As briefly mentioned above, needs assessment is one of

the stages making up the evaluation component in an

educational system (Figure 3). One major distinction

between needs assessment and other forms of evaluation may
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be the time element (Witkin, 1975; Trimby, 1979). While

"needs assessment looks at 'what is' and compares it to

'what should be', looking from present to future,

evaluation looks from the present to the past as it asks

'what has been the impact' of a given program or product on

student learning or 'what was done'.” (Trimby, 1979).

Needs assessment has been suggested to be a system

whose functions span the total gamut of evaluation

(Kaufman, 1977). The major concern here are those

classified as .Alpha and ‘Beta type needs assessment, or

those of the pre-formative varieties.

One important outcome of a needs assessment is the

development of the information that is formed into the

criteria upon ‘which subsequent forms of evaluation take

place (Burton and Merrill, 1977; Kaufman and English, 1979:

Hannum and Briggs, 1982: Dick and Carey, 1977).

An assessment, according to Sullivan (Popham, 1979),

spawns needs stated in measurable performance terms with

minimally acceptable performance standards for each.

Concurrent with their assessment of the learner's current

status and likely instructional activities is the

derivation of the information necessary to formative

evaluation. If needs are prioritized, their

interrelationship established and minimal performance

standards set, not only appropriate treatment, but the

necessary evaluation measures can be accordingly designed,

applied and subsequent revision made . Summative
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evaluation, accordingly, draws upon and systematically

gives feedback to the needs assessment (Dick and Carey,

1977). The needs assessment provides the necessary

information that will be formulated into the final standard

or outcomes by which the completed program will be

measured. Information derived from the summative

evaluation is in turn applied to the needs assessment phase

of the instructional develOpment process for further study

of the system's needs.

Because of its close interrelationship to evaluation,

and because it may likely be the starting point of any

evaluation, a needs assessment could reasonably be seen as

a system proceeding along the evaluation system's spectrum.

On the other hand, when looking at only the Alpha and Beta

type needs assessments, or pre-formative evaluation, these

two forms are more readily discernable as the most basic

form of assessments, providing, at once, the information

that forms the foundation to all subsequent evaluation

procedures, and then, inclusively, other types of needs

assessment. This is the foundation or referent point for

the entire instructional development process. As such,

needs assessment operates interdependently, and

systematically, with all the other components of the

educational system.
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Needs Assessment and Instructional Deve10pment

The systems approach to planning and problem solving,

based upon systems theory, has been variously termed

systematic instruction (Dick and Carey, 1978; Popham and

Baker, 1970), instructional systems development (Branson et

al., 1975), instructional design (Briggs, 1977: Briggs and

Wager, 1981; Gagne and Briggs, 1979), instructional

development (Silber, 1978), and educational or

instructional technology (Armsey and Dahl, 1973; Wittich

and Schuler, 1979). A similarity among these is that ”the

instructional system is viewed as composed of various

interrelated components functioning together to achieve a

purpose. The goals of the instructional system are derived

from the environment of the instructional system. Thus,

the instructional system is a subsystem of the larger

system, the environment of the instructional system“

(Hannum and Briggs, 1982).

The gathering of data, from the world external to the

educational system, (i.e. the community) to form the

purposes, goals, and objectives of the educational system

is one probable function of a pre-formative needs

assessment. (Mager, 1962: Kaufman, 1972; Kaufman and

English, 1978; Hannum and Briggs, 1982).

It is through the application of an Alpha type needs

assessment that the link is established between the

external society and the target system. From this process,
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data is gathered that provides the information necessary to

establish the educational goals, objectives and the

subsequent means necessary to prepare the target learners

to ”survive and contribute” to that society upon exiting

the educational system (Kaufman, 1972). After needs have

been selected, stated in measurable performance terms, and

prioritized, the Beta type assessment identifies what is

needed to close those gaps and descr ibes the

advantages/disadvantages of possible alternative solutions.

"In needs assessment, the evaluator provides information on

the perceived importance of relevant goal areas, their

current status, and the relative priorities of each...(and)

information about competing educational programs that might

be utilized for achieving the desired goals.” (Alkin and

Fitz-Gibbon, 1975). If the instructional process has its

roots in such assessments, the processes and inputs

selected are more likely to result in socially valued ends

(Kaufman and Stakenas, 1981).

The closing of these established needs or 'gaps'

should be the accomplishment toward which the efforts of

the educational system's efforts proceed. They provide the

direction for systems planning and development allowing the

system's planner to know where he is going and when he has

arrived (Mager, 1962: Kaufman, 1972). Instructional

development activities, facilitated by a well conducted

needs assessment include such information for the writing

of measurable performance objectives (Mager, 1962: Popham,
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1969) and subsequent evaluation (Alkin and Fitz-Gibbon,

1975) as: 1) type and level of performance expected when

instruction is completed, 2) type of environment in which

the criterion referenced assessment should take place, 3)

interrelationship of instructional goals, 4) expected level

of performance for formative evaluation and a guide to

decisions for the revisions process (Dick and Carey, 1977),

5) descriptions of not only the current status of the

target learners, but, 6) of the educational system by which

the needs are to be solved (Alkin and Fitz-Gibbon, 1975).

A thoroughly conducted needs assessment, then,

provides information intricately related to and forming the

foundation for all other instructional development

decisions and subsequent activities.

Needs Assessment and Education

Many educators have wr i tten of educational

institutions as systems that are themselves subsystems of a

greater system (i.e. suprasystem) called the society

(Kaufman, 1972: Hannum and Briggs, 1982: Burton and

Merrill, 1977; Kaufman and English, 1979). These same

authors have further broken the educational system down

into its various subsystems. iDepending upon the level

approached, some of those subsystems include components

such as curriculum, students, staffing, management, and

facilities.
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It is a major contention of these educators that an

educational system cannot function properly, or be

understood and dealt with efficiently and effectively, if

it is not seen in this relational perspective (Saba, 1980:

Kaufman and English, 1979: Hannum and Briggs, 1982). An

educational system, whether a large one on the national

level or a single classroom, does not function in a vacuum

and should not be dealt with or operated as such. It has

been argued that because the school is not a self-serving

entity but an institution designed to serve its community,

that all purposes, goals, and objectives should be derived

from the needs of that community (Burton and Merrill, 1977;

Kaufman and English, 1979).

In his monograph, Saba suggests that the ”policies and

procedures of the educational system should be developed

with the cooperation of all the government and private

agencies that are directly involved in planning and

operations of national development efforts." He supports

this argument by pointing to the idea that rather than

dealing with economic policy as the basic element of

national development, "that educational technology should

be brought into the mainstream of national planning.” This

would provide a “more realistic planning" because “economic

objectives without a clearly defined program for training

the kinds and levels of skilled manpower required to carry

out the various development tasks, have proven insufficient

in the past.“ He further says that economic plans, to be
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effective, "should be integrated with a system for the

education and training of the multiple publics who are to

be the implementors as well as the benefactors of the

plan." The systems approach, viewing the system as a

whole, and the individual and interactive functions of the

component parts and their effect on the whole, must be

taken into consideration if any planning, development, or

Operational efforts are to be successful (Gagne, 1977a;

1977b: Jamison, Suppes and Wells, 1974: Kaufman and

Stakenas, 1981).

For such an educational plan, it would be the function

of Alpha and Beta type needs assessments to gather the

necessary information, internally from the educational

system and externally from the society, that could be used

as the basis for making the decisions concerning

educational purposes, goals, and objectives and to suggest

alternative programs which might be adopted to accomplish

these (Alkin and Fitz-Gibbon, 1975).

Models, the Systems Approach and Alpha and Beta Needs

Assessments

Attention will now be turned to a tool and component

of the systems approach, the model. Models will be defined

here as a conceptualization in the form of a narrative or

graphic analog representing a real life situation. First,

explanation is offered as to how the modeling of a system

is a necessary activity when approaching the solution of a
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problem through the systems approach. Next, the general

uses and functions of models will be discussed.

Throughout, mention will be made tying the information

presented to Alpha and Beta type needs assessment models.

As previously mentioned, the construction of a model,

implying a joining together of the component parts of a

system and their interrelationships, is a necessary step in

what has been termed the “systems approach" (Silvern, 1968:

Norlen, 1972). Silvern has suggested that a 'model'

conforms to the definition of a system in that it is ”the

structure or organization of an orderly whole, clearly

showing the interrelationships of the parts to each other

and to the whole itself.“ He further suggests that

'Anasynthesis', which consists of the iterative application

of analysis of a system, and synthesis (or formulation of a

new system) has two characteristics: models are first

constructed and then used to "simulate“ the real life

situation.

According to systems theory (Banathy, 1968), each part

in a system depends upon every other part and parts can not

be studied in isolation from the whole. Models provide a

conceptual framework through which these interactions can

be considered and studied. Deutsch (1948-49) suggests that

'men have tended to order their thoughts in terms of

pictorial models since the beginning of organized thought.“

Models are a most useful way of ordering experiences so

that more intelligent decisions can be made on probable
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solutions to problems. As was noted, the first step in the

systems approach is analysis, or the "breaking down of a

whole into its parts, showing the relationship of the parts

to each other and to the whole itself" (Silvern, 1968).

Synthesis follows analysis by ”combining non-related

elements into a meaningful relationship such that the new

product is a whole system.” (Silvern, 1968). The

resulting system may be an arbitrarily ordered set of

concepts that has been constructed in such a way as to, for

example, explain or predict some phenomenon or process.

The concepts chosen and the particular structure, or

relationships between components presented, is from among

an almost unlimited set of possibilities. ”The human mind

can not manipulate the whole conceptual system in all its

complexity. Science proceeds by isolating individual

relations into greater wholes. These isolated objects of

study are called, here conceptual models, defined as

relationships between two or more concepts" (Vickery,

1973). Models are constructs used as tools to picture

these components and describe these interrelations aiding

the human mind in the perception and conceptualization of

the process or phenomenon in question, providing a more

”powerful way of thinking" (Churchman, 1968).
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Hull, Mapes and Wheeler (1971), have offered these

basic uses for models:

1. Description or the rapid understanding of salient

features of the system under scrutiny.

2. Prediction of the future behavior of that system.
 

3. Anal sis by manipulating the model for the best

method of achieving particular ends.

Since Alpha and Beta type needs' assessment models

basically picture the processes through which a potential

user might proceed to discover needs, attention will be

focused upon those related models of the "analytic" type.

Analysis will, necessarily, include the descriptive and

predictive functions with the addition of a greater

understanding of interrelationships (Hull, Mapes and

Wheeler, 1971).

Alexander and Yelon (1969) look at a model as a

'Conunon Experiential Referent (CER)." They contend that

since people come from different backgrounds, they tend to

perceive problems differently. The CER flowchart model

provides a stimulus and referent from which instructional

developers, in the case, can move toward consensus on the

best strategies and procedures to follow in problem

solution. They theorize that greater consensus leads to

greater commitment to a process. By definition, the

application of an Alpha type needs assessment will involve

members chosen from among educators, learners, and
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community. Some of the procedures included in a Beta type

assessment may also involve these “partners” (Kaufman,

1979). Understanding and consensus are paramount if the

purpose of the needs assessment is to be accomplished. The

model chosen for a particular application should be

presented in such a format that can be understood with

reasonable ease by all participants. It should further

provide for the reaching of consensus among participants,

where necessary, throughout the process.

Gerlach and Ely (1971) see models as guidelines used

as a checklist for planning, showing major components of a

system, although not in fine detail. Accordingly, Alpha

and Beta models should present all pertinent components to

help the user organize more carefully in such a way that

all components, their place in the process, and complex

problems, to .assure proper interactions between all the

variables, or components related to that problem is the

basic premise of systematic planning (Kaufman, 1968).

Silverman recommends the use of models rather than

theory, in this case in instructional development, because

”models offer greater flexibility in dealing with" what he

refers to as 'fieLd or dynamic forces operating within the

environment“ (p.5). He explains that the 'key property of

a field is the dynamic one; every part depends upon every

other part and parts cannot be studied in isolation from

the whole". Although needs assessment models should be

specific enough in the components pictured and in
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accounting for their interactions that they can be used as

guidelines to the assessment process, they must be flexible

enough to be adopted and applied across a broad spectrum of

possible users and situations.

Thus, in summary, models in general, and needs

assessment models in particular, should have the potential

of: l) describing, predicting, and/or analyzing a system,

2) acting as a common referent that aids in understanding

and consensus among all participants in a process, 3) being

used as a checklist for planning, 4) ordering all variables

to assure their proper consideration in a process, and 5)

being flexible enough to be generalized to a variety of

situations. To accomplish these purposes the needs

assessment ‘models must contain all necessary' major

components, their place in the assessment process, and the

interactions among the components. These must be presented

in enough detail to be easily comprehended but not to the

extent that they prescribe too rigid a structure rendering

them inappropriate to broad applications.

The Roots of Alpha and Beta Type Needs Assessments in the

Systems Approach and Scientific Methodology

This section discusses the possible roots of current

needs assessment practices, models and tools. Some of the

likely .historical steps in the development of models

designed to aid in this process are presented, as well as

some significant applications.
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When appropriately applied to education, needs

assessment appears to be an integral part of the systems

approach to problem solution. In his monograph,

Instructional Systems, Banathy (1968) states that one of

the most conspicuous aspects of the systems approach is:

”An insistence upon a clear definition of the

system, and upon the formulation of performance

expectations stated specifically enough to

enable the construction of criterion measures

that will reveal evidence of the degree to

which expected performance has been attained.”

He goes on to explain that without adequately

specified objectives, it is difficult to assess not only

input capabilities relevant to objectives, but textbook

selection and output measures. Students are often unclear

as to what is expected of them, are tested on irrelevant

material, or material they have not learned, and are

involved in learning tasks that they have either already

mastered or that they will never be given an opportunity to

be assessed on.

Banathy (1968) further suggests that to be operated in

a systems manner, Education must be viewed as a subsystem

of the suprasystem (i.e. society) from which it derives its

purpose, and must continually check the needs of that

referent system to test the adequacy of its output. This

is the main function of the Alpha and Beta type needs

assessments (Kaufman, 1972: 1977; Burton and Merrill, 1977:

Kaufman and English, 1979).
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Banathy goes on to explain that the systems approach

(and consequently its various functions, such as needs

assessment) is ”not a new invention nor is it a miraculous

discovery. Rooted in logic, philosophy, communication

theory, psychology, and other disciplines, it has received

widespread application since World War II in ever

increasing sophistication.“

It is not suggested here, either, that this approach

is new to education but has been used for years by

educators, even though not labeled as such (Tyler, 1934).

But the exploration of the area might provide a framework

for the synthesis of effective methods helping develop them

into a comprehensive methodology of planning and

development. Although developed to a certain level of

sophistication in other disciplines, such application may

not be transferred directly, but must be “transformed“ for

educational use (Banathy, 1968).

Rooted in the scientific method, educational

evaluators seek to rely heavily on scientific approaches

and principles (Struening and Guttentage, 1975). This to

some degree involves validity and reliability of methods

and data used for decision making. And, although

scientists would be the "first to admit that reliable and

valid information about many important aspects of education

can not now be obtained”, it is necessary to provide the

most valid and reliable information possible (Duncan, 1980;

Kaufman and English, 1979) if we are to engender maximum
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learning (Banathy, 1968) and proceed toward a science of

instruction (Glaser, 1976).

The systems approach (Banathy, 1968; Churchman, 1968)

dictates that the first step toward obtaining adequate

results from a system is to properly define its purpose.

And that purpose is derived from the suprasystem which the

system was designed to serve. From. that purpose, the

processes necessary to carry it out, and the component

parts (subsystems) of the system necessary to perform those

processes, can be derived (Banathy, 1968). The freer from

vagueness and ambiguity and the closer that purpose

reflects the needs of the referent system, the more

adequate the efforts to write objectives, to design a

program to meet them, and to evaluate those efforts (Mager,

1962; Gagne 1965; Banathy, 1968). Alpha and Beta needs

assessments are those integral parts of the systems

approach that gather the information necessary' from. the

referent system, externally and internally, to be used by

decision makers (public, learners, educators, admini-

strators, legislators) in making educational decisions

based on the most valid and reliable data possible,

according to the systems approach (Banathy, 1968: Kaufman,

1972; Burton and Merrill, 1977; Kaufman and English, 1979).
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Some Early Steps in the Development of Alpha and Beta Needs

Assessment Models

Needs assessment became of interest to educators and

hundreds of models, kits and tools became available. This

was shortly after the notion of accountability became

prevalent in the 1960's. It has been suggested that most

current models of needs assessment, to some extent, are

based upon the "classical" method of assessing educational

needs (Kaufman, 1972: Southard, 1974) and the pioneering

work of Kaufman who placed the discrepancy model in the

context of systematic educational planning (Witkin, 1977).

Although ordered differently or having additional ones, the

four steps included in most needs assessment models are:

1) the generation of goals and their ranking for

importance (i.e. exiting condition).

2) the determination of the present status of the

goals (i.e. existing condition).

3) the identification and analysis of discrepancies

between goals and existing status.

4) the. assignment of priorities to the discrep-

anc1es.

Most extant models are, to an extent, patterned after

the early model developed by Kaufman, Corrigan, and Johnson

(1969) (Trimby, 1979). Their's was a utility model for

determining the overall goals of education. To them, the

overall goal of education was that the learner would be

able to survive in and contribute to society upon exiting
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from the educational system. The economic indicator for

measuring success was that consumption should equal

production. They had a concern, too for the ”humanistic"

requirements necessary to that survival and contribution.

These were derived from Maslow (1968), Frankl (1962, 1967,

1969), Rogers (1964), and Ruckers (1969). The model was

based, partly, upon the Hanna formulation (1966) that

states the three equally important foci of curriculum: 1)

the nature of knowledge, 2) the nature of the learner, and

3) the nature of the society. Hanna suggested that the

logical entry point, if there is to be one, would be

through the dimension "nature of society".

Another part of needs assessment's early development,

according to Harsh (1968), is the CIPP (Content, Input,

Process, and Products) model of Stufflebeam (1968).

Although not concerned directly, his view that planning and

evaluation are inextricably related, is certainly relevant

to needs assessment. The CIPP model emphasizes the

requirement to determine context and inputs to a program

before beginning. Also stressed is the necessity of

including those elements in any evaluation of the utility

of the programs. Needs assessments can and have been

designed to provide the information necessary to fulfill

these purposes (Kaufman, 1972)

Two other early models worthy of note are those

developed by Sweigert (1969) and Rucker (1969). The

Sweigert model presents a process for determining a
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possible starting point for educational design including

the need for the inclusion of “partners“ (community,

educators, learners) in determining needs. The model

provides a powerful tool for identifying areas of concern,

the possible array of goals and the importance attached to

each. One helpful extension would have been the collection

of data after the "concerns analysis" to determine if the

concerns are 'real", (i.e. a discrepancy between current

and required performance) (Kaufman, 1972).

A definite concern for the individual potential and

uniqueness that may have to be developed for a learner to

proceed beyond the minimal requirements of contribution to

and survival in society, was addressed by Rucker. His

model, with contributions from Maslow (1968), Axtelle

(1966), Rogers (1964), and Laswell (1948), offered a ”value

oriented framework” for education and the behavioral

science. Eight value categories were offered, representing

concerns from societal to those considered the deepest

personal. Their purpose was to assist in naming and

defining areas of concern and of required accomplishment

for an educational needs assessment. Of additional

utility, to the development of current needs assessment

procedures and models, are the ”determination of current

self-concept and desired self-concept and/or purpose in

life (Crumbaugh and Maholick, 1969) and possible assessment

procedures based, in part, upon Frankl's concepts (Frankl,

1962, 1965, 1967, 1969: Kaufman, 1972).
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Two early applications of needs assessments that serve

as examples of the inductive and deductive methods that

might be used to assess the needs of a system, are those

pioneered by the Newport-Mesa Unified School District

(1968) and by the innovative Temple City Unified School

District (1968), both in California.

The inductive approach derives its name from the fact

that the goals, objectives, and outcomes of the educational

process is first obtained from the members of the

subcommunities in the district. The program is based upon

these data. The first step is to see how the learners in

the system are presently behaving. The district credited

with pioneering this approach, the Newport-Mesa Unified

School District in California (Shuck, 1968), used

Flanagan's critical incident technique (1954) to indicate

whether the schools were doing a satisfactory or

unsatisfactory job. Next, the critical incidents were

compiled into program areas and behavior expectancies.

The next steps were to compare these subcommunity

expectancies to broad, district-wide goals of education, to

reconcile discrepancies, and then to set detailed behaviors

for bringing about desired behaviors. The program would be

developed from and evaluated against these behaviors.

The deductive approach proceeds to deduce an

educational program from existing goals and outcome

statements. The starting point is the identification of

existing educational goals. In the innovative Temple City
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Unified School District, (Kaufman, Rand, English, Conte,

Hawkins, 1968), educators selected the goal formulations

done by the Pennsylvania State Department of Instruction

and Educational Testing Service (1965). From these ten

goals, criterion measures (indicators) representative of

behaviors were first developed. The goals would be

considered ”indicated” when the behavior was observed.

The next step was to obtain ”change requirements” from

the partners in the system (i.e. learners, educators, and

community members) then to collect data concerning whether

the indicators were presently being realized. Based upon

discrepancies, detailed objectives were set, and an

appropriate program developed.

Related Studies

With more limited scope and different purpose or

emphasis, there are four extant studies presented in

Educational literature that deal with some of the

assessment models that are the concern of this study.

Following is a brief description of the four works.

In her article "Needs Assessment Models: a Comparison"

(1979), Madeline Trimby offered narrative descriptions and

graphic representation of four models that would likely be

classified Alpha or Beta. Her purpose was to compare and

contrast the models with one another by: 1) pointing out

similarities and differences, 2) suggesting the conditions
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under which, or the tasks to which, each might be applied,

and 3) describing their relationship to evaluation.

In a project undertaken for Project Next Step:

Mutuality of Planning (1974), conducted for the purpose of

providing information useful to the user in the 'how-to's"

of conducting needs assessments and for providing further

guidelines in the selection of instruments, Kaplan

summarized four models. These models were selected because

of their 1) widespread participation, 2) comprehensiveness,

3) field testing, 4) replicability, and 5) reasonable cost.

In Educational Needs Assessment: Theme and Variation,

a work sponsored by the National Institute of Education

(DHEW) in 1976, abstracts describing twenty-five needs

assessment projects appropriate for a variety of

educational levels are presented. These abstracts provide

an overview of each project as well as information on the

developer, source, cost, copyright, procedures for use,

implementation needs, and special features.

The Rhode Island State Department of Education, Bureau

of Technical Assistance offered a Needs Assessment

Compendium of Abstracts (1976). These abstracts provide a

means for selecting or developing a needs assessment

instrument. Included are descriptive sumaries of twenty-

three approaches to needs assessment including three kits,

nine models, and eleven questionnaires.

Although providing some useful information, the above

studies, because of purpose, emphasis or scope, do not
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fulfill the purpose of this present study. First, none of

the above studies goes into an indepth description of the

characteristics of both the Alpha and Beta needs assessment

models. Although the studies offer information on many of

the extant models, they do not alone or in combination

offer as extensive an inclusion as in this work. Because

of their briefness, it is thought that the present study

will do more than any of the above studies to enlighten

users as to the benefits of such assessments. It is

further planned that this work will build upon those

previously mentioned in offering guidelines by which the

potential user might compare extant models, judge their

individual merit, and choose from among them for the

application in question. Finally, a synthesis is made of

the elements found in major models, this to provide a more

appropriate and generalizable needs assessment model.

Summary

The purpose of this chapter has been four fold. The

first was to provide further understanding of Alpha and

Beta type needs assessments by looking at how they have

been related, in the literature, to the systems approach,

evaluation, instructional development, and Education as a

whole. Second, a look was taken at "models” in general,

and particular attention was focused upon the development

of Alpha and Beta type models. Third, an historical
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tracing of the development of these, models was offered,

and, fourth, a review is presented of similar or related

studies.

The actual. presentation, description, and evaluation

of extant needs assessment models of the Alpha and Beta

varieties are dealt with in Chapter IV of this work.



CHAPTER I I I

Research Design

Overview

This chapter discusses: l) the questions to which this

study is addressed, 2) the scope and limitations of the

study, 3) the general methods and procedures used in

gathering, analyzing, and reporting the data necessary to

the completion of its purposes, 4) the collection,

analysis, and reporting of data for the individual research

questions, and S) the proposed value of the answers

derived.

Research Questions

The following eight questions guided this study:

1. Who were the significant individuals and what were

the significant events and/or landmark applications

that figure into the evolution of Alpha and Beta

type needs assessment models?

2. What are the names and descriptions of established

Alpha and Beta type needs assessment models?

3. What types of information could ideally proceed from

the application of Alpha and Beta type needs

assessments?

4. Are there major variations among Alpha type needs

assessment models?

59
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5. Are there major variations among Beta type needs

assessment models?

6. What characteristics could be included in

idealized .Alpha and Beta type needs assessment

models?

7. How do the characteristics of extant models

compare to characteristics considered ideal for

such models?

8. What research evidence exists as to the ability

of these models to produce the information they

were designed to acquire?

