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Abstract This study aimed to track changes in students' perception about schools over time, to analyze
how participation in the Education Welfare Priority Support Project(hereafter "the Project") explains the
changes, and to determine how the results of changes affect students' learning engagement,
self-confidence, and peer relationship. Data were collected from 103 schools nation-wide(51 elementary
and 52 middle schools) from 2015, 2016 and 2017 from 820, 911, and 837 students, respectively. The data
were analyzed by applying a latent growth model with two stages: unconditional and conditional. The
findings are that first, the perception about schools by the students who participated in the Project
increased over time; and second, that the improvement of students' perception of schools has a positive
influence on their learning engagement, self-confidence, and peer relationship. In the future, it was
suggested that programs aimed at improving positive perception about schools should be provided to
all students led by teachers, and a customized integrated support program should be arranged to students
in need of intensive support by the educational welfare specialists.
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Fig. 1. Logic model of performance analysis for the
Educational Welfare Priority Support Project
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Table 1. Descriptive, correlation, reliability
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Participation T1 -
2. Perception about schools T1 =129 (.703)
3. Perception about schools T2 - 124 479 (714
4. Perception about schools T3 -.091%* 373 504 (.698)
5. Learning engagement T3 100** 306 393 .596*** (.937)
6. Self-confidence T3 -. 149+ 279 34 458 424 (772)
7. Peer relationship T3 -.110** 247 385 624 5227 .610™* (.858)
Mean - 3.855 3.861 3.893 3.947 3.416 3.506
Standard Deviation - 811 828 .819 .835 918 819
Skewness - -.332 -.385 -.420 -.837 -.301 -.159
Kurtosis - -.263 -.418 -.433 341 -.139 -.172

**p (.01, **p {.001
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Table 2. Latent growth model analysis

Paths b(S.E.) B

Participation — Perception about schools initial value -.148(.047) -.148**

Participation - Perception about schools rate of change -.034(.027) -.062
Perception about schools initial value — Learning engagement .649(.062) 504+
Perception about schools initial value — Self-confidence .621(.072) 493
Perception about schools initial value — Peer relationship .595(.061) 470
Perception about schools rate of change —- Learning engagement 1.806(.428) 5017
Perception about schools rate of change — Self-confidence 1.091(.361) 309
Perception about schools rate of change — Peer relationship 2.504(.566) 707

**p < .01, **p < .001
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Fig. 2. Rate of change for students' perception about
schools
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