Scope and Limitations of this Study

This study will be primarily concerned with the

collection, analysis, and synthesis of data dealing with 1)

published needs assessment models that are of the Alpha and

Beta varieties (Kaufman, 1977), and 2) have been

specifically developed for educational settings. Because

of the extensive proliferation, over the last decade, of

various models and tools for needs assessment (Witkin,

1977), it was necessary to limit the scope of this work to

those models referred to as "Alpha" and "Beta” needs

assessment models (Kaufman, 1977). It is assumed that this

effort could help tie together a largely undeveloped area

where, currently, such efforts are piecemeal (Witkin,

1975). Mention of other types of models and tools will be

made only as they enhance understanding of the development,

application, and definition of Alpha and Beta type models.

Among the untrained who are often re3ponsib1e for
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carrying out the needs assessment process in educational

settings (English, 1977: Sarthory, 1977), there exists

confusion as to the availability of appropriate models and

tools (Melton, 1977) and as to the criteria for choosing

among these, once they have been located (Kaufman, 1977).

This study is designed to:

1. explain the benefits and information that could

result from the application of the processes

presented in the Alpha and Beta type models.

2. describe extant needs assessment models of the

Alpha and Beta varieties.

3. provide helpful guidelines for potential users'

choice from among the extant models for a

particular application.

Data Collection Procedures

Because this work deals with published, educational

models of the Alpha and Beta type, the first likely place

to look for information is in the professional literature

of education. But, since a need has been expressed as to

the development of the area of needs assessment into a

cohesive whole (Witkin, 1977), and confusion exists in such

basic areas as central terms and definitions (Sarthory,

1977: Trimby, 1979), and even as to what is and is not a

needs assessment (Kaufman, 1977), it was found that all

necessary data was not locatable within the Educational

literature. In order to gain the necessary insights and

information to answer the research questions guiding the
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study, it was necessary to make direct contact with: l) a

number of the developers of the models, 2) those who have

been served by or who have conducted needs assessment, 3)

experts in related areas, and 4) literature in related

areas.

The first step in the location of pertinent data was

an extensive search of related literature. It was assumed,

and correctly, that if all desired information was not

found there, that reference to other possible sources would

be. Direct contact with sources outside the literature was

accomplished through telephone interviews and mailed

questionnaires (Appendix B). Since the amount and quality

of information varied among the models, it was necessary to

design instruments pertinent to each individual model.

These were, for the» most part based upon the questions

presented in the matrix (Table 3) in Chapter IV.

Data Analysis Procedures

Criteria for the analysis of the data collected from

the literature and other sources included three types:

1. criteria for selection of the models to be

included in the study.

2. criteria for selecting and developing the

characteristics to be included in 'ideal" Alpha

and Beta type models against which extant models

were compared.
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3. criteria for selecting those concerns (e.g.,

cost, ease» of 'management, time involved) about

which potential users may want to be aware when

choosing a model apprOpriate for a particular

application.

The above was dealt with as follows:

1. Models included in the study were

a. published models

b. of the Alpha and Beta types

c. developed for the purpose of conducting

needs assessments

2. Criterion types presented in two and three above

were developed as a result of the discussions in

the literature and through direct contact, with

model developer/users and related experts.

Procedures for Reporting Data

The collection and analysis of data revolved around

these three basic considerations:

1. the characteristics of "ideal” Alpha and Beta

type needs assessment models,

2. the description of extant models of these

varieties, and

3. a comparison of extant models to those

characteristics deemed “ideal” in this study.

To be comprehensive and as convenient to the reader as

possible, the following methods are used to report that

data.

In Chapter IV, in the section entitled ”The Modeling

of the 'Ideal' Alpha and Beta Needs Assessment Processes“,
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explanation is made first as to the concerns with modeling

itself that were taken into account when designing those

"ideal' processes. Also offered are both a narrative and

graphic description of the same.

That same chapter contains a matrix (Table 3)

summarizing information gathered to describe extant needs

assessment models. The questions used to ferret out

information useful to the models' understanding are also

discussed. The matrix further presents information about

some of the concerns that potential users may have. The

former may not lend to the evaluation of the models as

"needs assessment models" but does add information on a

practical plane, answering such questions as 'Are materials

available for actual application?” Such a matrix makes

possible not only the easy location of information on a

particular concern, but allows the reader to compare across

models regarding that same concern.

Some of the information about the models was best

presented in narrative and graphic form. For this purpose,

Appendix A was added containing a narrative description of

each model with graphic portrayals, where available. This

narrative offers information not readily presented in

matrix form plus evaluation of each model, listing some

possible assets and deficiencies. Such a presentation

makes an overview of the models more readily available than

was possible in matrix form.
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The criteria by which the models are judged is

presented in the “modeling" section. These 'ideal'

characteristics were taken into account when the model

descriptions were written. In Chapter V, when conclusions

are drawn and summary or findings are made, and research

implications presented, an overview of the current state in

these models' development is included that makes specific

reference to extant models, where helpful.

The CollectionL Analysis, and Reporting of Data as Applied

to the Individual Research Questions, and the Projected

Value of the:Derived Answers

Following are the eight research questions previously

posed and the proposed value of the answer for each:

1. Who were the significant individuals and

what were the significant events and/or

landmark applications that figure into the

evolution of Alpha and Beta type needs

assessment models?

Answers to this question could aid in a fuller

understanding of the elements in Alpha and Beta needs

assessment models, by giving a brief overview of their

early development, reasons for inception and those who were

involved.

Because information on the topic was scant in the

literature, it was necessary to contact some of those

individuals who have been closely associated with the area
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over a period of years to gain some historical perspective.

The information gathered is presented in Chapter II where

these processes are related to the Systems Approach and

scientific ‘methodology and presentation is made of some

early steps in the development of the models. In addition,

a matrix in Chapter IV will provide a temporal sequence of

events, applications, and relevant individuals most

responsible for the development of Alpha and Beta needs

assessment models and processes.

2. What are the names and descriptions of

established Alpha and Beta type needs

assessment models?

The answer to this question provides the major content

of the study and helps fulfill its main goals and purposes.

Because the reports in extant literature do not fully

present all of the information needed to describe the

established models of the Alpha and Beta types as related

to "ideal“ characteristics, it was necessary to make direct

contact with those reported in the literature as developers

of the models and, in some cases, individuals involved in

projects where the various needs assessment models

reportedly were used.

The models are individually described both graphically

and in narrative form in Appendix A, and many of the

concerns are presented in matrix form in Chapter IV (Table

3). The content for the descriptions was derived from such
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sources as journal articles and user's manuals. New

insight and information were added resulting from the data

collected on the current state of Alpha and Beta models in

general and through direct contact with pertinent

individuals and organizations.

3. What types of information could ideally

proceed from the application of Alpha and

Beta type needs assessments?

The descriptions and evaluations of the models should

help prospective users more aptly choose one for their own

purposes. Coupling this information with the answers to

research question number three would help the user plan for

better results because a) the possibilities of application

could be kept in mind along with b) the capabilities of the

model(s) in question.

This should aid in choosing and/or adapting a model

for use in a specific situation. I

Information to answer this question was collected from

the literature, model developers/users, and related

experts. From each of the sources, data was found and

options and concerns were expressed as to what information

should proceed from an Alpha or Beta type needs assessment

and the most desirable and successful means to achieving

that end. Possible outcomes were also deduced from the

design and descriptions of the models themselves, with the

assumption made that they were systematically developed



68

with a particular purpose in mind.

The answers to this question are presented throughout

the opening chapter under such headings as 'A Possible

Taxonomy of Needs Assessment Models" and "Definition of

Terms“, and. in Chapter II in the discussion about the

models' historical development. Deductions can be made

also from the data presented in the matrix in Chapter IV.

The Appendix A description of each model further answers

this question.

4. Are there major variations among Alpha

type needs assessment models?

5. Are there major variations among Beta type

needs assessment models?

The answers to both of these questions, through

written comparisons and contracts, should result in

insights that demonstrate not only the potential of the

individual models, but present a fuller understanding of

the current state of both Alpha and Beta models in general.

The comparisons among models are made in several ways.

First, a criterion was set for "ideal" models of these two

types. Next, the models were individually described with

these 'ideal" characteristics in mind. The models can

easily be compared one to another by making a horizontal

scan of the matrix in Chapter IV (Table 3). A general

discussion of the models as they compare and contrast to an

“idealized" model is also dealt with in Chapter V.
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6. What characteristics could be included in

“idealized“ Alpha and Beta needs

assessment models?

Such information should serve the purpose of shedding

light on the current state of development of the individual

models, and of both categories of models in general, by

providing a framework against which the models can be

compared.

The characteristics of ”ideal“ Alpha and Beta models

were developed from an overall look at extant models,

discussions and questions concerning needs assessment by

developers of models, and others who have been involved in

the process. Opinions and insights offered by related

educational experts were also considered. This information

was gathered through the literature and first hand contact

with other sources.

An "ideal" model, of either type, is a generic one

containing as many as possible of all those characteristics

considered necessary and appropriate to the categories

(Alpha and Beta). Characteristics not found in some form

in extant models are not included. The components of these

models are compiled, refined and synthesized into a

“Unified Model” and presented in both schematic (Figure 6)

and narrative form in Chapter IV; The inclusion of

components currently found in Alpha and Beta type needs

assessment models was decided upon by listing them and

ordering and prioritizing them according to the opinions
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and findings of developers, users, and other related

experts.

7. How do the characteristics of extant

models compare to characteristics

considered 'ideal' for such models?

After ferreting out those characteristics considered

appropriate, or "ideal“, to both Alpha and Beta type

models, the next step was to compare extant models to these

characteristics. This process was performed not

necessarily with the hope of finding fault with existing

models, but to present a more comprehensive picture of any

model's individual characteristics and likely applications.

A model may contain the necessary characteristics in

order to be qualified as an Alpha or Beta, but may

emphasize only certain of those characteristics and only

mention others. This emphasis could produce different

effects in the scope and type of information provided in a

needs assessment.

The conclusions reached from these. comparisons ‘were

presented in written form in the models' individual

descriptions and evaluations in Appendix A and in matrix

form in Chapter IV with characteristics recorded on one

axis and the models' names on the other, and with each

model individually related to the characteristics.
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8. What research evidence exists as to the

ability of these models to produce the

information for which they were designed?

The answer to this question could help take the

potential of the models out of the theoretical realm and

give them a greater degree of validity. It could also

demonstrate how models, produced under specific

circumstances, help users generalize to their own. In.

addition, further gaps in research on needs assessment

would be identified for future research.

This information was presented in the written

descriptions of individual models and dealt with again in a

matrix in Chapter IV, and in the summary and conclusions in

Chapter V.

Summary

In order to answer the questions listed in this

chapter, it was necessary to undertake an extensive search

of educational literature and make first hand contact with

pertinent individuals to gain information not found in the

former. The study is limited to published, educational

needs assessment models of the Alpha and Beta varieties

with reference made to others, where helpful. Information

was analyzed according to criteria developed from data

collected from the literature, educational and other

experts, and needs assessment model developers/users.
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Reporting of the research consists mainly of written and

graphic description and analysis of selected models

according to developed criteria.



Chapter IV

We

Overview

In Chapter III eight research questions were posed.

It is the purpose of this chapter to analyze the

information that has been gathered in an attempt to

answer those research questions. This analysis is

presented in the form of narrative explanations, a

matrix and through graphic representation, where

appropriate.

The bulk of the chapter is concerned with an

explanation as to how the information derived from a

questionnaire and related literature can be used to

answer the research questions. A matrix is used to

summarize the results of the questionnaire. The

information from that matrix proved very useful in

answering several of the eight questions. Others were

answered through telephone interviews with experts on

needs assessment, and through the study of manuals and

other materials that accompany many of the models in

this study.

73
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The research questions are answered in order one

through eight. Several of the research questions are

answered in the next immediate sections where the

information gathered from the questionnaire is presented

in the form of a matrix (Table 3). Research questions

one and three ( 1) Who were the significant individuals

and what were the significant events and/or landmark

applications that figure into the evaluation of Alpha

and Beta type needs assessment models? 3) What types

of information could ideally proceed from the

application of the Alpha and Beta needs assessment

models?) have been dealt with extensively in the first

three chapters of this study. They too are answered in

the form of reviews and summaries of material previously

presented.

The Matrix and Questionnaireguestions

The twenty-three questions listed below (hereafter,

referred to as "matrix questions” to distinguish them

from the eight research questions) were used to guide

the gathering of the necessary information to more fully

answer research questions 2, 4, 5, 7, and 8. In most

cases, the twenty-three questions posed in the matrix

were answerable through such literature as user's

manuals which accompany many of the models. Individual

questionnaires were tailored for each of the model
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developer/marketers. After reviewing the manuals and

other accompanying or explanatory materials through use

of the twenty-three questions, questionnaires were

designed that asked only those questions not dealt with

in the literature.

In the instances where answers to the matrix

questions were not found in the literature, appropriate

developer/marketers were contacted in a telephone

interview or individualized questionnaire (Appendix B).

In some instances, developers indicated no information

in relation to a specific matrix questions. However,

the user should be aware that the issue could still

arise during actual application of a particular model.

Most of the questions and their intent are pretty

much self-explanatory, but explanation is offered where

it was thought helpful. The intent of these questions

was to gather the information necessary to answer the

following research questions:

2) What are the names and descr iptions of

established Alpha and Beta type needs

assessment models?

4) Are there major variations among Alpha type

needs assessment models?

5) Are there major variations among Beta type

needs assessment models?

7) How do the characteristics of extant models

compare to characteristics considered ideal

for such models?
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8) What research evidence exists as to the

ability of these models to produce the

information they were designed to acquire?

After the presentation of the matrix, analysis of

its content will be offered as it relates to these five

research questions.

The Matrix Questions

The twenty-three questions listed below went

through several revisions as a result of feedback from

professors at Michigan State University. The suggested

value of some questions are discussed after specific

sets of them in this section.

1) Are the services and/or materials connected

with the model still available? If yes, to

whom?

2) What is the major purpose of the model?

3) At what educational level is the assessment

aimed?

4) What pre-assessment planning stages, or

considerations are addressed?

5) What are the final outputs of the assessment?

6) Who are the sources of information used to

determine needs?

7) How are the information sources chosen?

8) In what aspects of the assessment do the

various categories of participants (e.g.

learner, parents, community) engage?
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The answer to matrix questions 6, 7, and 8 can help

the users of specific models to evaluate the utility and

validity of the information produced. Utility and

validity may depend upon the source of data, and whether

the sources were representative of the population that

the educational system serves. They may further depend

upon the extent of involvement of the various

participants. Is the greatest potential of non-

educators taken into consideration? If the community,

for example, is used merely as a source of data for need

determination, but are not included in such aspects of

the needs assessment as prioritizing needs or deciding

which of the needs warrant inclusion in a program, again

the utility and validity of decisions may come into

question.

9) What methods are suggested for deciding which

"perceived needs“ are in fact needs?

10) What staff or committees are required to carry

out the assessment?

11) Are the staff/committee responsibilities

outlined in materials available to users of

the needs assessment?

12) What costs are involved in the assessment?

13) What formal training is required to conduct

the assessment?

14) Are outside consultants necessary to the

assessment? If yes, are they available?

15) What are the instruments of the assessment?

16) Do you provide the necessary instruments?
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17) How long does it take to complete a typical

needs assessment with your model?

18) Are needs prioritized?

19) Are needs validated through empirical means?

If yes, which ones?

The validity and utility of the outcome of the

Alpha and Beta assessments are dependent upon the extent

to which the resultant goals are documented by objective

data. If needs are based merely. upon ;participant's

perceptions and feelings there is little reason to

believe that the resultant program changes will be more

useful to learners than the previous one (Kaufman and

English, 1979).

20) What interrelationships between the needs

assessment and other stages of the educational

process are specified?

Since a needs assessment of the Alpha or Beta type

is designed to assist in the design and development of

the entire educational undertaking, the

interrelationship between the assessment's resultant

data and the ensuing program are important when choosing

a model that relates to users' purposes. A model's

design may have been developed with specific emphases in

mind, for instance budgeting or problem detection, that

renders the model in question more capable for those

purposes than another.
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21) To what extent has the model been field

tested?

22) Has research been conducted concerning the

model?

23) Approximately what percentage of the model's

use has taken place in industry? in education?

Some models may have been found useful in

industrial settings. Others may have been designed

chiefly for such purposes, such as those of Coffing and

Harless. This inclusion in the matrix indicates which

of those models included have been applied in both

settings.

The Models

Below is a list of the models presented in the

matrix. The models are grouped as they appear on the

matrix allowing the reader easier access to those of

interest. A narrative presentation of each model,

including a contact source for further information is

presented in Appendix A.

 

 

Taxonomical

Model Classification Page

The Atlanta Assessment Alpha 86

Project

The Battelle Needs Beta 86

Assessment Survey

Dallas's Model for Beta 86

Shared Decision Making
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Mott Foundation Community

College Model

Illinois Problem Index

Ohio Department of

Education Needs Assessment

Guidelines

Quality Education Program

A Comprehensive Needs

Assessment Module

Institutional Goals

Inventory

Phi Delta Kappan Model

Sensing Educational Needs

in the Far west Region

WOrldwide Planning Model

Coffing's Client Needs

Assessment

Lee's Needs Assessment

Model

Consolidated Application's

Needs Assessment Guide

Fresno Planning Model

Vocational Needs Assessment

Project

Kaufman's Needs Assessment

Model

Harless's Front-end

Analysis Model

Skyline West Educational

Plan

Beta

Beta

Beta

Beta

Beta

Beta

Beta

Other

Other

Other

Beta

Beta

Alpha

Alpha

Alpha

Beta

Other

94

94

94

102

102

102

110

110

110

118

118

118

126

126

126

Not listed

Not listed
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The following models appear in the educational

literature but are either currently unavailable or not

locatable. This information is offered to save the

reader a search for them. No further information is

given on these unless characteristics are found that are

unique or enhance understanding of Alpha and/or Beta

models in some way.

South Carolina Needs Assessment Model

Westinghouse Model

New Mexico Needs Assessment Model

Allyn and Bacon

Lewin and Associates

The Matrix

The twenty-three matrix questions are listed on the

vertical axis of the matrix in Table 3 and the needs

assessment models are listed on the horizontal axis.

Information derived from the literature, from contact

with model developers, and from such sources as user's

manuals was used to answer the twenty-three matrix

questions.

The matrix is set up so that a clearer picture is

given not only of a model as it relates to a particular

question, but how models compare one to another. A

number of models are presented on each page so that a

horizontal scan across the column will demonstrate how

the models compare as they relate to the concern of the
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question asked.

Some of the questions pertain to the availability

of tools and other resources that may be of help to

potential users. The presence or absence of entries in

a particular box may or may not reflect upon the quality

of the model. While a well constructed model may have

been develOped as a guide for the assessment process,

the developers may not necessarily have been interested

in producing or marketing the tools or other resources

of an assessment. The information produced by answering

the twenty-three questions may also help potential users

choose from among the models, for their particular

applications.

If a box remains blank, it may be because it is

inapplicable to a particular model for a number of

reasons. A question may apply to Alpha type models and

the model may be a Beta or "other”. As previously

mentioned, some questions pertain to materials needed to

conduct an assessment and some models are not

accompanied by those materials. In a few cases,

information was not available concerning a particular

question. Information was specified neither in a user's

manual nor answered by the developer when the missing

information was requested through the survey.

Sensing Educational Needs in the Far West Region is

not included since it ‘was only used to validate one

technique related to the needs assessment process.
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Harless's model is not included because its very general

nature also rendered its categorization in most of the

matrix's entries, extremely difficult.

The table (Table 2) on the next page is an abstract

of the very lengthy matrix which immediately follows the

table. The matrix contains so much information that the

researcher thought it would be helpful if it was

preceded by an abstract that summarizes its content.
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e
l

i
s
t
h
e
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
a
i
m
e
d
?

 _
_

e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y

_
_

m
i
d
d
l
e

J
/
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

.
_

h
i
g
h
e
r

_
.

a
d
u
l
t

.
.

i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

.
.
.
.
o
t
h
e
r
:

 .
l
/
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y

_.
_/
m
i
d
d
l
e

_
.
L
/
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

J
!

h
i
g
h
e
r

.
.
.
a
d
u
l
t

.
_

i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

_
o
t
h
e
r
:

 4
/

l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y

J
m
i
d
d
l
e

s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

1
h
i
g
h
e
r

.
.
.

a
d
u
l
t

_
.

i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

.
.

o
t
h
e
r
:
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d
.
W
h
a
t
p
r
e
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t

p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
s
t
a
g
e
s
.
o
r

c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
a
r
e

a
d
d
r
e
s
s
e
d
?

i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
o
f
p
r
o
c
e
s
s

t
o
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n
d

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
s
y
s
t
e
m

r
e
v
i
e
w
o
f
s
i
m
i
l
a
r
.

p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
e
f
f
o
r
t
s

r
e
v
i
e
v
v
o
f
m
o
d
e
l
s

l
o
c
a
t
e
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
m
a
k
e
r
s

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

n
e
e
d
e
d

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

l
o
c
a
t
e
d
a
t
a
a
l
r
e
a
d
y

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

.
1
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d

_
_

i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
o
f
p
r
o
c
e
s
s

t
o
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n
d

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
s
y
s
t
e
m

_
_

r
e
v
i
e
w
o
f
s
i
m
i
l
a
r
.

_
_

p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
e
f
f
o
r
t
s

_
r
e
v
i
e
v
v
o
f
m
o
d
e
l
s

_
.

l
o
c
a
t
e
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
m
a
k
e
r
s

_
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

n
e
e
d
e
d

_
_

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

_
_

l
o
c
a
t
e
d
a
t
a
a
l
r
e
a
d
y

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

4
/
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d

_
_

i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
o
f
p
r
o
c
e
s
s

t
o
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n
d

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
s
y
s
t
e
m

_
_

r
e
v
i
e
v
v
o
f
s
i
m
i
l
a
r
.

.
.
.
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
e
f
f
o
r
t
s

_
.

r
e
v
i
e
v
v
o
f
m
o
d
e
l
s

_
l
o
c
a
t
e
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
m
a
k
e
r
s

_
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

n
e
e
d
e
d

_
_

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

.
_

l
o
c
a
t
e
d
a
t
a
a
l
r
e
a
d
y

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

a
!
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d

  5
.
W
h
a
t
a
r
e
t
h
e

f
i
n
a
l
o
u
t
p
u
t
s

o
f
t
h
e
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
?

 I
l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
n
e
e
d
s

_
_

l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
g
o
a
l
s

1
K

l
i
s
t
o
f
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)

s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d

f
o
r
c
l
o
s
u
r
e

.
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

 .
l
/
l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
n
e
e
d
s

.
_

l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
g
o
a
l
s

M
l
i
s
t
o
f
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)

s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d

f
o
r
c
l
o
s
u
r
e

.
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

 _
l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
n
e
e
d
s

_
l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
g
o
a
l
s

.
t
/
I
i
s
t
o
f
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)

l
e
c
t
e
d
f
o
r
c
l
o
s
u
r
e

.
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
e
s

a
n
d
“
r
a
w
"
c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s

u
s
e
f
u
l
t
o
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l
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r
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6
.
W
h
o

a
r
e
t
h
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
f

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
u
s
e
d
t
o

d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e
n
e
e
d
s
?

I
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

.
I
/
e
d
u
c
a
t
o
r
s

_
l
_
/
p
a
r
e
n
t
s

1
l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s

J
!
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

.
_

e
x
p
e
r
t
s
i
n
p
e
r
t
i
n
e
n
t

f
i
e
l
d
s

e
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

.
L
/
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

I
e
d
u
c
a
t
o
r
s

4
/
p
a
r
e
n
t
s

[
l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s

A
!

g
e
n
e
r
a
l
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

.
.

e
x
p
e
r
t
s
i
n
p
e
r
t
i
n
e
n
t

fi
e
l
d
s

a
o
t
h
e
r
:

.
v
/
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

.
5
e
d
u
c
a
t
o
r
s

p
a
r
e
n
t
s

A
!
l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s

.
t
/
g
e
n
e
r
a
i
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

_
_

e
r
t
p
e
r
t
s
i
n
p
e
r
t
i
n
e
n
t

f
i
e
l
d
s

.
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

 

7
.

l
l
o
v
v
a
r
e
t
h
e
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

s
o
u
r
c
e
s
c
h
o
s
e
n
?

_
.

r
a
n
d
o
m
l
y

_
a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
t
o
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

1
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d

.
t
/
r
a
n
d
o
m
l
y

.
_

a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
t
o
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

_
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

_
_

r
a
n
d
o
m
l
y

J
!
a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
t
o
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

a
!
o
t
h
e
r
:

e
l
e
c
t
e
d
.

a
p
p
o
i
n
t
e
d
o
r

v
o
l
u
n
t
e
e
r
e
d

  8
.

l
n
v
v
h
a
t
a
s
p
e
c
t
s
o
f
t
h
e

a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
d
o
t
h
e

v
a
r
i
o
u
s
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
e
s
o
f

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

(
e
.
g
.

l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s
.
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
)
e
n
g
a
g
e
?

 .
t
/
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
f
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

_
_

a
i
d

i
n
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g
u
p
o
n

n
e
e
d
s

.
.

v
a
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
n
e
e
d
s

.
1
!
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
n
e
e
d
s

.
_

s
e
l
e
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)
f
o
r

c
l
o
s
u
r
e

.
.

b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

.
.
.
.
o
t
h
e
r
:

 .
_
.
.
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
f
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

_
_

a
i
d

i
n
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g
u
p
o
n

n
e
e
d
s

_
.

v
a
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
n
e
e
d
s

_
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
n
e
e
d
s

_
s
e
l
e
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)

f
o
r

c
l
o
s
u
r
e

.
_

b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

.
l
/
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d

 4
/

r
e
c
s
o
f
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

fi
l
l
.

i
n
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g
u
p
o
n

n
e
e
d
s

.
.

v
a
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
n
e
e
d
s

.
t
/
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
n
e
e
d
s

_
s
e
l
e
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)

f
o
r

l
o
s
u
r
e

b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

.
_

o
t
h
e
r
:
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9
.
W
h
a
t
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
a
r
e

s
u
g
g
e
s
t
e
d

f
o
r
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g

w
h
i
c
h
“
p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
n
e
e
d
s
"

a
r
e
i
n

f
a
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
?

.
t
/
c
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
s
a
m
o
n
g

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

_
a
r
b
i
t
r
a
r
y
c
h
o
i
c
e
b
y

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

_
_

m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
v
o
t
e

.
.

c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

1
!

o
t
h
e
r
:

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t

_
c
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
s
a
m
o
n
g

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

_
_

a
r
b
i
t
r
a
r
y
c
h
o
i
c
e
b
y

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

_
_

m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
v
o
t
e

_
.

c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

.
a
_
/
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
l
e

.
t
/
c
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
s
a
m
o
n
g

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

_
a
r
b
i
t
r
a
r
y
c
h
o
i
c
e
b
y

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

_
_

m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
v
o
t
e

_
_

c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

.
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

 

1
0
.
W
h
a
t

s
t
a
f
f
o
r
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
s

a
r
e
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
t
o
c
a
r
r
y
o
u
t

t
h
e
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
?

.
3
/
o
n
e
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

.
.
.
.
m
o
r
e
t
h
a
n
o
n
e

c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

_
_

a
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
i
n
g

o
f
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e

m
e
m
b
e
r
s
o
f
t
h
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

_
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

I
o
n
e
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

_
.
m
o
r
e
t
h
a
n
o
n
e

c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

_
.

a
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
i
n
g

o
f
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e

m
e
m
b
e
r
s
o
f
t
h
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

o
t
h
e
r
:

1
0
v
o
l
u
n
t
e
e
r
s

_
_

o
n
e
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

.
_
m
o
r
e
t
h
a
n
o
n
e

c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

.
.

a
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
i
n
g

o
f
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e

m
e
m
b
e
r
s

o
f
t
h
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

o
t
h
e
r
:

t
a
s
k
f
o
r
c
e
o
f

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
a
n
d

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

  l
l
.
A
r
e
t
h
e
s
t
a
f
f
/
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
o
u
t
l
i
n
e
d

i
n
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
t
o

u
s
e
r
s
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i
t
h

t
h
e
m
o
d
e
l

s
t
i
l
l
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
?

I
f
y
e
s
.
t
o
w
h
o
m
?

M
o
d
e
l

1
!
y
e
s

_
n
o

_
_

i
n
h
o
u
s
e
u
s
e
o
n
l
y

.
t
/
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
p
u
b
l
i
c

_
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

J
/
y
e
s

l
l
O

_
_

i
n
h
o
u
s
e
u
s
e
o
n
l
y

1
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
p
u
b
l
i
c

_
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

_
I
/
y
e
s

_
n
o

_
_

i
n
h
o
u
s
e
u
s
e
o
n
l
y

a
/
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
p
u
b
l
i
c

_
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

 

.
W
h
a
t

i
s
t
h
e
m
a
j
o
r

p
u
r
p
o
s
e
o
f
t
h
e
m
o
d
e
l
?

_
_

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s
.
e
d
u
c
a
t
o
r
s

a
n
d
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

A
!
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
d
e
t
e
c
t
i
o
n

A
Z
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
m
a
k
i
n
g

_
b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

_
o
t
h
e
r
:

‘
t
/
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s
.
e
d
u
c
a
t
o
r
s

a
n
d
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

5
/
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
d
e
t
e
c
t
i
o
n

_
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
m
a
k
i
n
g

.
_

b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

_
o
t
h
e
r
:

s
e
t
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
e
s

_
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s
.
e
d
u
c
a
t
o
r
s

n
d
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

A
/

r
o
b
l
e
m
d
e
t
e
c
t
i
o
n

J
/
g
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
m
a
k
i
n
g

_
_

b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

_
o
t
h
e
r
:

  .
A
t
w
h
a
t
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
l
e
v
e
l

i
s
t
h
e
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
a
i
m
e
d
?

 _
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y

..
..

m
i
d
d
l
e

_
.

s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

_
t
/
h
i
g
h
e
r

_
_

a
d
u
l
t

.
.

i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

_
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

 .
3
!
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y

.
I
Z
m
i
d
d
l
e

I
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

_
h
i
g
h
e
r

_
.

a
d
u
l
t

_
.

i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

_
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

 Z
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y

J
!
m
i
d
d
l
e

4
/
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

_
h
i
g
h
e
r

_
a
d
u
l
t

_
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

_
o
t
h
e
r
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4
.
W
h
a
t
p
r
o
-
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t

p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
s
t
a
g
e
s
.
o
r

c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
a
r
e

a
d
d
r
e
s
s
e
d
?

.
I
/
i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
o
f
p
r
o
c
e
s
s

t
o
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n
d

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
s
y
s
t
e
m

.
-
-
r
e
v
i
e
w
o
f
s
i
m
i
l
a
r
.

p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
e
f
f
o
r
t
s

_
_

r
e
v
i
e
w
o
f
m
o
d
e
l
s

_
.

l
o
c
a
t
e
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

e
c
i
s
i
o
n
m
a
k
e
r
s

i
d
e
n
t
i
t
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

n
e
e
d
e
d

_
_

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

_
_

l
o
c
a
t
e
d
a
t
a
a
l
r
e
a
d
y

v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

_
o
t
h
e
r
:

p
r
e
t
e
s
t

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
n
a
i
r
e
s
.
t
r
a
i
n

s
u
r
v
e
y
o
r
s

.
I
/
i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
o
f
p
r
o
c
e
s
s

t
o
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n
d

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
s
y
s
t
e
m

_
_

r
e
v
i
e
w
o
f
s
i
m
i
l
a
r
.

p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
e
f
f
o
r
t
s

_
.

r
e
v
i
e
w
o
f
m
o
d
e
l
s

_
l
o
c
a
t
e
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
m
a
k
e
r
s

_
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

n
e
e
d
e
d

_
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

.
_
.
.

l
o
c
a
t
e
d
a
t
a
a
l
r
e
a
d
y

v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

o
t
h
e
r
:

s
e
l
e
c
t
d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r

o
r
g
a
n
i
z
e
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

_
_

i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
o
f
p
r
o
c
e
s
s

t
o
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n
d

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
s
y
s
t
e
m

_
_

r
e
v
i
e
w
o
f
s
i
m
i
l
a
r
.

p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
e
f
f
o
r
t
s

_
_

r
e
v
i
e
w
o
f
m
o
d
e
l
s

_
l
o
c
a
t
e
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
m
a
k
e
r
s

_
_

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

n
e
e
d
e
d

.
.

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

_
l
o
c
a
t
e
d
a
t
a
a
l
r
e
a
d
y

v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

o
t
h
e
r
:

e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h

c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
.
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

g
o
a
l
s
.
s
u
r
v
e
y

  5
.
W
h
a
t
a
r
e
t
h
e

f
i
n
a
l
o
u
t
p
u
t
s

o
f
t
h
e
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
?

 .
_

l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
n
e
e
d
s

_
j
,
/
l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
g
o
a
l
s

.
2

l
i
s
t
o
f
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)

s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d

f
o
r
c
l
o
s
u
r
e

_
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

 _
.

l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
n
e
e
d
s

_
_

l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
g
o
a
l
s

_
_

l
i
s
t
o
f
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)

s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d

f
o
r
c
l
o
s
u
r
e

_
1
/
o
t
h
e
r
:

l
i
s
t
o
f
v
a
l
i
d
a
t
e
d
.

p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s

f
o
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

 _
l
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
n
e
e
d
s

.
i
/
I
i
s
t
o
f
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
d
g
o
a
l
s

_
_

l
i
s
t
o
f
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)

s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d
f
o
r
c
l
o
s
u
r
e

.
.
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r
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6
.
W
h
o

a
r
e
t
h
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
f

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
u
s
e
d
t
o

d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e
n
e
e
d
s
?

.
‘
_
.
.
/a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

.
t
/
e
d
u
c
a
t
o
r
s

.
_

r
e
n
t
s

f
”
.
.
.

_
I
/
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

_
e
x
p
e
r
t
s

i
n
p
e
r
t
i
n
e
n
t

fi
e
l
d
s

.
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

I
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

I
e
d
u
c
a
t
o
r
s

fi
p
a
r
e
n
t
s

l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s

1
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

_
_

e
x
p
e
r
t
s

i
n
p
e
r
t
i
n
e
n
t

f
i
e
l
d
s

_
_
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

.
1
/
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

.
.
L
/

d
u
c
a
t
o
r
s

_
_

p
a
r
e
n
t
s

fi
e
a
m
e
r
s

g
e
n
e
r
a
l
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

_
_

e
x
p
e
r
t
s

i
n
p
e
r
t
i
n
e
n
t

f
i
e
l
d
s

_
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

 

7
.
H
o
w

a
r
e
t
h
e
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

s
o
u
r
c
e
s
c
h
o
s
e
n
?

1
r
a
n
d
o
m
l
y

_
.

a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
t
o
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

_
o
t
h
e
r
:

a
!
r
a
n
d
o
m
l
y

_
_

a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
t
o
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

.
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

Z
r
a
n
d
o
m
l
y

1
a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
t
o
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

_
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

  8
.

I
n
w
h
a
t
a
s
p
e
c
t
s
o
f
t
h
e

a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
d
o
t
h
e

v
a
r
i
o
u
s
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
e
s
o
f

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

(
e
.
g
.

l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s
.
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
)
e
n
g
a
g
e
?

 A
Z
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
f
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

.
.
\
_
/
a
i
d

i
n
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g
u
p
o
n

n
e
e
d
s

_i
__

/
v
a
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
n
e
e
d
s

_
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
n
e
e
d
s

_
.

s
e
l
e
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)

f
o
r

c
l
o
s
u
r
e

_
b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

_
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

 _
.

s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
f
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

_
.

a
i
d

i
n
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g
u
p
o
n

n
e
e
d
s

_
_

v
a
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
n
e
e
d
s

.
_

p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
n
e
e
d
s

_
_

s
e
l
e
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)
f
o
r

c
l
o
s
u
r
e

_
b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

A
Z
o
t
h
e
r
:

a
n
y
a
s
p
e
c
t

 .
L
/
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
f
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

A
!
a
i
d

i
n
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g
u
p
o
n

[
n
e
e
d
s

v
a
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
n
e
e
d
s

I
'
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
n
e
e
d
s

s
e
l
e
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)

f
o
r

c
l
o
s
u
r
e

.
.
.
.
b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

_
_

o
t
h
e
r
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9
.
W
h
a
t
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
a
r
e

s
u
g
g
e
s
t
e
d

f
o
r
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g

w
h
i
c
h
“
p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
n
e
e
d
s
"

a
r
e
i
n
f
a
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
?

_
[
c
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
s
a
m
o
n
g

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

_
_

a
r
b
i
t
r
a
r
y
c
h
o
i
c
e
b
y

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

_
m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
v
o
t
e

.
_

c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

o
t
h
e
r
:

_
c
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
s
a
m
o
n
g

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

_
_

a
r
b
i
t
r
a
r
y
c
h
o
i
c
e
b
y

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

_
_

m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
v
o
t
e

.
.

c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

(
o
t
h
e
r
:

o
p
t
i
o
n
a
l

4
/
c
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
s
a
m
o
n
g

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

_
a
r
b
i
t
r
a
r
y
c
h
o
i
c
e
b
y

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

_
m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
v
o
t
e

_
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

s
/
o
t
h
e
r
:

e
m
p
i
r
i
c
a
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b
e
s

_
n
o

.
_

y
e
s

e
r
a
.

3
7
.
?

  .
A
p
p
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c
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c
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c
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c
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c
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b
l
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b
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b
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i
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b
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p
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d
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c
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p
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c
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c
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h
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i
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c
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c
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c
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c
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p
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c
a
t
o
r
s

a
n
d
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

y
r
o
b
l
e
m

d
e
t
e
c
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c
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p
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c
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c
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.

h
i
g
h
e
r

_
.
.
.
a
d
u
l
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h
e
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d
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u
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.
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p
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c
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c
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c
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c
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p
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p
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c
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c
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c
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c
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c
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p
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p
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c
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c
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c
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p
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r
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d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

Z
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
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d
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c
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c
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c
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c
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c
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p
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c
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c
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c
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e
c
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n
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p
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c
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c
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p
e
r
t
s
i
n
p
e
r
t
i
n
e
n
t

f
i
e
l
d
s

_
.
.
.
o
t
h
e
r
:

a
!
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

I
e
d
u
c
a
t
o
r
s

_
i
/
p
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r
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n
t
s

4
/
l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s

_
_

g
e
n
e
r
a
l
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

_
e
x
p
e
r
t
s
i
n
p
e
r
t
i
n
e
n
t

fi
e
l
d
s

5
/
o
t
h
e
r
:

a
b
o
v
e
c
o
m
p
o
s
e

f
r
o
m
a
d
v
i
s
o
r
y
c
o
u
n
c
i
l
s

 

.
H
o
w

a
r
e
t
h
e
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

s
o
u
r
c
e
s
c
h
o
s
e
n
?

.
.

r
a
n
d
o
m
l
y

a
.

a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
t
o
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

A
Z
o
t
h
e
r
:

d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e
d
b
y

u
s
e
r
'
s
p
u
r
p
o
s
e

_
_

r
a
n
d
o
m
l
y

A
Z
a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
t
o
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

.
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

.
_

r
a
n
d
o
m
l
y

.
.

a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
t
o
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

.
i
/
o
t
h
e
r
:

p
e
e
r
s
e
l
e
c
t
i
o
n

f
r
o
m
a
d
v
i
s
o
r
y
c
o
u
n
c
i
l
s

  .
i
n
w
h
a
t
a
s
p
e
c
t
s
o
f
t
h
e

a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
d
o
t
h
e

v
a
r
i
o
u
s
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
e
s
o
f

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
(
e
.
g
.

l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
)
e
n
g
a
g
e
?

 _
.

s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
i
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

_
.
-

a
i
d

i
n
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g
u
p
o
n

n
e
e
d
s

_
v
a
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
n
e
e
d
s

.
_

p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
n
e
e
d
s

_
.
.

s
e
l
e
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)
f
o
r

c
l
o
s
u
r
e

.
.

b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

a
!
o
t
h
e
r
:

d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e
d
b
y

u
s
e
r
'
s
p
u
r
p
o
s
e

 .
|
/
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
f
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

K
a
i
d
i
n
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g
u
p
o
n

n
e
e
d
s

_
.
.

v
a
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
n
e
e
d
s

y
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
n
e
e
d
s

s
e
l
e
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)
f
o
r

c
l
o
s
u
r
e

_
b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

_
.
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

 4
/
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
f
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

4
/
a
i
d
i
n
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g
u
p
o
n

n
e
e
d
s

4
/
v
a
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
n
e
e
d
s

J
Z

i
o
r
i
t
i
z
e
n
e
e
d
s

s
e
l
e
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
(
g
a
p
s
)
f
o
r

c
l
o
s
u
r
e

.
l
/
b
u
d
g
e
t
i
n
g

_
o
t
h
e
r
:
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W
h
a
t
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
a
r
e

s
u
g
g
e
s
t
e
d

f
o
r
d
e
c
i
d
i
n
g

w
h
i
c
h
“
p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
n
e
e
d
s
"

a
r
e
i
n
f
a
c
t
n
e
e
d
s
?

_
.
.
c
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
s
a
m
o
n
g

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

_
_

a
r
b
i
t
r
a
r
y
c
h
o
i
c
e
b
y

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

.
_
.
.
m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
v
o
t
e

a
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

a
!
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
fi
e
d

.
I
/
c
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
s
a
m
o
n
g

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

_
.
.

a
r
b
i
t
r
a
r
y
c
h
o
i
c
e
b
y

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

_
_

m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
v
o
t
e

_
.

c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

.
.

o
t
h
e
r
:

_
.

c
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
s
a
m
o
n
g

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

_
.
.

a
r
b
i
t
r
a
r
y
c
h
o
i
c
e
b
y

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

_
.

m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
v
o
t
e

_
.
.
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

.
1
o
t
h
e
r
:

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e

c
r
i
t
e
r
i
o
n

 

1
0
.
W
h
a
t

s
t
a
f
f
o
r
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
s

a
r
e
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
t
o
c
a
r
r
y
o
u
t

t
h
e
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
?

-
.
_
o
n
e
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

.
.
m
o
r
e
t
h
a
n
o
n
e

c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

.
_

a
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
i
n
g

o
f
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e

m
e
m
b
e
r
s
o
f
t
h
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

a
/
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
fi
e
d

_
o
n
e
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

I
m
o
r
e
t
h
a
n
o
n
e

c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

_
i
/
a
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
i
n
g

o
f
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e

m
e
m
b
e
r
s
o
f
t
h
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

.
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

a
!
o
n
e
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

_
_
m
o
r
e
t
h
a
n
o
n
e

c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r

.
_

a
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
i
n
g

o
f
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e

m
e
m
b
e
r
s
o
f
t
h
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

5
/
o
t
h
e
r
:

a
t
e
a
c
h
s
c
h
o
o
l

  1
1
.
A
r
e
t
h
e
s
t
a
f
f
/
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
o
u
t
l
i
n
e
d

i
n
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
t
o

u
s
e
r
s
o
f
t
h
e
n
e
e
d
s

a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
m
o
d
e
l
?

 _
y
e
s

=
,
_
_
n
o

(
n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d
)

 J
/
y
e
s

 a
/
y
e
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c
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'
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N
e
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1
2
.
W
h
a
t
c
o
s
t
s
a
r
e
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d

i
n
t
h
e
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
?

.
.
.
p
r
i
n
t
i
n
g
/
c
o
p
y
i
n
g

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

.
_

m
a
i
l
i
n
g

.
_

s
u
b
s
t
i
t
u
t
e
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

_
u
n
d
e
r
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n
e
d
a
y
p
e
r
m
o
n
t
h

o
f
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
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r
o
r

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
t
i
m
e
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o
v
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r
o
n
e
d
a
y
p
e
r
m
o
n
t
h

o
f
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
o
r

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
t
i
m
e

_
k
i
t
o
r
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

I
a
m
t
:

)

o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d

[
p
r
i
n
t
i
n
g
/
c
o
p
y
i
n
g

[
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

m
a
i
l
i
n
g

_
.
.

s
u
b
s
t
i
t
u
t
e
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

_
.
.
u
n
d
e
r
o
n
e
d
a
y
p
e
r
m
o
n
t
h

o
f
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
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r
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r

t
e
a
c
h
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r
t
i
m
e

1
!
o
v
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r
o
n
e
d
a
y
p
e
r
m
o
n
t
h

o
f
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
o
r

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
t
i
m
e

_
_

k
i
t
o
r
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

(
a
m
t
:

)

_
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

[
p
r
i
n
t
i
n
g
/
c
o
p
y
i
n
g

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

_
.

m
a
i
l
i
n
g

_
.
.

s
u
b
s
t
i
t
u
t
e
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

_
.
.
u
n
d
e
r
o
n
e
d
a
y
p
e
r
m
o
n
t
h

o
f
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
o
r

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
t
i
m
e

_
o
v
e
r
o
n
e
d
a
y
p
e
r
m
o
n
t
h

o
f
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
o
r

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
t
i
m
e

_
k
i
t
o
r
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

a
m
t
:

)

o
t
h
e
r
:

t
i
m
e
a
n
d
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

  1
3
.
W
h
a
t

f
o
r
m
a
l
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

i
s

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
t
o
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
t
h
e

a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
?

r
.
.
.
w
o
r
k
s
h
o
p
(
s
)

'
_
_
.
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
o
f
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r
(
s
)

_
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
o
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

Z
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d

[
w
o
r
k
s
h
o
p
(
s
)

a
/
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
o
f
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r
(
s
)

.
_

g
e
n
e
r
a
l
o
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

.
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

_
w
o
r
k
s
h
o
p
(
s
)

.
i
/
i
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
o
f
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r
t
s
)

_
.
.
.
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
o
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

_
.
.

o
t
h
e
r
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4
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r
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o
u
t
s
i
d
e
c
o
n
s
u
l
t
a
n
t
s

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
t
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t
h
e

a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
?

i
f
y
e
s
.
a
r
e
t
h
e
y
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
?

 .

A
/
y
e
s

.
_
.
.
D
O

I [
y
e
s

<
_

n
o

 _.
..

y
e
s

[
n
o

_
y
e
s

_
n
o
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!
y
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_
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o

A
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_
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.
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1
5
.
W
h
a
t
a
r
e
t
h
e
i
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t
s

o
f
t
h
e
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
?

.
.

s
u
r
v
e
y

_
.
.
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
n
a
i
r
e

_
_

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
s

_
.
.

l
p
h
i
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e

:
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d

l

a
!
s
u
r
v
e
y

.
l
/
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
n
a
i
r
e

_
.
.
i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
s

.
5

D
e
l
p
h
i
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e

_
o
t
h
e
r
:

.
_

s
u
r
v
e
y

1
!
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
n
a
i
r
e

I
i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
s

_
.

D
e
l
p
h
i
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e

.
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

 

1
6
.
D
o
y
o
u
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
t
h
e

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
i
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t
s
?

—
+
Y
¢
9

_
.
.
n
o

a
!
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d

l
/
y
e
s

_
_
n
o

_
_

o
t
h
e
r
:

[
y
e
s

n
o

_
o
t
h
e
r
:

 

1
7
.
H
o
w

l
o
n
g
d
o
e
s

i
t
t
a
k
e
t
o

c
o
m
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e
t
e
a
t
y
p
i
c
a
l
n
e
e
d
s

a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
w
i
t
h
y
o
u
r

m
o
d
e
l
?

_.
..

;
l
e
s
s
t
h
a
n
a
w
e
e
k

_
.
.
:
l
e
s
s
t
h
a
n
s
i
x
m
o
n
t
h
s

_
.
.
:
l
e
s
s
t
h
a
n
a
y
e
a
r

i
f
o
t
h
e
r
:

n
o
t
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d

.
_

l
e
s
s
t
h
a
n
a
w
e
e
k

a
!
l
e
s
s
t
h
a
n
s
i
x
m
o
n
t
h
s

_
l
e
s
s
t
h
a
n
a
y
e
a
r

_
.

o
t
h
e
r
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_
_

l
e
s
s
t
h
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c
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p
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c
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c
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p
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p
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h
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c
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c
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c
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Research Question Results

In this section each of the eight research

questions is answered in terms of the data collected for

that purpose.

Question #1

Who were the significant individuals and what were

the significant events and/or landmark applications

that figure into the evolution of Alpha and Beta

type needs assessment models?

This question was dealt with in detail in Chapter

II under the heading ”Some Early Steps in the

Development of Alpha and Beta Needs Assessment Models".

Table 4 presents individuals, events, and landmark

applications, their date, and how they figured into the

development of Alpha and Beta type needs assessment. In

earlier sections was described the development of the

models and early applications of importance. Of

particular significancemtfioithe understanding of-cu-rrent

models is inclusion of some explanation of two early

applications. These two from Temple City and Newport-

Mesa, the deductive and inductive approaches, were

forerunners to what might be considered the two basic

approaches to current practices in needs assessment.

The inductive approach represented by the

assessment conducted in the Newport-Mesa Unified School
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District (Shuck, 1968) began by deriving goals,

objectives, and outcomes from the sub-communities in the

district. The Temple City Unified School District, on

the other hand, used an approach through which the

educational program is deduced from existing goals and

outcome statements. The general methods of the

inductive approach can be likened to the general steps

that should be taken when performing a needs assessment

that might be classified "Alpha' (Kaufman, 1979). The

main purpose of such an assessment is to gather data

from the environment external to the educational system,

from which the purposes, goals and objectives are to be

derived. The deductive approach, like those types in

Kaufman's taxonomy (1979) subsequent to the Alpha, begin

with pre-stated goals and objectives as givens. Such

assessments, because of the assumptions made concerning

pre-established goals, may be seriously lacking in

external validity and utility.

Most extant models are based on the “classical“

method of assessing educational needs (Kaufman, 1972;

Southard, 1974) and are patterned after the early model

developed by Kaufman, Corrigan, and Johnson (1969)

(Trimby, 1979). Their major contribution was that the

end goal of education should be the learner's

contribution and survival upon exiting the educational

system. Maslow (1968), Frankl (1962, 1965, 1967, 1969),

Rogers (1964), and Ruckers (1969) contributed work that
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put emphasis on the “humanistic“ requirements necessary

to survival and contribution.

From the Hannah Formulation (1966) came the logical

entry point into an assessment. This would be through

the dimension “nature of society“. Stufflebeam's CIPP

model (1968) pointed out the inextricable link between

planning and evaluation. He further emphasized the

necessity of including the determination of context and

inputs to a program before beginning.

Sweigert contributed the idea of education

"partners” (1969, 1971). Rucker (1969) added a concern

for the individual's uniqueness and jpotential, beyond

minimum requirements.

Trimby (1979) called attention to the relationship

of needs assessment to evaluation and Kaufman suggested

a taxonomy by which extant needs assessment models might

be classified (1979).

Table 4 summarizes these early applications and

other significant individuals and' events that figure

into the development of the current state of the art of

Alpha ad Beta type needs assessment.
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individual, Event { mte Significance

Application

Accountability l960's Hindreds of nodels, kits, tools and

procedures developed

Hannah 1966 Three foci of curriculun upon which

Formllation rmdel was based

CIPP wodel of 1968 Planning and evaluation inextricably

Stufflebeanr related

Mesa-Newport Needs 1968 inductive approach to needs

Assesmnt assesmnt

Tcrple City Needs 1968 Deductive approach to needs

Assessment assessn'ent

Kaufimn, Corrigan 1969 "Classical” nodel upon which

and Johnson npst extant nodels are based

Sweigert Model 1969 Need for ”partners”

RuckerA 1969 Concern for individual's

uniqueness and potential

Frankl 1962 Work 1an which hmnistic

Rogers 196'! requirements for nodels were

Nhslow 1968 derived

Rucker 1969

' Kauinan 1972 Placed discrepancy rrodel in context of

systematic educational planning

Kaulnan 1979 Taxoncmy of needs assessment nodels

Trihby 1979 Relationship of needs assesmnt to evaluation  A

 
 

Table ll

individuals, Events and Landmrk Applications
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Question {2

What are the names and description of established

Alpha and Beta type needs assessment models?

This question's answer is found in two sections of

this work; the first is the matrix presented in Table 3

of this chapter and the second is Appendix A.

Twenty-three questions are used on the vertical

axis of the matrix on Table 3 and all of the models

included in this study are listed on the horizontal

axis. The data gathered in answering these matrix

questions lends to answering research question number

two in the following three categories:

1) those that describe the processes used, the

purposes, and outputs associated with the

models (matrix questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,

9, 10, 11, 17, 18, 19, and 20),

2) those that relate the availability of the

resources for the accomplishment of a needs

assessments (matrix questions 1, 12, 14, 15,

16), and

3) those that deal with the models' ability to

produce the information for which they are

designed (matrix questions 19, 21, 22, 23).

In Appendix A is offered a narrative and, where

available, a graphic presentation of each model. The

questions on the matrix were designed chiefly to elicit

information from model developer/marketers. The

following questions, either because they were more

readily presented in narrative rather than matrix form
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or because they deal with subject matter assumed unique

to this study and unfamiliar to many of the

developer/marketers, are answered in Appendix A:

l)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Into what category on Kaufman's taxonomy does

the model fall?

What are the particular strengths/weaknesses

of the model when viewed from the standpoint

of that taxonomy?

What are the general components and processes

connected with each model?

Where, why, and by whom were the models

developed?

What source might a prospective user contact

for further information on a particular model?

When taken together, the matrix and the appendix

are designed to provide a description of each model

sufficient to answer research question number two.
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Question #3

What types of information could ideally proceed

from the application of Alpha and Beta type needs

assessment models?

This question has been dealt with extensively in

Chapters I and II. The "Problem" and ”Purpose” sections

of Chapter I contain particularly relevant material.

Chapter II addresses the use of information derived from

such assessments as it relates to evaluation, other

instructional design and development considerations, and

Education as a whole. The following is a synopsis of

those sections.

It has been suggested that the information

proceeding from the Alpha and Beta type needs assessment

processes can be used to:

1) help learners measure their own success

2) help educators plan on the basis of ends

rather than means

3) help instructors gain more results from

efforts

4) improve the image of the educational

profession (Chapter I, p. 8).

Needs assessment can further provide information

that identifies gaps between the ideal and the real,

suggests staffing patterns and resource allocations,

provides accountability, improves organizational

direction finding, assesses the validity of means used
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and suggests appropriate timing for changing educational

goals (Kaufman, 1979) (Chapter I, pp. 8 and 9).

These types of assessments have also been credited

with providing a "clear cut approach to the

determination of needs" including data useful for both

formative and summative evaluation (Heldge and Marrs,

1978), a process "by which the unfulfilled educational

requirements of a population of students are identified”

(Lee, 1973), a process that allows for the coordination

and articulation of curricular programs for kindergarten

through the twelfth grade (Buhl, 1978). ‘Needs

assessment provides for a positive involvement of those

other than the professional educator (English, 1977)

(Chapter I, p. 9).

Kaplan, in the 1974 handbook Needs Assessment in

Education, suggested that a needs assessment can:

1) provide necessary community pressure calling

for citizens to express their views, leading

to a systematic tapping of- these—viewsr-and

providing for community involvement. Such

information can prove helpful for not only

gathering data to set educational objectives

and goals, but also to gain information that

may be beneficial if a school is suffering

from such ailments as school budget defeats.

2) help pin-point problems precisely.

3) show how real problems were not being

attacked, if for instance, a new program isn't

working.

4) provide data which can lead to well defined,

verifiable educational goals.
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5) clear a smoother path toward goal achievement.

6) provide a data base for future educational

decisions.

7) establish a resource bank for information of a

district.

8) generally, provide a means for:

a) reducing internal and external problems,

b) developing an organizational structure

and process for continued self-

evaluation, and

c) a basis for future planning and problem

solving.

Question #4

Are there major variations among the Alpha type

needs assessment models?

A concerted attempt was made to group together all

the models of the Alpha type on the matrix for

comparison's sake. If an Alpha model is located among

others of the Beta classification, it is because the

physical set-up of the matrix would allow for only three

models on a page.

To introduce—the- variations among—the ’models‘fan'd

by way of review, this discussion will begin with the

characteristics these models have in common that lead to

their classification as Alpha type needs assessment

models. Each of the models either attempted, or

suggested, deriving learner needs by gathering data that

reflects the demands a learner would face upon exiting

the educational system. ‘This was accomplished,

partially, by involving the community external to the
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school in the assessment (matrix question 6). Though

not specified in literature relating to the Atlanta

project, and done by way of invitation to the community

in Fresno, the VENAP and Kaufman models rely upon a

random selection of participants based upon community

demographic characteristics (matrix question 7).

All Alpha assessments, to varying degrees, sought

the input‘of the various participants in carrying out

functions of the assessment beyond that of being merely

sources of information (matrix question 8).

It should be noted at this point that Kaufman's

appears a much more complete and generic model than the

others. Several of the matrix entries are "all of the

above” under the ”other” category. This is not

necessarily a short coming on the part of the others,

but may be a result of the fact that all, expect

Kaufman's, were project specific models. Because of

purpose, all of the possible applications of any given

model may not bese.reporte&.--'~For example when asked at

what educational level the assessment is aimed, the

Atlanta project lists only “secondary“ (matrix question

3). The model may be appropriate to a broader

application but was not applied in that way. On the

other hand, Kaufman's model is not to be considered

lacking because several of the questions were recorded

as ”other: not specified” (matrix questions 12,13, 17,

23). Kaufman dealt with each of these areas but in a
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much less prescriptive way than. many of these other

models. The others could not avoid prescription, to a

certain degree, because they were dealing with specified

settings and applications. Along the same line,

Kaufman, partly because of the lack of desire to become

involved with the production and marketing aspect, does

not offer certain services and materials which are,

because they sprang from application's demands, a part

of, for example, Atlanta's, Fresno's, and VENAP's

(matrix questions 1, 12, 14, 15, 16). It should be

noted again, that unless they result from a specific

application, pre-specified materials may inhibit the

gathering of appropriate data.

When looking over the answer to those questions

that deal with the validation of needs and the models'

ability to produce appropriate information (matrix

questions 9, 19, 21, 22, 23), a couple of distinctions

among the Alpha models surface. The validation of needs

is accomplished partially through objective means in,

for example, the .Atlanta, VENAP and Illinois ‘Problem

Index models. Fresno's is decided upon by the admin-

istration's arbitrary choice.

Finally, only the Atlanta and VENAP models report

any form of research conducted in connection with them.

The results of that research is dealt with under

"Question 8'.
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Question 5

Are there major variations among Beta type needs

assessment models?

As in the previous section concerning Alpha type

models, illustrative examples citing specific models

will be used to point out the variations among Beta

needs assessment models.

There were many more similarities among the Beta

type models than distinctions. Even the differences are

only of degree. That is, almost all of the models

contained all the components and addressed all the

concerns appropriate to the Beta process (Kaufman,

1979). But some considerations were more well

represented in some models than others. The following

list is an accounting of the more notable distinctions.

Immediately after, is a more detailed account of the

comparisons among the Beta type models.

-resources and services offered with the models

-purpose of the individual models

-education levels at which the models are aimed

-pre-assessment considerations

-extent of participant involvement

-cost of the assessment

-time needed for completion

-objective validation of needs



146

-field testing

-connected research

-industrial applications

The Beta models that appear to be the most complete

in the considerations with which the matrix questions

are concerned are the Ohio Department of Educational

Needs Assessments Guidelines (ODENAG), the Phi Delta

Kappa (PDK), and A Comprehensive Needs Assessment Module

(ACNAM).

The resources and services offered with the models

(matrix questions 1, 12, 14, 15, 16) are pretty much the

same, with the main tools for carrying out the

assessments being surveys and questionnaires. The PDK

model offers a needs prioritizing game (matrix question

15) and the surveys for the ACNAM and Consolidated

Application's Needs Assessment Guide (CANAG) are offered

in bi- or multi-lingual versions (this is reported in

-more detail in Appendix A). ‘

The purpose of most of the models (matrix question

2) is generally the determination of discrepancies

between current outputs and desired goals. Two

exceptions were Coffing's, whose purpose was decision

making, and the Quality Education Program Study (QEPS)

which was carried out for the purpose of “goals

definition“.
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The levels at which the assessments are aimed

(matrix question 3) are generally elementary, middle,

and secondary education. The Mott Foundation Community

College Model, the Battelle Survey, and the

Institutional Goals Inventory (161) are aimed at higher

education. The Coffing and Harless model's chief use is

in industry.

Though all models deal with pre-assessment

considerations (matrix question 4), Coffing's model and

the Illinois Problem Index emphasize them most heavily.

Most models used participants other than

professional educators and administrators (i.e.

learners, parents, conununity members) merely as sources

of data for determining needs. Exceptions to this were

the Illinois Problem Index (IPI), ODENAG, QEPS, ACNAM,

and Lee's model which called for these 'partners'

(Sweigert, 1969, 1971) to engage in a variety of

processes beyond being information sources.

The cost of the assessment (matrix question 12)

ranged from that incurred by such expenses as copying

materials, time and acquiring substitute teachers, to

all of these plus paid consultants. Only the CANAG,

ACNAM, Mott and Battelle models suggested the

requirement of outside consultation.

The time for the completion of the processes ranged

from less than a year for most models to one year and

six months.
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The ODENAG, PDK and CANAG models rely heavily upon

objective means to validate perceived needs. Most

others decide needs by participant consensus.

Field testing (matrix question 21) ranged from once

for Sensing Educational Needs in the Far West Region

(SENFWR) to extensive application throughout the U.S.

for the PDK model. It might be of interest to note that

the purpose of the SENFWR assessment was to increase

that organization's responsiveness to that region's

needs.

Research (matrix question 22) was reported in

connection with only four models,. the ACNAM, PDK,

Atlanta Assessment Project (AAP) and Lee's model. The

topics of the studies were very limited and 'will be

dealt with at the end of this chapter under "Question

#8”.

Industrial application (matrix question 23) is the

main purpose of the Harless and Coffing models.

In many of the questions on the matrix the “other”

category is checked and followed by "not specified” or

"determined by user's purpose" under, for instance the

Coffing model. The reason for this 18' that the

processes of these are very open to modification

according to each particular application. Options and

suggestions relating to these matrix questions are often

present in materials related to the models but little is

done in the way of prescription.
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Question #6

What characteristics could be included in idealized

Alpha and Beta type needs assessment models?

The characteristics of the Alpha and Beta

assessment processes presented in this section are not

unique to the researcher but are a synthesis of the best

components of extant models of the two varieties. For

comparison's sake, the two processes might be portrayed

in this manner:

 

   

Components Alpha Beta

1) Pre-Assessment Coonsiderations x x

2) Determination of Goals x

3) Set Desired Output Levels x x

4) Measure Current Outcomes x x

5) Determine Discrepancies x x

6) Prioritize Gaps x x

7) Select Gaps for Closure x x

8) Continue to Monitor‘SyStemw‘-."Wm'x"~”" “4"

Figure 4

A Comparison of the Alpha and Beta Processes

As has been reported in earlier sections of this

study, the major distinction between those models

classified Alpha and those Beta is the starting

assumptions upon which the assessment is conducted
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(Kaufman, 1979). Both models may begin with a referent

set of goals. These may be in the form of the

philosOphies, goals and objectives under which the

education system is «currently’ operating (see Illinois

Problem Index or Kaufman's model in Appendix A), a set

of goals offered by an organization (see Worldwide

model, Appendix A), or a set of goals developed by a

State (or other) Board of Education (see Quality

Educational Program Study in Appendix A). The

distinction between the Alpha and Beta approaches to an

assessment, is the assumptions made about these goals

and the processes dictated by these assumptions. The

Alpha model will start the assessment at the point of

goal determination, go on to compare these goals

(determined as independently as possible from the

influence of pre-established set of goals), note the

discrepancies between the two sets of goals and label

these discrepancies ”needs“. The Beta process, on the

other hand, begins with the assumption that the set of

pre-determined goals is valid and useful, compares the

systems current outputs to these and labels ensuing

discrepancies as “needs".

It should be noted, that the Beta type assessment

is not looked upon as inferior in any way to the Alpha.

If a set of goals has been established in such a way

that the assumption can be made as to their validity and

utility, an Alpha assessment would be superfluous. If a
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set of goals is dictated from a higher authority, an

Alpha assessment may be out of the question. The

conditions under which an assessment is conducted, not

the mode in question, determines whether or not one of

these modes is appropriate or inappropriate (Kaufman and

English, 1978).

To illustrate the two approaches, it could prove

helpful to compare two of the models included in

Appendix A. The Fresno model is a prime example of the

Alpha variety and the Phi Delta Kappa of the Beta

(Appendix A). It will be necessary to look only at the

graphic presentations of the two models to determine

that a marked difference exists in the approaches

followed by the two.

The Fresno model begins with the determination of

goals and goes on to determine needs by comparing the

discrepancies between these newly derived goals and the

system's current outputs. The Phi Delta Kappa model, on

the other hand, begins .with a setsof goals developed by

that organization and derives needs by noting the

discrepancies between these goals and current outputs.

Useful light can be shed on the understanding of

the Alpha and Beta approaches by looking also at the

Quality in Educational Program Study undertaken in

Pennsylvania schools (see Appendix A). A set of goals

was determined by the Pennsylvania Board of Education.

It was the function of the ensuing needs assessment to
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determine the validity of these needs (goals) as well as

the discrepancies that existed between current outcomes

and these established goals. Depending upon the

methodology used (Kaufman and English, 1979), the

validation of these goals might be considered an Alpha

assessment. If an external assessment is conducted

independently of these goals and the results compared to

the goals, an Alpha assessment would likely have taken

place. If the goals themselves were merely rated, for

instance, on a scale of l to S that supposedly reflected

their importance, then the assessment might be a Beta

type. This is especially true if data is not gathered

that might indicate needs that are not included in the

original set of goals.

Although the gathering of information and the

participation of those considered non-professional

educators has not been used as criteria for the

classification of models as either Alpha or Beta, it

might help to clarify the term "external' at this point

by looking at the matrix (Table 3). Both the Fresno and

Phi Delta Kappa models enlist the cooperation of

individuals representative of the community outside the

school's “educators', gathering information that,

hopefully, reflects the viewpoints and conditions of

that external community (matrix question 6). Yet the

Fresno model is labeled Alpha, or external, and the Phi

Delta Kappa a Beta, or “internal“. The distinction is
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that in the Fresno model, the goals are first determined

externally and then compared to internal conditions.

The PDK model's goals are accepted without this external

assessment. The PDK then uses external involvement to

determine ”needs”. It is important to emphasize that to

qualify as an Alpha type, a process must conduct an

external assessment. External involvement is optional

to the Beta approach (see matrix question 6 under the

Institutional Goals Inventory and Coffing's model).

The Unified Needs Assessment Model

The information gathered and presented in this

study seems to indicate that some differences between

the Alpha and Beta modes of needs assessment do exist.

However, there is reason to believe that these

differences can be dealt with effectively within a

single model. This section presents a synthesis across

these models examined here. A schemata of this model is

presented on the following two pages. In the narrative

explanation that follows, this schemata will be

referenced where helpful.

Construction of the Model

When constructing a model, and in particularly a

model or models picturing the Alpha and Beta type needs
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assessment processes, at least two main aspects of

modeling should be taken into consideration. First, the

components comprising the assessment processes must be

chosen and described completely enough to be of benefit

to the reader. Second, those components must be

presented in such a way as to appropriately describe the

interrelationships among the individual components to

each other and to the process as a whole.

It might prove helpful at this point to review some

of the ideas presented in Chapter II in the section

”Models, the Systems Approach and Alpha and Beta a Needs

Assessments“ and apply those ideas to the development of

a specified model.

When choosing the components used to represent a

process it should be kept in mind that the choice is an

arbitrary one from among an almost infinite variety of

possibilities (Churchman, 1968). Which components to

eliminate is as important a consideration as which to

include. The inclusion of a characteristic, activity,

or strategy, or too much detail may rob a needs

assessment model of flexibility, rendering it

inappropriate for broad application (Silverman, no

date). Conversely, the inclusion of even desirable

components, if not properly emphasized, may result in

the exclusion of the component's beneficial results in

actual practice.

Because, by definition, the processes pictured in
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an Alpha model should include the participation of

representatives from among educational administrators,

professional staff, teachers, parents, learners and the

community at large (Kaufman, 1979: Kaufman and English,

1979; Witkin, 1975), and by practice the majority of the

Beta models opt to do so, the model should be designed

and presented so that it can be understood with

reasonable ease by this broad audience (Kaufman, 1979:

Alexander and Yelon, 1969).

From the discussions in the literature, it can be

determined that the needs assessment process, which can

serve as the foundation for all further levels of

assessment and educational planning (Alkin and Fitz-

Gibbon, 1975: Kaufman, 1979: Witkin, 1977), is usually

broken down into four major components (Witkin, 1977):

1) statement of goals, or desired states, which

are ranked in order of importance,

2) procedures for ascertaining the present status

of those goals or states,

3) methods for identifying and describing

discrepancies between the goals and the

present status, and

4) methods for assigning priorities to the

discrepancies found in step 3.

These components might be modified and expanded

into the following eight, if a generic model presenting

both the components of the Alpha and Beta processes is

to be developed:
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l) Pre-assessment considerations.

2) The determination of the system's desired

goals.

3) Setting minimum output levels.

4) The measurement of the educational system's

current production of those outputs derived

from the desired goals.

5) The determination of the gaps between the

goals and the current outputs.

6) The assignment of priorities to those gaps for

closure.

7) The selection of solutions for closure.

8) Continual monitoring of the system.

By its nature, the Alpha type needs assessment

should be such an integral part of those activities

herein labeled "Continual Monitoring of System", that a

useful assessment of this type, could likely not be

conducted without relating its processes to the product

that it is designed to produce (Lee, 1973: Kaufman and

English, 1979). This type of assessment is a front end

analysis procedure that should be periodically repeated.

When and how often this is necessary can be decided by a

continual monitoring of the educational system and its

external environment. As society's demands change so

will the 'needs' of the educational system. Monitoring

should provide the necessary information that leads to

the modification of the system's programs.

Each of the eight steps incorporated into the

Unified Model, are graphically portrayed and presented
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narratively in order below. Noted are: their

derivation from extant models, their place in the

overall assessment process, and the options that a user

might consider for specific application.

Pre-Assessment Considerations

The configuration in the model (see Table 3)

labeled 'PRE-ASSESSMENT CONSIDERATIONS" represents

concerns and decisions common to both the extant Alpha

and Beta modes of assessment. The answers derived at

this stage of the process determine whether the

assessment will be of the Alpha or Beta variety.

The decisions made and planning done prior to a

needs assessment have a good deal of influence on the

final outputs of the process (Witkin, 1975: Coffing,

1975: Kaufman and English, 1979). Most current models,

as can be seen in the matrix (question 4), offer little

in the way of suggestions in this area. Three notable

exceptions to this are models of Coffing, Kaufman, and

the Illinois Problem Index. The information

gathered during the pre-assessment phase of the needs

assessment will not only lend assurance that the

approach adopted and applied will be suitable to the

educational system and its community, but that the data

gathered will be useful in meeting the purpose for which

the assessment was undertaken. It stands to reason that
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a well defined purpose and direction will more likely

produce a useful result.

Monitoring the System

Upon entering the system, the first process

addressed by the model is the ”monitoring" of the system

(1.0). At this point the monitoring may not be

particularly active as far as needs assessment is

concerned. That is, the input received may simply be

from a source that has direct influence on the

educational system, which could result in a needs

assessment. It is possible that a member of the

educational community (in or outside its professional

educational staff) has come into contact with

information that leads to the idea that the conduction

of a form of needs assessment might be a viable option.

This may result from an awareness of the possibilities

of such assessments, being involved in related problem

solving or decision marking or, simply because evidence

seems to suggest the need for program evaluation of the

type with which such assessments are concerned.

This ”monitoring“ may be of a more active nature

than that which proceeds many of the assessments

evidenced by the models included in this study. It is

more likely that a needs assessment is undertaken in

order to demonstrate accountability to a higher
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authority or for the sake of funding. Such was the case

of the assessment involved with the original Alameda

Country Needs Assessment Model (ACNAM). ACNAM's

original applications were to gain funds for special

projects under ESEA Title III. In other instances,

organizations such as State Boards of Education, may

establish goals and design assessments for the sake of

stabilizing, improving and standardizing state-wide

educational programs. It may not be dictated that local

schools conduct such assessments, but, as in the case of

the Quality Educational Program Study developed by the

Pennsylvania Board of Education, goals were developed

and a service offered to local schools.

In the latter cases, ”monitoring” takes a less

active form than in the first. The potential users of

needs assessment do not seek but receive input. The

question of the desirability of a needs assessment,

represented in box 1.1, as a result of this input,

arises.

Decision points and activities 1.2 through 1.23 are

a combination of the concerns compiled from extant

models that are here categorized "Pre-assessment

Considerations“.

The physical set-up of the model depicts decision

points and activities 1.2 through 1.16 as very

interactive in nature. These steps are portrayed in a

likely order of execution but, because of their closely
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knit relationship, may not necessarily be considered or

performed in this same order. It is likely, also, that

many of these steps will not be completed simply because

they have been dealt with initially. A decision made at

one point along this path may make it necessary to

evaluate and change others that have been made. For

example, many of these steps may have to be considered

before characteristics necessary to determining the

surveying of similar projects are studied, many of the

”preceding" steps may be re-conducted because of new

considerations raised by the input derived from these

other projects. If some of the following descriptions

of these processes are not prescriptive, it is partly

because of this consideration.

Setting the Parameters

A possible next step in the pre-assessment process

is to define the parameters of the needs assessment

(1.2). Such assessments can be conducted from the level

of an individual classroom to an assessment of needs

that can guide the design of entire educational systems.

It should be kept in mind that any educational setting

does not stand in isolation, but, being a part of a

larger system, will be affected by the learners prior

experiences and will, in turn, create an effect on

future learning. If a decision is reached to assess the
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needs of learners as related to their ultimate “survival

and contribution" in society (Kaufman, 1979) the more

extensive the assessment, the more valid and useful.

The learning of higher level skills taught in the high

school, will be directly influenced by the foundations

laid in the primary grades.

Whether a full scale assessment of the general

needs of learners is undertaken or a narrower one aimed

at specific subject matter areas, an assessment is going

to be limited by the capabilities of a system. These

capabilities are reflected by such considerations as

time, budget, available jpersonnel, extant information,

and other resources such as the presence of persons

trained in the assessment process and subject matter

experts. There may exist a wealth of such individuals

as trained interviewers and necessary area Specialists

in university centers.

Because a needs assessment is not an end in itself,

but is carried out as the prelude to further educational

planning/decision. making, planning ‘must, take ‘place to

help insure that the data gathered will be functional

for these processes. The types of decisions to be made

and those responsible for them should be considered

(Coffing, 1975). Information can be gathered, tailored

and directed toward those to whom it will be most

pertinent. Input from these individuals during the

planning stages may prove helpful also in gaining
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acceptance of the needs assessment's results. It is

usually good politics to keep those in positions of

power involved and well informed.

Before choosing the model and methods to be used, a

careful study of the community from which the data will

be drawn is necessary (Witkin, 1975). The demographic

characteristics of the community (including the

community at large, educators and learners) will enable

planners to choose a model and design instruments and

techniques suitable to that particular setting and

audience. Users may have to consider educational

levels, cultural questions and language when designing

and administering the process. Some models, for

instance the Alameda model, have developed multi-lingual

instruments.

The size of a community may influence decisions as

to whom will be involved in an assessment and what

methods will be employed. In a small community, it may

be possible to survey a large percentage of the

population, if not all. A larger community might have

to be randomly surveyed so that a representative sample

can reflect the views of the much larger group.

Likewise, the methods used will be dependent upon

such variables as size of the sample to be employed,

time and demographic characteristics. A largely non-

reading population may have to be interviewed in person

or by telephone. A large sample might prohibit the use
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of one-on-one or even group interviews, as would time.

Whatever method chosen, materials. and 'methods can be

designed that will give credible results (see SENFWR

model, Appendix A).

Who will participate and in what aspects of the

assessment is a crucial question effecting the validity

of the resultant data (Lee, 1973: Kaufman and English,

1979). If information is sought that reflects the views

of the total community, an assessment should be designed

that gathers input from all concerned. Educators alone

are not necessarily in a position to know all of the

demands that society will place upon a learner upon exit

from the educational system (English, 1977). To insure

the optimum value of the information gathered, it should

be drawn from as widely a representative audience of the

community as possible and validated by objective means.

The extent of involvement is also an important

issue. If non-educators are used only as sources to

determine areas of need, a valuable resource may be lost

when it comes to refining and prioritizing those needs

(Kaufman and English, 1979) and budgeting (see Dallas

Planning Model, Appendix A).

Public Relations

Public relations (1.4) should be kept in mind

throughout the whole process. Whether it is the members
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of the communities who will be surveyed or those of the

educational system whose activities will be affected by

the results of the assessment, proper handling of

cormnunication as to such questions as the purpose for

which the data will and will not be used, can prove

helpful in alleviating such fears as the invasion of

privacy or domain which such groups as educators may

feel (English, 1977).

In order to carry out such a process the

cooperation and involvement of a very broad spectrum of

individuals and groups will be required. How the needs

assessment is introduced and the resulting comprehension

of the assessment and its purposes may have a good deal

of influence on how the process is received and acted

upon by the administration, the educational staff and

general public (Sarthory, 1977).

It might be necessary to convince the general

public, parents and learners that their input is not

only desirable, but important to the determination of a

truly useful curriculum. Keeping their involvement and

interest at a level that will encourage involvement may

call for substantial effort.

Decision makers should be kept well informed and

given any information pertinent to their involvement.

Boards of education and teachers, like the rest of the

public, may have to be convinced that the process is

useful and worth their time. It is not uncomon for
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educators to feel threatened by such an assessment

(English, 1977). In a sense, a system's present

outcomes, methods and goals are being evaluated. It may

be only normal to assume that the purpose of an

assessment is to judge a system "good" or 'bad". The

positive outcomes of such an assessment should be

stressed for such groups.

The user's manual that accompanies the Illinois

Problem Index, Establishing Educational Priorities

Through the Illinois Problems Index, presents a good

rationale for and schedule of a public relations

program. It states that "The extent to which different

constituencies in your district are involved in the IPI

program may determine the extent to which the results of

the program will be supported by the community." (p.

14). "The individuals who will respond to the survey

instruments or who will receive the recommendations that

result from the IPI process must be informed about the

process from the beginning." (p. 19).

The advice offered in the IPI users manual focuses

upon three areas: 1) selection of the target group, 2)

type of dissemination, and 3) public relations

schedule.

The issue of target group selection revolves around

the decision as to whom information should be

disseminated. Depending upon the assessment, the

representative groups from which committee members are
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selected may be included as well as those targeted for

later surveying. Also, those who are to receive the

results might receive information. These might be

informed of the project's purpose, means of

accomplishment, the end results and the desirability of

their input.

The type of dissemination concerns the best means

for reaching the target groups. The means of contact

will likely depend on the group to whom information is

sent and the content. The general community might be

informed of the purpose, methods, and anticipated date

of completion through a local newspaper news release. A

newsletter might be used for parents. A letter might

also be used to inform potential respondents of the need

for their cooperation in providing information. What

must be born in mind is the ”nature of relationships

already existing between the school and the groups

targeted for publicity." (p. 21).

The scheduling of public relations is an important

matter. Early contact can encourage those concerned to

feel more involved, cooperative and receptive. Early

contact can also aid in identifying public relations

problems before they become unmanageable. Of course,

timing will be dependent upon the purpose of the

release.
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Determine System Capabilities

The interrelationships among these first few steps

becomes very evident when the system's capabilities

(1.6) are enumerated. Here such things as time, money,

available personnel and other probable resources should

be noted. It may prove a little difficult to

meaningfully carry-out this step without a frame of

reference that suggests the possible demands of the

assessment process. It might be helpful to use an

available model for this. The model used at this stage

may be beneficial only for this purpose but it can

provide a starting point and a primer for those who are

not familiar with many of the requirements of needs

assessment.

Decision Makers and Pertinent Data

At each stage of the assessment, decision makers

will be involved, whether it is those who make the

decision to accept or reject the original plans for the

assessment or those to whom the results of the

assessment are given for program design and development.

To be of greatest benefit, the information gathered

should be tailored to those individuals responsible for

planning and implementation decisions (1.8) (Coffing,

1977). This will involve not only the determinatimn of
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those by whom information will eventually be used, but

also the type of data (1.10) that should be gathered and

how it might best be presented.

Survey Similar Projects

After parameters have been established (1.2),

public relations planned accordingly (1.4), the systems

capabilities surveyed (1.6), and decision makers (1.8)

and information descriptions (1.10) derived, it could

prove very useful to survey projects that have been

conducted of a similar nature (1.12) (Kaufman and

English, 1979). These should include not only needs

assessments that have been conducted by other systems,

but projects that the present system has undertaken that

might lend to a better understanding of the system's

capabilities and even receptiveness to the carrying out

of such a process.

At this stage, again, can clearly be illustrated

the close interrelationship and interaction among these

first steps. If needs assessments are studied that took

place under seemingly similar circumstances, it is

likely that new information and questions will arise

that had previously’ not been considered or had been

dealt with inadequately. The more complete

understanding, that the study of these projects may

offer, might lead to a re-evaluation of the system's
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capability to perform it. Added awareness of the

ramifications may further lead to a reconsideration of

whom to involve in the process and to what extent, a

redefinition of the assessment's parameters, and ensuing

public relations.

An internal look at projects previously undertaken

in the same system might also surface information very

valuable to such an undertaking. Even if needs

assessment, per se, has not been conducted in the

system, a look at other planning, budgeting,

implementation, or related procedures could give clues

about attitudes of boards of education, administration,

or teachers toward the involvement of the public in

curriculum decision making, educators and the public's

understanding of the process, and influences of outside

agencies such as state and federal government (English,

1977: Sarthory, 1977). This information could directly

guide not only the setting of the assessment's

parameters, but, public relations. If certain system

limitations are found that will not allow for particular

aspects of a needs assessment, such as lack of trained

staff or other resources (Sarthory, 1977), or political

considerations such as uncooperative or mistrusting

teacher's unions or boards of education (English, 1977),

definite modifications may be called for. A good deal

of public relations (1.4) may be involved in educating

both professional educators, administration and the
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general public in the benefits and conducting of such an

assessment (Sarthory, 1977).

Present Plan to Decision Makers

The next step in the process is to present the plan

for the assessment to decision makers (1.14). It is

possible, that up to this point, those in a position to

decide whether or not a needs assessment of the variety

recommended will be implemented, have not been involved.

The idea of an assessment might have been introduced by

a group of interested community members, some segment of

the educational staff, or an outside organization such

as the state board of education. The "decision makers"

in this case may be a local board of education,

superintendent. or other administrator whose

responsibility it is to make such go/no go decisions.

The proposed assessment would next be turned over to

such a decision maker for approval.

It is possible that the decision maker might

recommend a revision of any of the pre-assessment steps

before the choice of an appropriate model can be made

and the process implemented. If any of the parameters

need reconsideration (1.16), it may be necessary to once

again repeat any or all subsequent steps.

Even if the decision has been made to carry out an

assessment, it may be beneficial, at this point, to
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present the plan to those in positions of power whose

cooperation and input are needed. It could prove

helpful in the long run, for political reasons and/or

valuable input, to inform these individuals, pass ideas

by them and take into account their feedback.

Choosing and Modifying the Model

Enough information should have been gathered at

this point to intelligently review and evaluate the

model that guides the assessment process (1.17 through

1.21). A single model may not be appropriate to the

needs of a specific application. One model may be used

to guide the process as a whole. The model developed

and presented in these pages should present the

considerations with which any needs assessment of this

variety should be concerned. But, even this generic

model does not attempt to cover every question that

might arise during an assessment. Materials have been

developed, ideas and approaches discussed, and

situation-specific concerns dealt with, with which a

single model can not likely deal. The Unified Model

does not deal directly with many of the "how to's" that

relate to many of these areas. A system may want

information on higher education applications (Mott

Community Model), budgeting (Dallas Planning Model),

development of instruments in many languages (Alameda



174

Country Needs Assessment Model), the use of alternate

surveying techniques (Sensing Educational Needs in the

Far West Region) or any number of assessment related

questions. Many of the extant models presented in this

study contain suggestions and ideas, and offer materials

and methods, that may prove invaluable to practitioners.

Some of these methods and models could likely be used in

conjunction with the processes presented in the Unified

Model for a particular application.

The Unified Model, itself, is open to modification.

There is no attempt in these pages to prescribe the

steps that should be undertaken when conducting such an

assessment. The purpose of the model, instead, is to

present those considerations that a study of extant

models and literature have suggested as necessary. By

the omission of such considerations, a needs assessment

might prove much less effective than it might be. But

these steps should be omitted as a result of careful

consideration, not as a matter of oversight or

ignorance.

Training/Orientation

Once a model has been chosen for application, the

training and orientation demands that will arise can be

planned for and carried out (1.22). Decisions about

such training and orientation needs will be deduced by
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looking at both the processes presented by the model and

the current ability of the system to perform them.

Though the idea of needs assessment has been around for

some time, it should not be assumed that it is

understood by either educational professionals or the

public served (Sarthory, 1977: English, 1977). Needs

assessment can prove to be a process which demands a

much higher level of sophistication than is present in

the vast majority of educational systems (Sarthory,

1977) .

Determination of Goals

Two arrows proceed from the box 2.0 in the figure

of the model. They are the "yes' and 'no" options to

the question ”Are the desired goals, or the goals by

which the outputs of the educational system will be

measured already determined?" The 'yes" option arrow

can be correlated with the current most common decision

(Witkin, 1977) to opt for a Beta type assessment such as

the Phi Delta Kappa or the Alameda Model (ACNAM). The

choice of this process may be made for a number of

reasons: the ignorance of alternate approaches (Kaufman

and English, 1979: Witkin, 1977), the assumption that

the goals in question are valid and useful, or the

arbitrary decision by such groups as boards of education

as to which goals will be established (see ACNAM,

Appendix A) .
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Collection of 'Felt Needs“

The 'no" arrow leads to an Alpha type assessment

that seeks to first determine the desired goals by which

current outputs of the system will be measured. This

will be done by an external assessment of goals

represented by boxes 2.1 through 2.11. The assessment

that chooses the path in the ”no" direction begins with

the collection of “felt needs" (Kaufman and English,

1979). “Felt needs” are basically the concerns of the

participants, or "partners" in education (Kaufman, 1972)

(administration, teachers, parents, learners, and other

community members) as related to what should be taught

by the system in question. Processes, or how (methods,

means) the system operates, should be avoided. It has

been suggested (Kaufman and English, 1979) that one way

to avoid concentration on processes and I'pet solutions“,

is to begin the assessment without the use of a referent

set of goals or a broad educational philosophy.

Participants might be asked merely to brainstorm in

small groups or to reSpond by questionnaire to very

broad categories of possible outputs. The focus of the

goals that are to be developed should be the condition

of the learner (the skills, knowledge, and attitudes)

upon exiting the educational system (Kaufman, 1979).

The Critical Incident Technique (Flanagan, 1954,

1970) has proven a useful tool to the uncovering of
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needs. It has been successfully implemented in such

assessments as that undertaken under the Ohio Needs

Assessment Guidelines (1980). The “critical incidents”

might be used as symptoms of or clues to the discovery

of needs in a system's outcomes. These incidents, if

investigated, might lead to the uncovering of deeper

causes, or learners needs.

Reach Consensus

At this stage of the assessment, validation usually

means consensus among the participants (2.4) (Kaufman

and English, 1979). Data gathered up to this point

usually produces a list of the community's perceived or

"felt needs". Consensus is often reached by exposing

the participants to the input of the various other

members. Being exposed to the input of other

participants may help everyone involved better

understand not only the needs assessment process but

also to better evaluate their own thinking concerning

what should be taught, and the overall import of each

goal (Kaufman and English, 1979). Through various

methods, such as averaging scores of ratings of these

needs by participants, consensus is reached concerning

needs.
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Validate Needs

As can be seen by looking over the areas of the

previous matrix concerning validation of perceived needs

(question 9) and from reading the models' descriptions

in Appendix A, most extant procedures consider a need

“validated" when consensus is reached among

participants. Perceptions, even of experts, are only as

valid as the objective tests by which they are measured.

A wealth of information may be elicited by soliciting

appropriate people's Opinions, but to insure the

validity of the derived needs and the utility of the

resultant educational programs to learners, these

”perceived needs” should be exposed to objective tests.

Such data as the results of *well designed criterion

referenced tests may demonstrate that the need, as it is

presently stated, does not actually exist. The study of

such materials as employment records and other documents

might further point to a modification of the ”perceived

needs" list. Calling upon noted experts and those

directly influenced by certain educational outputs, such

as law enforcers, businessmen, those of the medical

profession, and previous graduates, might give insight

into the refinement or general acceptability of ”felt

needs“. Any information that can shed light on and lend

a more comprehensive understanding of the environmental

demands for which the learner is to be prepared can help
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in making the needs more valid and useful.

A look at the matrix (#9) will demonstrate that the

majority of models rely heavily upon consensus among

participants for validation. Among the Alpha models,

VENAP, AAP, the IPI and Kaufman's emphasize the need to

use many of the objective sources to determine needs.

Reach Consensus on Validated Needs

After needs have been validated, it is necessary to

once again go through the process of reaching consensus

among participants, or at least to turn the findings

back for input (Kaufman and English, 1979). If

explanation is not made as to why certain needs were or

were not included in the list, it may be difficult to

maintain the support of the participants. It will be

helpful to assure all segments of the system that their

input is taken seriously. Also, if a need was mistated

or misunderstood, that can, at this point, be corrected,

the need objectively evaluated, and added or rejected.

Two Levels of 'Need'

It might be helpful here to explain the use of the

word 'need", in this step, that is unique to the Alpha

assessment. 'Need" at this point does not suggest an

educational system's shortcomings or the discrepancies
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between 'what is' and 'what should be“ (Kaufman, 1972).

Rather, “need", at this stage of the assessment, refers

to the knowledge, skills and attitudes learners should

possess upon exit from the educational system's current

practices and programs. "Needs", or discrepancies

between current outputs and desired outputs, will be

derived in step five of the eight step process. "Needs”

derived in the former step will actually form the

”desired goals” by *which the outputs~ of the current

system will be measured.

Futuristic Input

Futuristic input (2.5) might now be considered, and

the goals modified. The Delphi technique, in spite of

some drawbacks, has proven useful for this purpose. The

Atlanta Assessment Project (AAP) (Sweigert, 1970) is

probably the most notable example of extensive use of

this technique in a needs assessment.

Input from Previous Goals

To insure that the final output of the

”Determination of Desired Goals" aspect of the needs

assessment is as complete as possible, the "new“ goal

statements might now be compared to the system's former

set of educational goals (2.6 through 2.10). An earlier



181

introduction of these into the process might have

adverse effects upon the validity of the assessment

(Kaufman and English, 1979). It is likely that many of

the ”new” goals are currently a part of the system's

current goals. Once the two sets are compared, and

omissions are noted in the newly validated set, these

might be added to the list, once they are validated, and

the resultant goals prioritized.

Once needs are reasonably validated, they should be

prioritized (2.11). Politics may be an important factor

here. When resources are allocated for educational

expenses, it is more likely that goals that have been

ranked according to importance will receive a

commensurate share of the available resources. Without

prioritization, all goals may be deemed ”important” and

the division of resources will be left to political

groups who will steer money, staff and facilities,

toward goals that they "feel" should be priorities.

This, more than likely, will result in the preservation

of the status quo and be a very serious deterrent to the

effectiveness of the whole needs assessment (Kaufman and

English, 1979).

All of the extant models, with the exception of

Coffing ' s , make provision for goal or need

prioritization (Matrix question #18). Coffing's gathers

the information necessary to a specific decision. The

information is given to the apprOpriate decision maker,
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and decisions may be made without the involvement of

other participants.

Goals should next be stated in specific performance

terms. The more specific goals can then be turned back

to the participants for redefinition and re-

prioritization. It is possible that more specification

will cause participants to reconsider their importance.

It is also possible that the objectives developed from

the goals were not at all what the participants had in

mind. It must be decided if this and subsequent stages

in the Alpha needs assessment should, because of the

logistics involved, be performed by only a narrower

representation of the educational community (partners).

Again, if committees or individuals replace broad

participation, it is important that all members of the

community are adequately’ represented (Kaufman and

English, 1979).

Determine Minimum Output Levels

Before discrepancies between the desired goals and

current learner performance can be determined, levels of

expected achievement should be set (3.0). These levels

should be a direct reflection of the stated goals,

realistic, and written in terms that give measurable

definition of what is expected. The most complete

treatment of some of the practical considerations of
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doing this is offered in the manual that accompanies the

Ohio Department of Educational Needs Assessment

Guidelines (ODENAG). This is a step common among extant

models of both types. Almost all of the models included

the measurement of current learner abilities and compare

these to the information derived from their surveys to

determine discrepancies ("needs"). But few deal with

the subject of setting the desired levels of achievement

which might lead to a higher specification of needs.

If pertinent data is to be gathered indicating the

actual discrepancies between current outputs of the

educational system and the newly derived goals

(“needs"), standards of achievement must be written that

have direct reference to the goal determining

information that has been gathered up to this point. It

is reasonable to assume that many of the goals that

result from needs assessment efforts are a part of

current educational programs. A need in the area may

still. be indicated because existing offerings do not

sufficiently cover the necessary knowledge, skills, or

attitudes connected with that goal.

Perhaps certain courses in mathematics, for

example, are included in a curriculum. A needs

assessment indicates that local business and colleges

maintain that the learners are ill prepared in the

related mathematic skills. Though the courses are

offered, the skill levels produced do not match those
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needed in the world external to the learning

environment. If information from the needs assessment

is gathered in such a way that the needs can be

developed into measurable criteria, the present program

can be evaluated with greater utility. These criteria

will lose their validity if they do not directly reflect

the specific goal determining information from the

assessment.

The criteria should, of course, be realistic. All

students should be able to perform to minimal levels in

all those areas necessary to their survival and

contribution to society. For many learners, this

standard will be far too low. Achievement may be much

higher in areas of particular strength or interest. But

it would be unrealistic to expect all students to

perform at high levels (above that which is socially

necessary) in all areas. To set these levels,

educational offerings would be [evaluated as to their

necessity in surviving and contributing, and

"desirability“ for special cases such as the college

bound or those desirous of occupations and activities

involving physical/manual skills. For example, a

learner with plans for a college education, may be

benefited by a 40 word per minute typing speed, whereas

a secretarial candidate would likely’ need much ‘more.

Levels indicated from the assessment and input from

professional educators can be helpful when designing
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realistic expectations.

Without writing these levels of expectation in

specific measurable terms, it could prove a very

difficult task when it comes to determining gaps in

current practices. The more specific the criterion, the

more measurable, the greater the facility for

discovering exactly what is lacking and, hence,

precisely what must be done to fulfill that particular

need. To suggest a "lack of mathematic skills' in a

system is much less easily dealt with than ”55% of our

graduates are unable to balance a check book." The

setting of these levels and the specification may not

prove easy in some cases, but a more intelligent effort

can be exerted when information from a well conducted

needs assessment is coupled with input from educators

and experts in evaluation.

Current Outputs

There should now exist a set of validated,

prioritized goals stated in specific terms by which the

current educational outputs can be measured (5.0). The

use of standardized tests for such measurement, for the

purpose of the Alpha needs assessment, has been strongly

argued against (Kaufman and English, 1979). There is

little guarantee that the knowledge, skills and

attitudes measured by such tests, reflect the
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prioritized goals of the system in question. The needs

pointed out may not be at all pertinent. If tests can

not be found that reflect the validated goals, then it

may be necessary to develop the best test possible based

upon that newly developed criteria.

To determine the existence of appropriate

measurement instruments (4.1), existing instruments

should be compared to the specified desired outputs

(4.0). If the instruments do not measure these outputs

sufficiently or if test items measure skills, knowledge

and attitudes superfluous to the newly derived output

standards, then the best possible criterion referenced

tests should be constructed. These criterion referenced

instruments, based upon the desired output levels, can

now be administered to determine the current program's

ability to produce the desired ends (4.3).

Determine and Prioritize Gaps

The next step in the assessment is' the

determination of the gaps ("needs“) between 'what is"

and 'what should be" (5.0) and their prioritization for

closure (6.0) (Kaufman, 1972). This is accomplished by

comparing the validated set of goals, or desired

outputs, with the current outputs of the educational

process. The discrepancies between the two are the

'gaps' which should be given attention. These must next
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be prioritized for closure. First they must be related

to the prioritized goal of which they are a part. The

priority of a gap can be decided by two indices. One is

the severity of the gap. To what extent is the skill,

knowledge or attitude missing from the present outputs?

The second consideration is the priority of the goal

with which the gap is associated. A severe gap in a low

priority goal may not call for closure, whereas, a much

less severe gap in a high priority goal, might (Kaufman

and English, 1979).

The final step that Kaufman includes in the Alpha

needs assessment is to publish the findings of the

assessment: a list of prioritized gaps chosen for

closure. Depending upon whom will use the data, it is

next collated in appropriate tables, graphs, charts and

other summative and descriptive materials. This is then

turned over to the appropriate decision makers.

Continue Monitoring

The final decision point of the model related to

the Alpha model of assessment, is to either continue or

discontinue the monitoring of the system external to the

educational program. The 'yes' option simply involves

setting up a mechanism in the organization that

periodically gathers information pertinent to the

updating of current curricular offerings.
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To be classified Alpha, a needs assessment ought to

be an on-going process continually monitoring the

society of which the educational system is a part,

gathering data to refine and redefine the needs

resulting from the original assessment (Kaufman and

English, 1979). Being a systems approach, the process

is continually open to all of its findings being updated

according to subsequent activities (Kaufman, 1983).

Previously described activities have been presented

in such a way as to emphasize a systems approach to the

Alpha assessment. The repeated re-stating and re-

prioritizing of needs as a result of new input should

take place. Such instances were presented as those when

goals having been turned into more specific objectives,

have to be turned back to participants to see if the

results were those intended. Again, after “futuring'

and comparing 'new" needs to the educational system's

previous goals, another prioritization would take place.

After a program has undertaken the changes

suggested by a needs assessment, information should be

gathered from two perspectives. First, the outcomes of

the program, or the effects upon society (Kaufman,

1983), should be measured to determine if they are

indeed positive. Second, because society is not

stagnate, but continually in a state of flux, if an

educational program is to keep abreast of the changes in

its environment, there must be a continual gathering of
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data. A needs assessment can never be complete as long

as society's demands change and an educational system's

purpose is to meet those demands.

The Interrelationship of Alpha and Beta Needs

Assessments and the Other Process of the Instructional

Development Procedures

The connection of the information gathered from the

needs assessment processes and its use in the subsequent

educational development activities are dealt with, at

best, sketchily by most of the models' developers. The

exception is Kaufman who has dealt with most aspects of

the assessment process in detail in books and articles

scattered throughout educational literature. A much

fuller treatment of these interrelationships, therefore,

is dealt with in Chapter II where needs assessment is

related to evaluation, instructional development and

Education as a whole. The following is a brief

synopsis.

Being part of evaluation (Alkin and Fitz-Gibbon,

1975), the Alpha process's results can be used as the

referent for all subsequent evaluation, both formative

and summative. If a needs assessment has been conducted

in such a way that the findings reflect the abilities

that a learner needs to survive in and contribute to

society and the goals and objectives of the system are

directly derived from these needs, an educational
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program's content can be designed with a direct link to

society's demands (Kaufman and English, 1979). The

goals and objectives developed from the needs assessment

are the results toward which the activities of the

educational system are to proceed. If a program is

coordinated from kindergarten through the twelfth grade

(and beyond) there will, of necessity, need to be check

points along the way. A twelve year long education

might prove difficult to correct if its success is only

measured at its completion. This is the purpose of

formative evaluation (Cronbach, 1963: Scriven, 1967).

The evaluation measures are planned to measure and guide

the learner's progress and to gather information for

educational decisions concerning that progress toward a

final goal.

Summative evaluation (Scriven, 1967) may be even

more readily traced to the data resulting from the needs

assessment. If the purpose of summative evaluation is

to judge the final results of a program, except in form,

there should be little distinction between the data of

the assessment (the abilities of the learner upon

exiting the educational system) and the standards used

in the summative evaluation. The summative evaluation

is an integral part of the needs assessment in that, to

compare the present outcomes of the system with the

goals derived from an Alpha. needs assessment a form of

summative evaluation must be conducted. Even if a
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system is based upon an external assessment, the

summative evaluation's findings should be used as

feedback to the assessment for comparison's sake to

determine still unmet needs.

As has been mentioned above, the information from

the needs assessment is used to form the purposes, goals

and objectives that form the educational system (Mager,

1962: Kaufman, 1972: Kaufman and English, 1979: Hannum

and Briggs, 1982). Specific objectives should foster

the apprOpriate methods that lead to their

accomplishment (Kaufman, 1972). The Beta processes in

particular analyze the educational programs that might

be used for achieving the desired goals (Alkin and Fitz-

Gibbon, 1975).

Prioritized needs can help in such decisions as

staff/facility allocations and budgeting. If needs are

not prioritized according to objective means, but by the

feelings of decision makers, there is little assurance

that the new program will reflect the true needs of

learners rather than the ”feelings" of the decision

makers (Kaufman and English, 1979). Appropriate

instructional strategies (Bretz, 1977: Briggs and Wager,

1981) and media (Peterman, 1981: Jamison, Suppes and

Wells, 1974: Schramm, 1977) can also proceed from

specific objectives drawn from needs assessment data.

In short, a well conducted needs assessment forms

the foundation for most subsequent decisions related to
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the educational process.

Question {7

How do the characteristics of extant models compare to

the characteristics considered ideal for such models?

In answering question number six in the previous

section, an eight component model was offered in an

attempt to synthesize the best characteristics of extant

Alpha and Beta type models into a generic one. It would

be a very cumbersome task to relate all of the models in

the study to all eight components in a narrative

fashion. Instead, as each of the eight components was

discussed, reference was made to extant models and their

contribution to the component in question. Although all

eight components can be accounted for if extant models

are compiled, they are not completely represented in any

single previous model.

On the following matrix (Table 5), the numbers on

the horizontal column represent the eight main processes

of the Unified Model:

1) Pre-Assessment Considerations

2) Determination of the System's Desired Goals

3) Setting Minimum Output Levels

4) Measurement of Current Outputs

5) Determination of the Gaps Between the Desired

and the Real

6) Prioritize Gaps for Closure

7) Select Gaps for Closure

8) Continue to Monitor External System
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The vertical column is composed of a list of the

available models included in this study. The 'x's" in

the boxes indicate that the model at the column's left

takes the process at the top of the column into

consideration.
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Carparison oi the Twenty-one Models

to "idealized" Characteristics
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Question {8

What research evidence exists as to the ability of

these models to produce the information they were

designed to acquire?

The matrix lists only five models that reported any

research in connection with them (#22). These models

were the Phi Delta Kappa, A Comprehensive Needs

Assessment Model, Vocational Education Needs Assessment

Project, the Atlanta Assessment Project, and Lee's Needs

Assessment Model. The following is a brief reference to

and description of that research.

The Phi Delta Kappa Model's research included

"Evaluating Needs Assessment: Reactions to Phase I of

the iPDK iEducational. Planning Model". This research,

reported in Education ‘Vol. 101, No. 3, surveyed the

participants who attended the representative community

meeting that constitutes Phase I of the model. The

survey questioned their attitudes toward needs

assessment and their opinions on the Phase procedures.

It was indicated that the participants viewed needs

assessment as important and that the representative

community was a "pleasant and productive process." But,

certain aspects of the process, it was added, should be

improved.

It was reported on the questionnaire that the

components of the A Comprehensive Needs Assessment Model

were statistically analyzed by Charles WOodsen,
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University of California at Berkeley.

The Vocational Education Needs Assessment Project

was subject to research conducted by Hannah Mayer,

reported in the Performance and Instructional Journal,

Oct., 1983. The study's purpose was to investigate the

"missing link” between the demand for such planning

tools as needs assessment models and the successful

implementation of such procedures.

Dr. Sweigert, of the Atlanta Assessment Project,

reported that ”all of the extensive batteries of test

items were field tested in the Atlanta Public Schools

and statewide in Georgia. Item analyses were conducted

and faulty items were revised or discarded.”

‘Walter S. Lee answered that, though research ‘had

been conducted in connection with his model (1973),

there is currently none "directly available."

Summary

The main purpose of this chapter is to reference or

provide the answer to the eight research questions posed

in Chapter III, which have guided this study. Data that

resulted from a questionnaire and the study of user's

manuals and other literature related to extant Alpha and

Beta type needs assessment models is presented in a

matrix (Table 3) that allows for comparison of extant

models according to a list of twenty-three questions.
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All eight research questions are either answered

according to the information offered or reference is

made to where they have been answered in other sections

of this work. A Unified Alpha/Beta model is synthesized

from the characteristics found in extant models.



Chapter V

Summary, Findings, Conclusions,

and Implications for Research

Summary

It has been the main purpose of this study to

gather and present information concerning the use of

educational needs assessment models, in general, and the

Alpha and Beta types (Kaufman, 1979) in particular.

This study has been carried out in the hope that

educators and non-educators, alike, will be enlightened

as to:

l. the benefits of conducting needs assessments,

2. the description and availability of models

useful in guiding the process, and

3. further information that could be helpful in

choosing a model for a particular application.

The information necessary to the study was gathered

primarily from educational and related literature.

Since answers to many of the questions asked to analyze

the models were not reported in the literature

(including the manuals that accompanied some of the

198
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models), it was necessary to design and distribute a

questionnaire. The questionnaire was sent to model

developers and those who market both the models and

materials necessary to a needs assessment.

The descriptive and evaluative data is presented in

a matrix that allows for a reasonably easy comparison

among the models. A narrative description of each

model, offering a more indepth look at the individual

models, particularly emphasizing the questions asked in

this study, is included in Appendix A.

An opening assumption of this work was that much of

what is amiss in the condition of public and private

education in the United States today, can be traced to a

lack of a well documented systematic approach to the

definition, develOpment and evaluation of the purposes,

goals and objectives that underlie the programs of our

educational institutions. It was further assumed that a

major cause of current conditions was that legislators,

administrators, educators and other involved community

members base their educational planning. . .on

unvalidated information rather than upon well documented

data...reflecting requirements of the society that the

educational system was established to serve. The root

of the problem was suggested to be that these

individuals were unaware of the source of the problem

and the means available to its solution.

Needs assessment was offered as a partial solution
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to some of the problems that currently plague education.

Such assessments have been claimed to offer a 'clear-

cut...approach to the determination of needs“ (Heldge

and Marrs, 1978), a formal set of tools and

techniques...for putting means and ends into proper

perspective (Kaufman, 1978), and a "process by which the

unfulfilled educational requirements of a

population...are identified and educational objectives

determined (Lee, 1973). Needs assessment offers a

process through which programs from the kindergarten to

the twelfth grade can be coordinated (Buhl, 1978) and

further, promises to pursue the development of

“educational partners" (Kaufman and English, 1979) the

involvement of cormnunity, industry, parents, learners

and educators in the educational planning process.

It was reported that in the fourteen year period

between 1968 and 1982 that educational outputs in the

U.S. took a marked decline. SAT scores dropped from 466

out of a possible 800 in 1968 to 424 in 1981 (Freidrich,

1982). The 1981 Gallup Poll, measuring the public's

Opinions on education, reported that the 'bad" grades

outweighed the 'good" by eighteen percentage points (54%

to 36%) (Weiler, 1982).

The model upon which most extant models are based

is Kaufman's (1972) (Trimby, 1979). From about 1972 to

1980 the major proliferation of currently available

models and materials (Witkin, 1975) for the conduction
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of needs assessments took place. As will be discussed

in more detail in subsequent paragraphs, the means to

the solution of the above problems were as much

available during education's twelve year decline (from

1970 to 1982) as now. It seems almost ironic that it is

during this period that the greatest efforts took place

in the develOpment of the proposed partial solution, and

still the decline continued on to what has been termed

an educational "unilateral disarmament” (Bell, 1983).

It seems unlikely that such development of a solution

took place without at least the hint of a related

problem. Yet, the problem continued, and worsened. The

systems view will tell us, of course, that the problem

was not traceable to the mere absence of sound needs

assessment technique application. There are far too

many influences that effect education as a whole to

narrow the cause to any one. But a look at many of the

criticisms leveled at current graduates could lead one

to think that a major problem with current education's

output is content. It is claimed that learners are

simply not being taught what they need to know to

survive in, and contribute to society. Whether or not

the 'fault" lay in the accusation that teachers are ill

prepared, the fact remains that even well prepared

instructors, teaching the wrong subject matter, are

bound to turn out an inferior product.
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Perhaps the answer partially lies in the suggestion

that even though available, educators are unaware of the

potential of such assessments and the means of their

(conduction (Sarthory, 1977: Trimby, 1979: Kaufman,

1977). This can be tied to the fact that information on

needs assessment is scattered throughout the literature,

leaving the area in a state of underdevelOpment (Witkin,

1975) .

Findings, Conclusions and Suggestions for Research

This section contains first a list of the eight

research questions that guided this study. Following

those are the findings that resulted from answering

those questions, conclusions drawn from those findings

and suggestions for further study based upon those

findings and conclusions. These are ordered, as

strictly as possible, according to the eight research

questions.

Findings

Finding L1:

1. Who were the significant individuals and what

were the significant events and/or landmark

applications that figure into the evolution of

Alpha and Beta type needs assessment models?
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Historically, the development of the Alpha and Beta

type needs assessment processes involved relatively few

individuals, events and landmark applications. Most

extant models are based upon the “classical“ method of

assessing educational needs (Kaufman, 1972: Southard,

1974) and patterned after the early model developed by

Kaufman, Corrigan, and Johnson (1969), (Trimby, 1979).

Maslow (1968), Frankl (1962, 1965, 1967, 1969), Rogers

(1964), and Ruckers (1969) contributed work that put

emphasis on the “humanistic” requirements. From the

Hannah Formulation (1966) came the logical entry point

into an assessment, the ”nature of society“.

Stufflebeam's CIPP model pointed out the inextricable

link between planning and evaluation. Sweigert

contributed the idea. of educational. “partners“ (1969,

1971) and Rucker the concern for the individual's

uniqueness and potential beyond minimum requirements.

Trimby called attention to the relationship) of needs

assessment and evaluation (1979). Kaufman suggested a

taxonomy for classifying needs assessments (1979).

Two land mark applications emerged as representa-

tive of two possible, distinct approaches to the

assessment of educational needs. These were the

applications in the Newport-Mesa Unified School District

(Shuck, 1968) and the Temple City Unified School

District (Kaufman, Rand, English, Conte, Hawkins, 1968).
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The inductive approach, which first gathered data from

the environment external to the educational system from

which to derive the system's goals, was exemplified by

the Newport-Mesa application, and might be called the

forerunner to Alpha type needs assessments. The

deductive approach, beginning with pre-stated goals as

given, may be typified by the Temple City assessment,

and relates to those approaches found in Beta type

assessments 0

Finding #2

2. What are the names and descriptions of

established Alpha and Beta type needs

assessment models?

A dedicated search of the educational and related

literature, surfaced twenty-six models. A continued

search may have produced additional models, but the

researcher is confident that the ones presented here are

more than representative. Five of the models recorded

herein are classified as belonging to the Alpha variety,

twelve to the Beta, and three to the ”other” category.

Five of the twenty-six are either currently unavailable

or their sources unlocatable.
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Finding #3

3. What types of information could ideally

proceed from the application of Alpha and Beta

type needs assessments?

It was suggested by many authors and developers of

models that the information proceeding from the proper

application of the needs assessment process could

provide foundation for many of the subsequent

educational design and development activities. Among

these were problem solving , decis ion mak ing ,

accountability, budgeting, coordination of programs,

allocation of staff and facilities, community

involvement, and evaluation. After further development,

the information proceeding from needs assessment can

result in marked effect on any or all of these areas and

should, since providing data upon which future

educational planning can be based is the purpose of such

assessments.

The information that immediately results from a

needs assessment of the varieties represented in the

extant Alpha and Beta models Chiefly consists of:

l) a validated, prioritized set of requirements

the learner faces in society upon exiting the

educational system.

2) a validated, prioritized set of educational

goals by which the educational system's

educational planning and decision making can

be guided.
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3) a description of the educational system's

current outputs in relation to the goals

established, according to an external

referent.

4) a validated, prioritized set of needs or

discrepancies that exists between the

externally derived goals and the system's

current outputs.

Finding £4

4. Are there major variations among Alpha type

needs assessment models?

Although in most ways very similar, there are some

variations among needs assessment models of the Alpha

type. All of the models categorized as Alpha, sought to

determine learner needs through the participation of

both professional educational staff and the general

community. These participants also had involvement

beyond the data gathering stage of the assessment.

All Alpha models, except Kaufman's, were developed

as a result of actual applications. The applications,

from which they sprang, lent to the distinctions among

the models because of the demands present in the varying

situations and settings. These were applied at

different educational levels. Unique surveys,

questionnaires and other tools and techniques were used.

The most outstanding variation is the means by

which needs are validated. All of the Alpha type

models, except Fresno's, rely to differing degrees upon
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objective information to decide upon needs. Fresno's

needs are decided by administrative choice.

Only the Atlanta and VENAP models reported research

conducted in connection with them.

Finding #5

5. Are there major variations among Beta type

needs assessment models?

As in the case of Alpha models, Beta models are

also in many ways very similar. Likewise, there are

some marked distinctions among the needs assessment

models classified as belonging to the Beta variety.

Although mainly differences of degree, variations can be

noted in the following elements among Beta type models:

-resources and services offered with the models

-purpose of the individual models

-educational levels at which the models are aimed

-pre-assessment considerations

-extent of participant involvement

-cost of the assessment

-time needed for completion

-objective validation of needs

-field testing

-connected research

-industrial applications

These are dealt in detail with appropriate models

named as examples in the previous chapter under

"Research Questions #5“.
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Finding #6

6. What characteristics could be included in

idealized Alpha and Beta type needs assessment

models?

A distinct difference exists between Alpha and Beta

type modes of assessment. A model need not contain only

those characteristics unique to one mode of assessment

but may, and several do, cross boundaries of Kaufman's

taxonomical scale.

The seven characteristics that could be included in

an "idealized” Alpha and Beta type needs assessment

model are:

1. Pre-assessment considerations,

2. Determination of goals,

3. Determination of desired output levels,

4. Measurement of current outcomes,

5. Determination of discrepancies (“gaps“)

between desired and current outputs,

6. Prioritization of those gaps, and

7. Continued monitoring of the system to update

programs according to external demands.

The one major process that distinguishes the Alpha

model of assessment from the Beta is the external

assessment of needs used to determine the system's goals

or final proposed outputs. Other characteristic

differences were suggested by Kaufman's taxonomy (1979)
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such as the Alpha dealing with products rather than the

processes (as are dealt with in the Beta). The major

distinguishing characteristic of the Alpha model is its

concentration on 2113.}. should be taught rather than h_o_w_

to teach. Since the 31135 of instruction is a given in

the Beta process, optimizing output according to

methodology (”how") is the emphasis of this approach.

The one process that the researcher found unique to

those models herein referred to as Alpha, was the

external determination of the system's goals or outputs.

At least one model, the Quality Education Program Study,

had the purpose of defining and clarifying goals. This

might be construed as an intermediate step between the

actual setting of goals in an Alpha and the acceptance

of pre-determined goals in a Beta.

If the utility of an educational system's program

is a major concern, then a crucial step in a needs

assessment will be the goals that help to define the

final outputs of that educational undertaking. How

those goals are derived may be the crucial question in a

needs assessment. An Alpha assessment proposes that a

concerted effort be made to help insure the validity and

utility of the system's guiding goals by collecting

information from a representative sample of the entire

community served by the school. The Beta assessment

begins with these goals as givens. Both modes may

attempt a community wide determination of the "gaps' or
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discrepancies between the guiding or desired goals and

the current outcomes. This is a similarity, not a

distinction. An Alpha assessment might not deal with

these processes. As soon as it does, it enters the

realm of a higher category of the taxonomy (but its

beginnings remain Alpha).

Finding #7
 

7. How do the characteristics of extant models

compare to characteristics considered ideal

for such models?

A look at Table 2 can lead to the conclusion that

among all the models reported in current literature,

only the Kaufman model accounted for all the

characteristics and processes that might be included in

an ”idealized" needs assessment model. To derive the

information needed to fully understand this approach,

even from Kaufman's writings, would take considerable

effort on the reader's part since they were developed

and presented over an eleven year period from 1972 to

1983.

From Table 3, it can be seen that almost all models

dealt in some detail with the measurement of current

outputs, the determination of discrepancies between

desired and current outcomes, and the prioritization of

these discrepancies (“gaps“).



211

Although some dealt with pre-assessment

considerations, others did not. The detail necessary

for understanding this phase of the needs assessment

process was lacking in almost all models, it might be

added, except the Ohio Department of Educational Needs

Assessment Guidelines.

The vast majority of models fell into the Beta or

"other” categories as can be determined by looking at

the lack of entries under number 2, the ”Determination

of Goals". This may not, of course, be a shortcoming.

It simply indicates that these models began with the

assumption that a current set of goals was valid and

useful. This may be considered a shortcoming although,

since these models did not provide for the Option of

checking to see if these goals were in fact externally

valid.

Only a few of the models suggested why and how

minimum output levels might be set.

Although mentioned in passing by several of the

manuals and other articles researched, only Kaufman

dealt in detail with the necessity of continually

monitoring the society external to the educational

system to update the curriculum.

The 'whys' and 'how to's" of needs assessments are

amply represented in educational literature. To be

sure, the information is piecemeal and scattered. It

would assuredly take a concerted effort on the part of
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any school board, or other organization, to gather it

together into a coherent package---one that would answer

the questions that the “untrained“ would need answered

to insure a needs assessment that would produce well

documented needs that actually reflect the demands that

the external society places upon the system's learners.

The Unified Needs Assessment lModel presented in

Chapter Four is an attempt to demonstrate the salient

and necessary' elements and interrelationships involved

in needs assessment models of the Alpha and Beta types.

There is nothing in the model that could not be found in

extant literature. Hopefully, this study has provided a

broad enough base of explanation and reference to better

develop the framework, initially suggested by Kaufman's

Taxonomy (1979), to help the reader tie together this

important area. Materials or tools needed to conduct

the assessment are not Offered. The researcher, at this

time, has no desire to become involved in their develop-

ment and marketing. It might be argued, also, that

tools and materials designed and developed by an agency

outside the social environment of the educational system

undertaking the assessment, might influence the outcome

of the process, and bring into question the validity and

utility of its findings. An Alpha assessment should be

carried out using data derived from the system's envi-

ronment, data that reflects the needs of that system as

uniquely and as unadulterated as possible.
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Finding {8

8. What research evidence exists as to the

ability of these models to produce the

information they were designed to acquire?

Very little research evidence exists as to the

ability of extant needs assessment models to produce the

information they were designed to acquire.

Only five of the models reported any research in

connection with their development or application (see

matrix question 22).

Research on the Phi Delta Kappa Model sought

feedback from participants as to their Opinions and

attitudes concerning Phase I of the process. The

components of the Alameda County Needs Assessment Model

were statistically’ analyzed. Research concerning the

Vocational Education Needs Assessment Project was

concerned with the considerable lack of implementation

of available tools such as needs assessment models. The

Atlanta Assessment Project's extensive battery of test

items were field tested and faulty items revised or

discarded. The research on Lee's Model is no longer

available.



214

Conclusions

Conclusion #1:

Needs assessment models of the Alpha and Beta types

are well established in educational literature and

applications of both types have taken place in actual

practice.

The Unified Model, presented in Chapter IV, has

been established in this study incorporating

successfully the best elements of both Alpha and Beta

models. The components chosen for that model were

singled out because it can be demonstrated, either

through reason or application, that each was a desirable

part of the overall process. Since no extant model

accounts for all of the characteristics present in the

Unified Model, it is concluded that extant models are

individually incomplete in their attempts to portray a

combination of the Alpha and Beta varieties of needs

assessments .

Conclusion #2:

The comparison of extant models of the Alpha and

Beta categories shows that a distinct difference between

those types can be demonstrated.

A better distinction or classification than a model

taxonomy might be a needs assessment process taxonomy.

Kaufman (1972) attempted to develop a model that



215

emphasized only the processes that deal with the

assessment of the products or outcomes of education,

deliberately eliminating any consideration of the

processes ("how to's") needed to actually accomplish

those outputs. He did this to avoid confusion between

the two and to emphasize the need to externally

determine a system's goals. Other models, that begin as

an Alpha assessment, go on to processes that are

characteristic of subsequent processes of the taxonomy.

The World Wide Model, for instance, goes through the

Alpha process and then gives some direction for deciding

upon a strategy for solution. It is conceivable that a

model could be produced that should begin with the Alpha

processes and continue on through to the summative

evaluation of a program.

Conclusion #3:

Because a logical and reasonable case has been

presented for the use of Alpha types assessments, the

lack of measuring the impact of applications of these on

actual educational systems, leaves doubt as to the

utility and validity of such models. One of the main

tenets for the use of such assessments (Kaufman, 1972:

Lee, 1973: Kaufman and English, 1979) was that

professional educators, simply by the virtue of their

position as teachers, are not necessarily in a position

to know the precise demands society will place upon a
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learner. Conventional wisdom and expert opinion,

unvalidated by objective data, may not necessarily,

accurately reflect a true picture of educational needs.

This same argument against the use of only Opinion

to determine the needs of an educational system might be

advanced to support the applications of an Alpha type

needs assessment. Logic and strong reason do not

constitute objective proofs. A strong theoretical case

can be, and has been, presented for the benefits of the

application Of such assessments. If understanding

leading to a fuller realization of the potential of this

mode of assessment is to come about, it is likely that

empirical evaluation of the processes in question, their

outputs, and the outputs called for, should be

conducted.

Conclusion #4:

It may not be possible to design an "ideal" needs

assessment model until some of the research suggested in

the next section is conducted and conclusions reached.

The Unified Model offered by the researcher is the most

comprehensive model currently available. It is a

compilation of the processes of extant models arranged

and designed according to the input from users, model

developers and other related experts. The possibility

exists that research may uncover other elements that

should be included or even, possibly excluded. Com-
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ponents beyond currently available models, results of

field tests or input from experts are not included in

the Unified Model. Even if all necessary elements and

processes are currently available, research can lend

them credibility and further understanding.

Conclusion #5:

Misunderstandings concerning the purpose and

processes of needs assessment are an important

inhibiting factor in the successful implementation of

these assessments.

Needs assessment has been fairly common in the

literature over the last fifteen to twenty years. Many

administrators, educators and, to some extent, the

public have an awareness Of the processes involved. The

mistaken Opinion that this awareness constitutes a

working knowledge of the complicated process can lead to

at least two undesirable consequences (Sarthory, 1977).

The first is that administrators, feeling comfortably

knowledgeable, may not seek to acquire further

information, skills, knowledge and training in the

methodologies involved. Lack of understanding of the

power of the process may lead to a decision not to carry

out the assessment. Perhaps worse, an insufficient

needs assessment might be implemented, poor results

experienced, and the technique abandoned for lack of

promised results.
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The misunderstandings involved with the definition

of 'need" lend to an unsuccessful implementation of

needs assessment. Needs are not a desire or wish but a

quantifiable, measurable gap in performance. One of the

major reasons Kaufman (1972, 1979) emphasized the

distinctions between the Alpha and other processes of

his taxonomy was to stress the necessity of beginning

with the products of an educational system before the

processes for their accomplishment are considered.

Discrepancies between current outputs and desirable

outputs can not be noted and dealt with if desired

outputs are not first determined.

Extant models put little emphasis on improving the

understanding of users concerning either the promise

that needs assessment holds or the processes useful in

achieving those desirable ends.

Conclusionng:

In many models too little emphasis is put upon

training participants both in the purposes and use of

extant models and methods of needs assessment. Without

training, the "untrained” remain just that. As can be

seen from the matrix, only a few of the models'

developers and marketers suggested the necessity Of

outside consultation (question 414). Most suggested

that little formal training was needed to manage the

process. Unfortunately, the systematic design and
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development of the tools, data collection and analysis,

management, and other skills needed to accomplish an

assessment of the nature described in these pages

require a high level Of sophistication and training.

Needs assessment has been described as a relatively

complex, arduous, and time consuming task (Heldge, and

Marrs, 1978). It is possible that all the necessary

skills are a part of the ”typical" educational setting

and that these are easily tapped and-coordinated into a

program. It is also possible that some of these skills

are lacking or, if available, that the depth of

understanding about the requirements of the needs

assessment jprocess are not developed to a sufficient

level to enable a ”typical" educational system the

effective application Of even available expertise for

this particular purpose. It is a suggestion that more

training and, even, public relations publicizing the

process, are needed.

Conclusion #7:

In many models "felt needs“ rather than objectively

validated data, are Often the outputs of extant

assessments. Such well established and broadly applied

models as the Fresno and Dallas Planning Models rely

very heavily upon the perceptions of participants to

determine both the system's desired goals or outputs and

the discrepancies between these and current outputs.
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Without objective validation, there is little

reason to assume that needs that reflect merely the

feelings of participants will result in little more than

a “wish" list. There may be little reason, also, to

expect that the “new” program will deviate much from the

status quO and, hence, will have little more chance of

reflecting the real world needs of the learners in the

system.

Conclusion #8:

In many models, problem oriented assessments may

result in the loss of valuable program elements.“

Activity box 2.7 on the Unified Model represents a

procedure that is not represented in extant needs

assessment models. That is the comparison of the

system's previous goals to the newly derived goals.

This should be done to insure that important areas that

did not surface during the external needs assessment,

but were a part of the previous set of goals, are not

set aside and forgotten when planning takes place.

Through an interview with Kaufman, the point was made

that there exists the possibility that when focus is put

upon problem areas, or needs, in the form of

discrepancies between what is and what ought to be, that

the newly derived program may eliminate some Of those

previously included elements that are also needs. These

may be the 'met needs“ or those skills, attitudes and
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knowledge needed by the learner that the current

educational system is satisfying. As Scriven stated in

his Evaluation Thesaurus (1981):

A second fatal flaw in the

discrepancy definition is its fallacious

identification of needs with one

particular subset of needs, namely unmet

needs. But there are many things we

absolutely need--like oxygen in the air,

or vitamins in our diet--which are already

there. To say we need them is to say they

are necessary for e.g. life or health,

which distinguishes them from the many

inessential things in the environment. Of

course, on the discrepancy definition they

are not needs at all, because they are

part of “the actual”, not part of the gap

(discrepancy) between that and the ideal.

It may be useful to use the dietary

terminology for met and unmet needs--

maintenance and incremental needs. People

sometimes think that it's better to focus

on incremental needs because that's where

the action is required: so maybe--they

think--the discrepancy definition doesn't

get us into too much trouble. But where

will you get resources for the necessary

action? Some Of them usually come from

redistribution of existing resources,

i.e., from robbing Peter's needs to pay

for Paul's where Peter's (the maintenance

needs) are just as vital as Paul's (the

incremental). This leads to an absurd

flip-flop in successive years: it is much

better to look at all needs in the NA.

Prioritize them (using apportioning

methods not grading or ranking) and then

act to redistribute Old and new resources.
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Implications for Research

Implication #1:

Applications of the various Alpha and Beta models

can be studied to determine if the resultant information

is indeed varied as a result of the variations among

their component parts. If the outcomes do differ, it

could be decided if these variations result from. the

lack of certain components that are not accounted for in

the model, or as a matter of other considerations such

as purpose.

Implication #2:

A primary consideration might be the nature of the

information actually needed to enable an educational

system to develop goals that accurately reflect the

knowledge, skills and attitudes needed by the learner

upon exit from the school. This may prove difficult

since the methods needed to determine this may be the

very modes of assessment that are under question. That

is, in order to determine what constitutes a life of

"survival and contribution”, the very processes that

characterize the Alpha mode may have to be used. At the

outset, the assumption might be made that these methods

are valid.
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It might be more fruitful to determine the type of

data that must be gathered to enable decision makers to

make goal setting decisions. The type of data needed,

the detail, and the amount, can likely be used to

determine the methods for procuring it.

Implication #3:

Once the parameters in the above implication have

been set, the outputs of Alpha assessments can be

compared to see if they are one and the same. IIf

significant discrepancies exist, possibly the extant

assessment processes can be modified to close that gap.

Implication #4:

It may be necessary to conduct both Alpha and Beta

assessments in the same or very similar circumstances to

find out if outcomes are actually discrepant enough to

warrant the application of one or the other, for

specific outcomes.

Implication #5:

Along the same lines as #4 above, it could be very

useful to determine if the data gathered from non-

professional educators actually lends enough valuable

input to warrant the extra time, energy and expense that

the applications of such methods demand.
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Implication #6:

The desirability of any of the steps in the models

might be determined by conducting assessments under

controlled conditions with different combinations of

these applied. The differences in output might signify

the value of the present, and absent, steps.

Implication #7:

After carefully describing those concepts and

processes that have been proven successful in assessment

projects, those who might be consumers of the technique

might be surveyed to determine their understanding.

Possibly the results might be used to shed light as the

whether such consumers have affected past less

successful attempts at application of the technique or

if those with misconceptions are also unreceptive to the

technique.

Implication #8:

After determining that knowledge and those skills

necessary to carry out a typical assessment, several

questions might be asked: To what degree are these

skills and knowledge represented in various types Of

school systems? What knowledge and skills are present

in those electing to carry out an assessment? What
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training is offered in these situations? If training

differs in similar system's applications, what is its

effect?

Implication #9:

The Objective validation of felt needs can be a

time consuming and difficult task. Evidence that it is

necessary might prove a valuable incentive to its

undertaking. Perhaps one way to gain support for this

process would be to check past assessments that have

applied it and compare the ”felt needs” with the final

objectively validated needs. If, in fact, a distinct

difference can be demonstrated between the felt and

objectively validated needs, the effort involved in the

process might be considered worthwhile.

Implication #10:

Since the application of the data derived from a

needs assessment is to cure ills, not to cause them, it

could be beneficial to ascertain just what has been lost

as the result of a needs assessment that may have been

of value to the learners in that system. If an Alpha

type monitoring of the system is continually carried

out, this could be detected. But a Beta type, that

deliberately singles out these deleted items and
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determines their current value as compared to what is

presently a part of the system, might be more useful.

Implication #11:

A fuller look might be taken at the application of

these educationally oriented :models in industrial

settings. A starting place might be the study of extant

models that have already been applied in that setting

(see matrix question 23).

The value of such studies is not only to determine

what can be traded between the practices of the two

areas, but to better understand the potential of the

models as their abilities are demonstrated in different

settings. First, it might be useful to describe any

pertinent differences between the demands and

characteristics of the two settings. Are there

differences in effectiveness when the models are applied

in these settings because of these characteristics?

What modifications of models or methods have to be made?

What do these modifications tell us of the settings in

which the application took place and of the model that

was applied?
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Implication #12:

After the necessary processes and data to be

gathered through Alpha assessments have been established

through objective research, it could prove helpful to

identify and standardize some of those techniques that

might be used for carrying out those processes. This

could prove helpful in at least two ways. First the

untrained, even if they have a basic understanding of

what do do, do not necessarily know how to do it.

Secondly, after sufficient data has been gathered as to

what to do, the “how to's' of the process may lend to an

understanding of just what that process consists.

Summary

It has been the main purpose of this chapter to

sumarize the procedures used to carry out this study

and it's major findings. Conclusions from these

findings are a1So offered. These conclusions imply

research that might be conducted to further illucidate

this developing area of needs assessment in education.

Several suggestions for further research are also

suggested.
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Model: Source of Information:
 

Atlanta Assessment Project Dr. Ray L. Sweigert, Jr.

5239 North Peachtree, NE

Atlanta, Georgia 30338

Type: Alpha

Under the guidance of Dr. Ray L. Sweigert, the

Atlanta Assessment Project was designed as a comprehensive

assessment of minimal learner objectives for successful

OOping in the society of 1985. The project, now completed,

and materials and services for the most part unavailable,

was designed under Title III of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act, administered by the Georgia

Department of Education and Operated in the Atlanta Public

Schools. The assessment was designed to obtain the answers

to three basic questions:

1. What will the young people in Atlanta area need

to know, be able» to do, and value --to the

extent possible to determine-- in order to be

able to OOpe with life in the society of 1985?

2. Where are the young people of Atlanta today in

achieving these things?

3. To what extent are the assessments and tech-

niques developed to answer the first two ques-

tions applicable to statewide testing in

Georgia?
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The project used the Goals for Education in Georgia

adopted by the Georgia Board of Education in 1970 which

were developed to reflect learner needs in 1985. These

goals were developed from position papers by scholars and

experts on future conditions in Georgia regarding 19 areas

of concern. Delphi studies were used to validate these

goals involving 1100 community leaders, educators and high

school students. Each goal was clarified and defined by 90

teachers, curriculum specialists, cOllege and university

professors, professional staff of the State Department of

Education, and representatives of various social agencies.

Tests were developed to measure the attainment of

these goals by contract bidding to test development agen-

cies on a national level. These were administered to 3000

high school students in the Atlanta Public Schools, items

were revised as necessary, statewide tests were conducted

to test appropriateness for a statewide assessment and the

outcome was eventually administered to 15,000 12th grade

students in sixty-five Georgia systems.

Though at last report unavailable, this model's de-

scription is included in this study because it is a rare

large scale application of many of those aSpects of needs

assessment that qualifies as Alpha.
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Model: Source of Information:

Battelle Survey of Educa- Center for Improved Edu-

tional Needs cation

Battelle Memorial Insti-

tute

Type: Beta 505 King Avenue

Columbus, Ohio 43201

Battelle's Survey assesses the perceptions of the

broad educational community in terms of l) the way ser-

vices and programs currently Operate and 2) the way they

should operate in the future.

Instruments, designed for use in elementary, sec-

ondary, junior and community colleges, gather perceptual

data in a systematic way from the community within a 958

confidence level. Data is analyzed and reported back by

numerical rank ordering of each item as it is perceived

by the various participants.

The elementary and secondary items are organized

under sixteen function clusters: 1) Personal DeveIOp-

ment of the Student, 2) Educational Program, 3) Individ-

ualizing Instruction, 4) Instructional Management, 5)

Guidance and Counseling, 6) Instructional Management, 7)

Formulating Policy, 8) Planning, 9) Innovating, 10) Com-

municating, 11) Supervising, 12) Solving Problems, 13)

Staff Development and Board Organization, 14) Managing

Facilities and Resources, 15) Budgeting, and 16) Eval-

uating.
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The Community/Junior College instruments classify

the items under twelve function clusters: 1) Communi-

cating, 2) Community Services, 3) Evaluating, 4) Goals, 5)

Guidance, 6) Instruction, 7) Managing Personnel Relations,

8) Managing Resources and Materials, 9) Participative

Decision-Making, 10) Planning, 11) Staff Development, and

12) Student Services.

The procedures for the process are basically as

follows:

1. The Center for Improved Education (CIE) pro-

vides instruments specifically designed with

the categories of participants (e.g.

learners, parents, support staff).

2. A CIE consultant provides detailed instruction

to the local coordinator.

3. The local team, consisting of a district co-

ordinator and approximately 30 volunteers,

distribute and pick-up the completed forms.

4. CIE codes the data and statistically analyzes

it by computer.

5. CIE staff analyzes open-ended comments and

correlates them into the printed report.

6. CIE returns to school with agreed to number of

printed forms and explains how to interpret

and use data for local analysis.

The Battelle surveys seem to present an assessment

process of the Beta variety that provides a rank-

ordering and comparison of needs. A 'need" is defined

as the difference between the participants opinion about
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what currently exists and what should exist. The process

seems very heavily dependent upon the perceptions of

participants. Since the main purpose seems to be one of

”concerns", the instrument might prove a valuable starting

referent to a more comprehensive and objectively based

assessment.
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Model: Source of Information:
 

Dallas Planning Model Lawrence Ascopf

Communications and

Community Relations

Department

m a... 3233.???‘7'3232

Designed as an aid in the annual budgeting process,

the Dallas planning process seeks to involve educators,

students, parents, the community and the Board of Educa-

tion in assessing needs, assigning priorities and allo-

cating resources (See figure).

The process is to be initiated so that it coincides

with the budget cycle. The assessment is meant to be a

continuous process that evaluates each year's progress

toward the completion of established long range (ten

year) goals. Program managers, appointed to insure con-

tinuous progress of the planning process for each of the

district's seven long range goals, first evaluate accom-

plishments of the educational program against the

previous year's goals. These findings are reported to

Operation Involvement groups, consisting of represent-

atives from each school's teacher advisory comittees,

students, parents, principal representatives, central

office staff, other employee groups, and citizens who

are not parents. The Operations Involvement groups,

meeting monthly, evaluate the condition of current pro-

grams and activities and the desired future condition

for each item in question. Both current and desired
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conditions are rated on a fifteen point scale.

After survey results are compiled for each interest

group and a group as a whole, priorities desired and the

greatest gaps are indicated and presented to the Board of

Education. Representatives of each Operation Involvement

group meet with the Board on a weekend retreat to respond

to and revise compiled needs. Gaps are identified,

representing the discrepancy based upon these ”new needs".

From these needs, goals are established for the

coming school year, plans are drawn for their accom-

plishment, and an accompanying budget is estimated. Each

goal is examined for payoff and risk. This information is

communicated tO the Operation Involvement groups. At a

second retreat, representatives and the Board assign rank

order to the goals, according to previously established

goals, and assign the necessary resources for their

accomplishment until funds are ex-hausted.

Each goal is restated into operational objectives by

Managers, using standard district budget terms, the

proposed budget is presented for public hearing, adjust-

ments are made, and it is adopted by the Board.

The process is designed to include a broad repre-

sentation from among professional educators, students and

community. Its costs are relatively low. Its only major

time constraint is that it be initiated so that
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it coincides with the budget cycle. Little special

training and outside consultation are necessary. It has

proven very successful in broad Dallas area application.

It should be noted however that there is little

indication that the establishment of the initial long range

goals were based on little more than the perceptions of

those involved. These goals' validity and utility should

be Open to some question. The strong emphasis on

previously established goals and priorities used as the

standard against which progress is measured might indicate

that the standards themselves are not being continually

subjected to questioning. Also, the fact that the

assessment is based upon the previous year's progress

(possibly evaluating sub-goals, not goals), making it

program-oriented, may further indicate a lack of assessing

needs that may exist in those overall goals. Even with

broad representative input, if data is analyzed according

to a limited set of sub-goals, those areas of need, or gaps

between currently established educational outputs and the

outputs necessary to “contribution and survival" in the

society external to the school, may not be uncovered. For

these reasons, the Dallas model could likely be classified

a Beta type needs assessment model.
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Model: Source of Information:

The Mott Foundation Com- David Feldman, Dean

munity College Model School of Business

United States Inter-

national University

San Diego, Ca.

Type: Beta

Made possible by a grant from the Charles Stewart

Mott Foundation, Flint, Michigan, this needs assessment

sought to perform a sort of educational “market analy-

sis“ in conjunction with the services offered by the San

Diego Community College District. The assessment's def-

inition of 'need", considered based upon Kaufman's, was

the discrepancies (gaps) between perceived current out-

comes and desired outcomes of the partners in the educa-

tional community. Its purpose was the gathering of in-

formation necessary for making decisions regarding plan-

ning District programs, facilities and services to meet

the needs of the community.

Outside consultants were used to help design the

necessary surveys. Specific questionnaires were devel-

oped for the general community, community leaders, the

staff of the Community Colleges, current students, and

former students (graduates). These were based on the

following requiremental guidelines:
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-Current students--you've selected our college. How

might our programs be improved to reflect your

needs?

-Former students-- you've experienced our programs.

How do you rate the training and education you

received?

-Community--your tax dollars help support our

college. What can we do to make our services more

readily available to you?

-Staff--you're our delivery subsystem. You have

direct contact with our students. What are your

perceptions of the needs of those students and the

needs of the community from which they come?

Community and student participants were chosen by a

stratified, random sampling technique. A cumulative

sampling of community leaders was derived from standard

sociological indices and various advisory groups. The

former students surveyed were those most recently gradu-

ated. All regular-monthly staff of the District were

included.

Care seems to have been taken in not only the

develOpment of the questionaires used but in survey

technique. Only experienced surveyors and those well

trained by the District were allowed to administer the

surveys.

Earlier in this description Of the Mott, or San

Diego, Community College Model, the definition of 'need'

upon which this process was based was offered: The dis-

crepancies between perceived current outcomes and

desired outcomes. The outcomes of such an assessment

may mereley result in a ”wants list" rather than a well

documented list of needs based upon an external
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referent. This model might be classified an Alpha but it

should be noted that the original surveys developed were

done solely by the educational staff and outside

professional consultants. This, depending upon the extent

to which the survey limited the input of the participants,

could have been considered a referent set Of goals moving

the process more into the realm of Beta.
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Model: Source of Information:

Illinois Problem Index Illinois State Board of

Education

100 North First Street

Springfield, Illinois

62777

Type: Beta

Directed in 1975 to develop an uncomplicated

approach to needs assessment characterized by ease and

rapidity of administration while sound in theory and

practice, the Illinois State Board of Education devel-

oped the Illinois Problem Index in 1977. In 1977-78

alone it was used by approximately 60 school districts.

Not intended to ensure the accountability of the dis-

trict to the State Board of Education, the IPI Offers a

very flexible approach to the needs assessment process

exploring alternative techniques.

Incorporating data collected from a broad cross

section of the community from a series of three surveys,

the IPI process attempts to:

-identify the educational problems currently per-

ceived by various constituencies

-eva1uate these perceived problems in the light of

existing evidence

-assess the desirability of expending available re-

sources to solve these problems.
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The IPI requires seven steps (see figure). The

steps are clearly defined and involve organizing a com-

mittee, conducting five meetings, administering three

assessment instruments, and acting on the basis of find-

ings. These can be completed in a two month period.

The IPI is an unusually well presented and complete

assessment process of the Beta variety. The accompanying

materials and methods are reasonably comprehensive, easily

understood, and appear to be a good means for accomplishing

the purposes for which they were designed. Included in

each stage of the assessment is a step-by-step discussion

of why and how the process or instrument can be used. The

Illinois State Board of Education offers assistance with

any or all of the steps.



 

 
 
 

 

243

 
 

 

 
  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

I
W
W
I

s
a
t
-
m
m
w
-

a
n
t
s
-
w
o
o
m

”
o
v
u
m

 

8
4
1
3
.
1
8

S
S
H
O
O
X
J
3
H
1
.
'
X
E
I
G
N
I
S
N
H
'
I
H
O
X
J
8
1
0
N
1
1
1
!
3
H
1  

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 



244

 

Model: Source of Information:

Ohio Needs Assessment Division of Educational

Services

Block Grant and Basic

Skills Section

Type: Beta Room 802

65 South Front Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215

Developed to enable school district staff members

in planning and conducting a needs assessment in compli-

ance with the eligibility requirements for federal fund-

ing under Title III, ESES, the Ohio Needs Assessment

Guidelines can also be useful in the areas of educa-

tional planning and school-community communications.

The procedures presented in the explanatory materials

are based upon the surveys of literature on needs

assessment practices and capabilities of Ohio school

districts.

The following criteria for the development of the

needs assessment procedure were suggested by the

surveys:

-use the ”discrepancy” approach to determine needs

-include a method for assigning priorities to iden-

tify needs

-obtain input from parents and other comunity mem-

bers in addition to input from professional educa-

tors and students

-begin with broad statements of educational goals

-assess the needs in the affective and psychomotor

domains as well as cognitive areas
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achievement of goals

-use both objective and subjective data to determine

needs

The following figure,

Assessment Guidelines booklet,

in the Ohio process,

gested by the surveys:-

 

Step One --

Step Two ~-

Step Three --

Step Four --

Step Five --

Step Six --

Step Seven

Step Eight 

A Needs Assessment Procedure

Establish a Needs Assessment

Committee

Prepare statements of educational

goals

Conduct a survey to determine

perceived educational needs

Assign priorities to perceived

educational needs

Set desired levels of student

achievement

Determine actual status of student

achievement

Compare actual status with desired

levels

Assign priorities to educational

needs

 

Because the survey is developed based upon existing

general goals and the philosophy of the educational sys-

tem in question or those of another district,

taken from the Ohio Needs

presents the major steps

designed to meet the criteria sug-

 
the Ohio
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model could be classified a Beta model. The explanatory

materials available with this model are among the most

complete and easily understandable of any reviewed for this

study. It should be noted, however, that though a lot of

care was taken to enumerate and explain the above suggested

steps in the assessment procedure, that the results of the

process are dependent upon the “perceptions” of the

participants almost to the exclusion of objective

validation and on the decisions of a ‘Needs Assessment

Committee whose dictates may or may not be truly reflective

of the community's needs.
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Model: Source of Information:

Quality Education Program Bucks County Schools

Study Intermediate Unit NO. 22

Cross Keys Building

Route 611 and 313

Type: Beta Doylestown, Penn. 18901

Designed to define and clarify the Ten Goals of

Quality Education recommended by the Educational Testing

Service and adopted by the Pennsylvania State Board of

Education in 1965, the Quality Education Program Study,

undertaken in 1968, was funded under E.S.E.A. Title III.

Q.E.P.S. used the Critical Incident Technique (Flanagen,

1954) to collect information from students, teachers and

parents to enable their staff to write the goals into

specific performance terms that could be used to develOp

valid indicators for l) assessing student behaviors, 2)

providing rationale or narrative explanations, and 3)

assessing strategies.

One booklet was developed for each of the Ten Goals

which provides instruments by which the "practitioner"

(learner, parent, teacher, administrator) can measure

performance Of the individual learner or instruction.

The assessments can be applied to determine the needs of

from one learner to a total school system. There is a

general and an individual needs assessment instrument

for each goal. Both rely upon a five point rating scale

to determine needs and assign them a priority.
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The needs are determined according to the individ-

ual's or system's current output as measured by the Ten

Goals. This places the model in the Beta category.

Although care was taken to design and carry-out a study

to clarify and define those goals under the auspices of

consultants from U.C.L.A., the American Institutes of

Research, the University of Alabama, and the University

of Nevada, Las Vegas, there is no mention of the valida-

tion of the original Ten Goals. The booklets themselves

Offer some good general explanations concerning some of

the rationale behind and the methods for conducting a

needs assessment but are seriously lacking in some of

the detailed explanations and suggestions that a practi-

tioner would likely require.
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Model: Source of Information:

Alameda County Needs Joy Richardson

Assessment Model Instructional Support

Services

Office of the Alameda

County Superintendent of

Schools

Typg: Beta 313 W Windon

Hayward, Ca. 94544

Originally designed by Dr. Ruth Belle Whitkin to

assist California schools to assess needs for planning

programs funded under a consolidated application for

ESEA Title I and other Federal and State funds, the

model's use has been expanded for use in the planning of

any program (K-6). Needs are assessed in nine basic

areas: language development, reading, mathematics,

multicultural education, bilingual/bicultural education,

staff development, parent participation, parent educa-

tion, and health/auxiliary services as well as affective

and psychomotor domains. The data gathered yield numer-

ical indices of criticality of need. Materials, devel-

oped for both reader and non-reader, are available in

English, Spanish, Chinese, and Tagalog for students.

Materials available are:

1. a manual with directions for sampling pro-

cedures, a decision matrix for data reduction,

and an action graph to facilitate decision

making,
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2. a supplement sequencing the major tasks of the

assessment from start to "ready for planning",

3. data forms for putting statistical facts to-

gether in usable form,

4. machine scorable surveys in the four languages,

5. explanation of the data.

Produced is a computer print-out with three types

of summaries (component, area, and item) separately for

parents, students, and staff. The process is reportedly

easily administered, practical and offered as a low-cost

processing service (.45 each for parent and staff survey

and .36 for student's).

The ACNAM appears to be a well devised and complete

model of the Beta variety.
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Model: Source of Information:

Institutional Goals ETS College and

Inventory University Programs

Box 2811

Princeton, N.J.

Type: Beta

The Institutional Goals Inventory, developed by the

Educational Testing Service for the purpose of defining

educational goals and establishing priorities among

those goals, is a needs assessment aimed at planning and

evaluation on the college level. The process, admin-

istered to the college community and the general commu-

nity in which the college is situated, can be conducted

with available staff, especially an Office of Planning

or Office of Institutional Research experienced in the

collection and interpretation of data.

Information, in the form of a five point rating

scale (from 'Of No Importance“ to 'Of Extremely High

Importance“), is gathered concerning 90 goal statements.

Up to 20 additional goal statements can be written

locally. Up to five sub-groups (e.g. faculty, students,

administrators, alumni, and trustees) can be included in

the 161 report. The goals focus on the 'Is' and ”Should

Be' of both present and future conditions of the

college.

The process, of the Beta variety, consists mainly

of the following steps:



252

Institution orders IGI booklets/answer sheets

at least four weeks in advance.

Institution selects sample, subgroups, writes

Optional goal statements and supplementary

questions, distributes, collects and returns

completed forms to ETS for scoring and report-

ing.

In two to three weeks a bound report is

returned to the institution containing:

-Interpretive Guide

-Information and Supplementary Information

Questions

-Twenty Goal Areas summarized for both Is and

Should Be responses with means, standard

deviations, and discrepancies

-Goal Area Summaries rank ordered by Should Be

means

-Goal Area Summaries rank ordered by Is means

-Goal Area Summaries rank ordered by

discrepancies between Should Be and Is means

-Ninety Goal Statements with Is and Should Be

responses tabulated by percentage Of

responses to each alternative with mean,

standard deviation, and discrepancies

 

 

A planning committee, involved since the

beginning of the process, uses the data from

the report for planning.

The process should be supported by the insti-

tution's president and publicized widely to

encourage response.

The results should be widely’ distributed and

used as the basis for continuing discussion of

institution's goals and planning.

The costs of the IGI are machine scorable booklets

(.45 each) and scoring ($1.50 per booklet). There is a

$200 minimum for scoring of booklets that appears on any

one report.
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Model: Source of Information:

Phi Delta Kappa Wilmer K. Bugher, Asc.

Planning Model Executive Secretary for

Administration

Phi Delta Kappa

Eigth Street and

Type: Beta Union Avenue

Box 789

Bloomington, IND 47402

The main purpose of the Phi Delta Kappa process

(see figure) is to determine how well the current out-

comes Of an educational system compare to the eighteen

educational goals developed in 1969 by the California

School Boards Association. PDK believes these goals to

be all encompassing.

At an initial community meeting, the goals are

ranked through a forced—choice technique by 40-80 commu-

nity members. The group represents a broad cross

section of the community members. Individuals prior-

itize the goals and re-rank them through a group

consensus process. Scores are averaged to arrive at an

overall ranking.

.At a second meeting, a fifteen point scale is used

to rate how well the schools are currently meeting the

prioritized goals. At. similar meetings, professional

staff and students do the same. An analysis of variance

is taken to indicate the agreement or disagreement on

each goal. Mean scores are taken of the individual rat-

ings to aid teachers, administrators and the board in

determining needs. If there is incongruence between
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standardized test scores and other data and individual

perceptions, this information is communicated to the

participants.

When goals are identified and prioritized, and it

is decided which goals are not being met as well as

others, they are turned into performance objectives.

PDK provides a programmed course for writing such Objec-

tives. Since these Objectives state how the desired

outcomes of learning will be :measured, evaluation is

facilitated.

Though the PDK kit contains all the materials

needed to implement the needs assessment, workshops,

training district representatives in the process, have

been found very useful. ‘No further consultation is

needed.

The goal ranking and school performance rating seem

better validated than that undertaken in the Fresno

model, which bases its own consensus. Like the Dallas

model, the PDK model begins with a pre-determined list

of goals. This would likely qualify it as a Beta type

model. Though there is allowance for the addition or

deletion of the goals on a local basis, there seems to

be little assurance that the resultant program, based

upon centralized goals, will reflect the distinct needs

of every local district. The goals may prove to be all

”encompassing", but if care is not taken to periodically

re-evaluate and up—date these, there is no guarantee
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that they will remain so when applied to a broad spec-

trum of settings in a changing world.
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Model: Source Of Information:

Sensing Educational William G. Spady,

Needs in the Far West Laboratory Director

Region Far West Laboratory

for Educational Research

and DevelOpment

Type: Forerunner to 1855 Folsom Street

other assessments San Francisco, Ca. 94103

Sensing Educational Needs in the Far West Region

(SENFWR) was a needs assessment undertaken by the Far

West Laboratory for Educational Research and DevelOpment

(FWL) to increase the Laboratory's responsiveness to

educational needs in California, Nevada, and Utah

(1980). It was then not concerned with problem-related

or problem-domain-related needs. Though needs may

relate to these domains, regional needs may also include

needs that cut across programs and problems dealing with

needs with which the Laboratory is not working. Once

the needs were identified they were ranked by the FWL

Board of Directors and considered in relation to

institutional strengths and weaknesses.

The Institutional Support Program (ISP) is a branch

of the department established in 1979, for the purpose

of sensing needs by “identifying effective approaches

that could be implemented." The method implemented in

this case was Flanagan's Critical Incident Technique

(1954) which has been used for many years in solving

industrial, community and educational problems. Infor-
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mation was gathered first on a trial basis from FWL

staff and then field tested with operators of regional

educational programs and individuals who benefit from

these programs.

Tryouts were conducted to determine if this tech-

nique was useful in generating information in the field.

A second objective was the usefulness of three different

methods for collecting critical incident data. Face to

face data collection proved expensive, so group meetings

and telephone interviews were also tested. One hundred

and three incidents were recalled by forty administra-

tors, teachers, students, parents, and community agency

personnel at three regional sites.

Tryouts indicated that the Critical Incident Tech-

nique was useful in gathering information concerning

needs (McGrail and Chow, 1980). Negative incidents were

more useful in providing action-oriented information

than were positive. Factors contributing to success

were often not apparent. Therefore, emphasis on gather-

ing negative incidents, using this technique, seemed

warranted.

It was further indicated that face-to-face inter-

views, group meetings, and telephone interviews were all

useful methods. Group meetings, were considered most

productive because of the participants included during a

given period of time. Some difficulty was experienced

in reaching individuals by telephone. The in-person
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meetings, both individual and group, resulted in greater

description of events than did telephone interviews.

But it was concluded that if in-person interviews are

not feasible, that the telephone method was useful in

gathering need-related information.

This model was more a forerunner to a possible

Alpha type needs assessment. It sought more to validate

the means to an assessment of actual educational needs

than to gather information for an actual program

evaluation. Plans were under way to conduct an actual

assessment of the Laboratory's needs in 1983.
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Model: Source of Information:

Worldwide Planning Dr. Geraldine H. Plumb

Model Coordinator, Federal

Programs

Boise Schools

Type: Alpha Boise, Idaho

The involvement of teachers, administrators,‘ stu-

dents and community members in needs assessment is the

main purpose Of the Worldwide Planning Model (see

figure). Representatives from the community implement

and manage the assessment.

Unlike the PDK and Dallas models, the Worldwide

model does not begin with established goals but suggests

starting with a stated philosophy or very broad educa-

tional goals. The needs assessment is first conducted

and goals are written based upon these findings.

Needs are assessed through five sources of infor-

mation:

l. A Survey of Opinions. These tap the commu-

nity's perceptions and concerns.

2. Existing test scores, data and other eval-

uation measures to assess student achievement.

3. Community Concerns Conferences to discuss con-

cerns about schools.

4. Speak-Ups which give students an Opportunity

to voice and discuss concerns.

5. Administrative Data and Evaluation (e.g.

growth projections, drOp-out rates, parent

participation) that may indicate needs.
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After the data is collected, organized into common

areas, documented with policies and facts, it is stated

in terms of learner needs and the needs prioritized.

From the list of prioritized needs, goal statements

are written, problems are defined and analyzed, and al-

ternative solutions are suggested. After possible solu—

tions are selected, implementation begins.

Evaluation, based upon measurable objectives, is an

integral part of the WOrldwide model.

Clear and easy to understand manuals are provided

describing in full detail all of the steps outlined in

the process.

The model can be classified as an Alpha type and,

unlike the Fresno model, is not merely problem-oriented.

It appears that more care is taken also to validate

needs and to check on their utility in terms of the

community outside the school.

It might be noted, though, that some discrepancy

between the narrative and graphic presentation of the

model seems to exist, in that, in the graphic, "Goal

Determination” proceeds the ”Needs Assessment". The

"Goals" represented here, though, may be the suggested

starting “philosophy“ or “broad goals'. There also

seems to be lacking the necessary feedback between all

the steps subsequent to the needs assessment and the

needs assessment itself. Such feedback relates both a



262

continuous monitoring of needs, from both the perspec-

tive of detecting “new” needs and the evaluation of

those previously indicated.
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Model: Source of Information:

Coffing's Model Richard Coffing

1515 N. Morningside Dr.

N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia

Type: Generic

A needs assessment (Coffing, 1977) is the process

by which an assessor gathers information about client

needs useful to pertinent decision makers for making

planning decisions. Useful is defined as reliable, ac-

curate, relevant, specific, understandable and having

focus. The assessment is viewed as an on-going process

monitoring changes in needs and changes in how well they

are being satisfied. It is presented as a six stage

process (see figure) with an emphasis on its cyclical

nature to ensure the necessary specificity of the infor-

mation produced.

Coffing defines "need” as "what should be" or “a

concept, an idea or an image of some desired set Of

behaviors and/or states" (Op. cit.). This definition

contrasts markedly with Kaufman's in that "needs“ are

not seen as gaps between 'what is" and 'what should be”,

but merely as 'what should be”. Needs may be used to

harvest 'gaps" in performance when ”what is " is com-

pared tO “needs” ('what should be“) but they are not one

and the same. This may be compatible with 'met' and

"unmet" needs (Lenning, 1978). From this definition of

"need", it might be deduced that the purpose of a needs
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assessment may be not merely to harvest 'gaps" or dis-

crepancies and deficiencies in a present program, but

also to give validation to some of those aspects of a

current program.

Coffing's model is much more Open-ended than

Kaufman's, and as such, may not be classifiable

according to the six stage taxonomy. Its emphasis seems

to be in aiding the needs assessor in planning and

carrying out a needs assessment which gathersspecific,

operational needs that can be used by equally specific

decision makers in making planning decisions. The

assessor asks such questions as: “Who is the decision

maker?", ”What kind of information is needed to make

those decisions?”, "Where and how is that information

best collected?" The assessor then gathers information

called for and states it operationally. It is then

delivered to the appropriate decision maker.

Coffing is not specific as to whom the clients,

assessors, or decision makers are. He, further, is not

specific as to the types of needs to be assessed. They

may be needs relating to either products or processes.

He is also not specific as to the origin of the informa-

tion gathered in determining needs. Unlike Kaufman,

Coffing offers no overall educational goal such as the

“contribution to and survival in the society external to

the school" (Kaufman, 1972). Such a goal would not be

suitable to the Coffing model since it is not situation-
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specific, but a generic needs assessment model. It is a

model that could prove valuable as a companion if used

alongside Alpha and Beta type needs assessment models.
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Model: Source of Information:

Lee's Needs Assessment Walter S. Lee

Model Department of Education

Dominican College of

San Rafael

Type: Beta San Rafael, Ca. 94901

Lee's is an early (1973) needs assessment ‘model

designed with its basic component being the translation

of broad educational goals into specific criteria for

subsequent evaluation. Like Kaufman, Lee supports the

contention that the educational system has its purpose

in serving the community. Its programs and criteria for

evaluation should reflect the “thinking of the publics

served by the system, experts in the field, authorities

on the requirements of the future, as well as students

and staff of the system itself“ (Lee, 1973).

The Lee Model, divided into the following three

phases, is concerned with gathering information for

decision making and problem solving.

Phase I: Identifying desired educational

outcomes for educational systems

Phase II: Assess the degree to which

students are achieving the desired

outcomes

Phase III: Initiate problem-solving to meet

needs

The basic approach of the procedures suggested by

the ‘model is to assess the educational needs of the

learner, not the maintenance needs of the
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educational system. “Rather than trying to avoid

problem recognition, an attempt is made to seek out

problems and resolve them before they become significant

or of crises proportions.”

Offering sound advice, including the desirability

of continually monitoring the system to detect societal

changes that might demand educational responses and the

necessity of including both the cognitive and affective

domains, Lee presents a concise and reasonably compre-

hensive overview of the needs assessment process up to

the point of the selection of solutions. Since the

model is general and suggests little in the way of the

'how to's' of the assessment's conduction, there is left

some question as to its classification. Since it begins

with the statement of “broad goals', it is likely that

the model falls into the Beta category. Because of

this, it is more likely that the model would serve more

as a good introduction to the needs assessment process

than a guide to the inexperienced in actually carrying

001: an assessment 0

 

 

 

 

Three Phases of

Needs-Assessment Model

Phase I Phase II Phase III

Identify Desired ‘ . Assess the Degree I Initiate Problem

Educational to which Students Solving to

Counmwsfir anhhdfiefingthe hhxnhknds
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Model: Source of Information:

Consolidated Appli- Dr. Joseph P. Linscomb

cation Needs Assess- Associate Superinten-

ment Guide dent, Instruction

Los Angeles Unified

School District

P.O. Box 3307

Typg: Beta Los Angeles, Ca. 90051

A Needs Assessment Guide For Schools Funded Through the

Consolidated Application, presents materials designed to

assist schools in conducting the needs assessment

activities. These were developed as a supplement to

other materials already in use in Los Angeles area

schools. The guide opens with a good general overview

of needs assessment and its related processes. The bulk

of the (guide is dedicated to a series of forms and

surveys that allow for the collection of data about stu-

dent growth, the instructional program, and school sup-

port services. The facets of the educational program

dealt with are: Oral Language, Writing, Reading, Mathe-

matics, Multicultural Education, Staff Development,

Parent Education (Elementary only), Health Auxiliary

Services, and Other Curricular Areas.

Each of the above areas is accompanied by testing

materials developed to enable the schools to assess

their educational efforts in compliance with the spe-

cific standards set by the State Department of Education
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Manual for Developing a School Level Plan. Materials

are developed in both English and languages for limited-

English speaking audiences.

This model, with its assessment based upon previ-

ously set goals and standards, is of the Beta variety.

There is little in the way of explanation offered for

the derivation of these goals and standards except that

they are those standards, the compliance with which is

necessary, for funding.
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Model:
 

Fresno Planing

Source Of Information:

Dr. Thomas Riley, Admin-

Model istrator Educational

Services Unit

Fresno County Office of

Type: Alpha Education

2314 Mariposa Street

Fresno, CA 93721

The Fresno Planning Model (see figure) was devel-

oped for the purpose of discovering what is keeping

schools from operating optimally and what the schools

should be doing for learners. It is a problem-oriented

model focusing on the product of education, not the pro-

cesses. Unlike the Dallas model, the Fresno model does

not begin the needs assessment with a pre—determined set

of goals and priorities by which 'needs' are determined.

Seen as “problem areas", needs are decided upon at com-

munity conferences. Participants are solicited by open

invitation to the community at large. A Project Direc-

tor is required (an administrator, staff member, or com-

munity person) as well as a Steering Committee made up

of 8 to 10 persons composed of Board members and ad-

ministrators.

At a one-day community meeting at each school site,

participants, composed of students, recent graduates,

parents, business members of the community, and faculty

are placed into groups of six and asked to respond to

the question “What are the things that are keeping our

should do for theschools from doing the job it
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student?" iProblems only, not solutions, are sought.

Groups discuss the responses and prioritize them on a

five point importance scale. The problems are revised

and written on 5" x 8" cards with priority ratings of

all the groups. The same process is repeated with the

questions "What should your school be doing for the

students? When the students graduate from school:

1. what knowledge should they have?

2. what skills should they have?

3. what kinds of attitudes should they have?"

The Steering Committee classifies and combines the

needs. A composite statement is written and priorities

are determined by totaling the ratings given by the

groups. Those needs with a high enough rating are pub-

lished and the others are eliminated. The committee

then converts the statements of need into goal state-

ments which include the three elements:

1. Who (will do)

2. What (broad direction or general purpose)

3. Why (the intended effect)

The committee may choose to prioritize the goal

statements by returning them to the community conference

participants for ranking. The goals are then turned

over to the Board for acceptance or rejection.
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The accepted goals are next turned into objectives

which can be of use to departments or classroom teachers

in establishing their own goals. Goals are turned into

programs and policies by a task force of teachers, de-

partment Chairpersons, administrators, and Board repre-

sentatives. Each selected goal is turned into necessary

behavioral objectives. The group "brainstorms" for

alternative solutions. The solutions are analyzed and a

selection made according to:

1. costs

2. attitudes toward possible solution (staff,

students, community)

3. financial and other resources

4. success of similar ventures

5. time needed for implementation

6. other constraints or positive factors

The evaluation of the project is built in since the

objectives state what the outcomes should be. Eval-

uation is planned at checkpoints along the way to

examine progress as the process unfolds.

The process is efficient and requires a minimum of

time and other costs. It provides a statement of needs

and goals closely related to the local scene since they

are provided by those closest to it.

Though the Fresno model might be classified as an

Alpha type, there appears to be at least three possible

limitations. First, the needs and goals are problem-
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oriented, and as such, are not all inclusive. This may

open the user to the danger of not evaluating areas that

do not seem problematic or overlooking positive aspects

of the current curriculum and possibly eliminating them

during the planning process. Second, there is no

mention of the necessity to continually review or assess

needs in a cyclical manner. Needs assessment would be

an on-going process if a curriculum is to keep abreast

of the learners' needs. Finally, the only validation

Offered for needs and goals are the perceptions of the

participants in the assessment. This might lead to a

program based on "needs" that have little or no real

foundation in the educational system and no referent in

the outside world.
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Model: Source of Information:

Vocational Educational Dr. Gena French

Needs Assessment Director of Training

Project Florida Department of

Health Rehabilitation

Services

Type: Alpha Tallahassee, Fl. 32301

VENAP was supported by a grant from the Florida

State Department Of Education, Division of Vocational

Education. The purpose of this model-building approach

(see accompanying figures) was to develop a system for

identifying the competencies necessary to the imple-

mentation of competency-based vocational programs in

Florida schools. Based upon Kaufman's (1972) generic

system model, rather than a survey of vocational

teachers, the program was conceptualized as a total sys-

tem. Like Kaufman's model, the five basic components

use inputs, process, products, outputs, and Outcomes

(see Kaufman's Needs Assessment Model description).

These five were used as benchmarks to identify the spe-

cific competencies, or competency clusters, required to

decide upon and deliver successful competency-based edu-

cation.

The thirty-four step model determined what was to

be done, in what sequence. The effort did not deter-

mine, at this point, how the steps were to be accom-

plished, only the products for each step. Each of
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the thirty-four steps offered a brief description of the

functions that had to be executed and the resultant pro-

duct. The end result of the Alpha application was the

identification of a whole range Of skills required of

teachers, administrators, support personnel, and plan-

ners and curriculum for learners based on the require-

ments of today's and tomorrow's society.
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Model: ' Source of Information:

Kaufman's Needs Assess- Dr. Roger Kaufman,

ment Model Director

Center for Educational

Development and Eval-

gyp_: Alpha uation, Florida State

University

Tallahassee, Fl.

Roger Kaufman developed the model (1972) upon which

most extant needs assessment models are based (Witkin,

1978), and is the originator of the Taxonomy used in

this study to describe and evaluate those models. To

varying degrees, his Alpha type model includes all of

the pertinent and desirable elements of the "idealized"

model. Many of his works, referenced in the

bibliography of this study, may be referred to for

answers to most questions that a user might have about

the development, philosophy, and practical applications

of needs assessment processes. Kaufman has developed no

materials that he markets for the practitioner but has

been involved in a variety of needs assessment projects

on all educational and industrial levels.

His updated (1983) model is a generic one that con-

sists mainly of the following interrelating phases:
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Planning an educational system, according to

Kaufman, should begin with a statement of a systems pro-

posed "Outcomes", these are the current and future indi-

vidual and group self-sufficiency and contribution.

Once the requirements have been determined for these

through an External assessment of needs, "Inputs", such

as time, money, staff, facilities and other resources

are considered for designing the program to meet the

previously decided upon needs. The "Processes", or

methods for carrying out the enterprise, are designed,

develOped, tested and implemented and the results of the

endeavor are the "Outputs" or such end products as cer-

tification for graduation, job-entry skills or licen-

sures.

The systems approach is emphasized by this model

with emphasis on the interrelationships of all the

stages of the educational development process. The

"Outcomes" are not only the beginning point of the

development process but the standard by which the final

outputs are measured. That is, do those outputs truly

have the effect of producing a learner capable of

survival and positive contribution in society?
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Model: Source of Information:

Harless's Front-end Harless Performance

Analysis Model Guild, Inc.

Tysms Office Center

Suite 202

Type: Beta McLean, Virginia 22101

Front-end analysis is "all the smart things a

manager, trainer, or consultant does before addressing a

solution to a human performance problem." (Harless,

1975). The purpose of the model (see figure) is problem

definition, analysis, and the design of solutions for

classic performance problems. Harless deems his a

"deficiency" model, defining deficiency as the

difference between an actual situation and a model

situation. Though couched in terms more suited to

industrial than educational settings, the principles of

the model are much the same as those found in chiefly

educational settings and "deficiency" there would be

termed "discrepancy". His concern is problem solving

and decision making.

Harless puts a good deal of emphasis on performance

problems and offers three categories of remedies: 1)

Training, 2) Re-engineering of the environment, and 3)

Incentive manipulation (op. cit.).

Because of the emphasis on solutions and problem

solving strategies, the Front-end Analysis Model falls

distinctly into the Beta category. A good deal of

effort would have to be expended to translate the use of
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this business/industrial model into one that would be of

use in an educational system and that would have to be

done by one well trained in needs assessment. Though

likely of great benefit to business/industry management,

it is likely that it would not be so in an educational

 
 

  

       

 

 

  

 

   

 

    

 
 

 

  

situation.

List Problem Description Hypothesize

Problem or _y- ot Mastery —->- Possible

Indicators Effects Performance Causes

Cost! Solution Evidence

4" (bjectives Effectiveness/ '4— Alternatives ‘— and Test of

Time. etc. Remedy Hypothesis

 

(Tr imby , 1979)
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Model: Source of Information:

Skyline West Dallas Independent

Educational Plan School District

Office of the Gen-

eral Superintendent

3700 Ross Avenue

Type: Futuring Dallas, Texas 75204

The mission of the SWEP project (1974) was to

"examine, conceptualize, and describe the secondary

school in the years 1980-2000." It was necessary to

first attempt a description of the society of the

society of the 1980's with a special emphasis on the

impact of that society upon education. It was assumed

that societal changes would require educational atten-

tion concerning worker's skills, citizen attitudes, cer-

tain traditions, knowledge and values. The school was

looked upon as only a part of that necessary educational

system.

Through a modified DELPHI technique, information

was gathered through two survey instruments. One

instrument was used to assess the future events that

would confront the high school graduate in the 80's and

beyond. The other was used to generate high priority

goals for that same time period. The results of the

needs assessments was future oriented data that was

presented to those responsible for making planning

decisions for the two county Dallas/Fort WOrth area.

Information was gathered and analyzed concerning

demographic and legislative trends, economic trends,
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both locally and nationally, government and regulatory

agencies, social trends, employment, pOpulation trends,

enrollment expectations, cost of schooling (payroll,

energy costs, non-classroom expenses, legislation and

policy), technology and international demands. This

data was used to delineate priorities in six goal areas:

improved student achievement, increased employee per-

formance, to provide accountability, to promote school-

community relationships, to maintain an effective gov-

ernance system, and to ensure adequate funding.

The reports generated by the SWEP project were not

intended as a "blueprint" for specific schools to be

established. It was hoped that it would, instead, pro-

vide input to those responsible for decisions that had

long term consequences. The use of such input might

provide for the removal of much of the uncertainty that

accompanies decision making.

The methods and procedures involved in this "futur-

ing" needs assessment, could provide very useful input

to an Alpha type needs assessment. Its purpose is not

to establish goals in the area of educational outputs or

to point out any discrepancies between current and

desired system production. Resultant information could

prove beneficial in discovering such needs but does not

in itself provide such an assessment.
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GARY H. WANAMAKER

334 E. Elm

Mason, MI. 48854

Feb. 26, 1984

Dr. David Feldman, Dean

School of Business

United States International University

San Diego, CA.

Dear Dr. Feldman,

I am currently completing my dissertation at Michigan State

University in the Educational Systems Development program

under Dr. Castelle Gentry. My topic concerns needs

assessment models. Of the 36 questions I used to analyze the

Mott Foundation Community Model, reported in Educational

Technolo , November, 1977, I was unable to answer the

folIowing 10 from the literature that I have gathered.

 

I would appreciate it *very’ much, and it would be very

helpful, if you could take a few minutes to complete the

accompanying questionnaire and return it to me. It has been

designed to take as little of your time as possible. If you

check the category marked "other", it would be useful if you

would provide a little explanatory information on the lines

provided. You need answer only those questions circled.

Thank you,

&A.M
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Are the services and/or

materials connected with

this model still available?

If yes, to whom?

What is the major purpose

of the model?

At what educational level

is the assessment aimed?

‘What pre-assessment planning

stages, or considerations,

are addressed?

yes

no

inhouse use only

general public

other
 

 

involve parents,

learners, educa-

tors, and commu-

nity

problem detection

decision making

budgeting

other
 

 

elementary

middle

secondary

higher

adult

industrial train-

ing

other
 

 

introduction Of

process to public

and educational

system.

review Of simi-

lar, previous

efforts

review of models

locate ap ropri-

ate decis on

makers

identify

resources needed

identify

resources avail-

able

locate data

already avail-

able

other
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What are the final outputs

of the assessment?

Who are the sources of

information used to de—

termine needs?

How are the information

sources chosen?

In what aspects of the

assessment do the various

categories of participants

(e.g. learners, parents,

community) engage?

What methods are suggested

for deciding which "per-

ceived needs" are in fact

needs?

list of priori-

tized needs

list of priori-

tized goals

list of needs

(gaps) selected

for closure

other
 

 

administration

educators

parents

learners

general community

experts in perti-

nent fields

other
 

 

randomly

according to com-

munity demo-

graphic charac-

teristics

other
 

 

sources of infor-

mation

aid in deciding

upon needs

validation of

needs

prioritize needs

select needs

(gaps) for clo-

sure

budgeting

other
 

 

consensus among

participants

arbitrary choice

by administration

majority vote

committee

other
 

 



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
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What staff or committees

are required to carry out

the assessment?

Are the staff/committee

responsibilities outlined

in materials available to

users of the needs assess-

ment model?

What costs are involved in

the assessment?

What formal training is

required to conduct the

assessment?

Are outside consultants

necessary to the assessment?

If yes, are they available?

What are the instruments

of the assessment?

one coordinator

more than one co-

ordinator

a committee con-

sisting of repre-

sentatitive

members of the

comunity

other
 

 

yes

no

printing/copying

materials

mailing

substitute teach-

ers

under one day per

month of adminis-

trator or teacher

time

kit or materials

 

 

 

(amt: )

other

workshop(s)

training of coor-

dinator(s)

general orienta-

tion

other
 

 

yes

no

yes

no

survey

questionnaire

interviews

Delphi technique

other
 

 



 

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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Do you provide the neces-

sary instruments?

How long does it take to

complete a typical needs

assessment with your model?

Are needs prioritized?

Are needs validated through

empirical means?

If yes, which means?

What interrelationships

between the needs assess-

ment and other stages of

the educational process

are specified?

yes

no

other
 

 

less than a week

less than six

months

less than a year

other
 

 

yes

no

yes

no

standardized test

scores

criterion refer-

enced test scores

related experts

observations

related docu-

ments (e.g. gov't

employment re-

cords)

other
 

 

setting of goals

setting of objec-

ives

budgeting

staff/facility

allocations

evaluation

selection of

alternative pro-

grams

selection of

methods

basis for future

assessments

other
 

 



21.

22.

23.

24.
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To what extent has the

model been field tested?

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Has research been conducted yes

concerning the model or no

any of its aspects?

If yes, what were the results

of the findings?

Approximately what percentage Education

of the model's use has taken Industry

place in
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