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School Climate Assessment Instruments: A Review

School assessment is an integral part of school improvement. Of 39 proj-

ects described in a recent directory of school improvement projects (Miles &

Kaufman, 1985), 27 used school asseesment instruments to guide program plan-

ning or to evaluate their school improvement efforts. Innovative state educa-

tion laws also encourage the use of school assessment. For example, South

Carolina's Educational Impro:Tement Act requires schools to plan locally for

school improvement and to file annual accountability reports documenting their

progress on several effective scht,ol criteria.

The recent wave of enthusiasm for school improvement created jointly by the

effective schools phenomenon and recent calls for school reform has caught

educational researchers unprepared to meet the demand for practical assessment

tools. Consequently, school system personnel and educational researchers

around the country have been working independently and simultaneously on the

task of locating or developing school assessment devices. The result is an

array of instruments that cover different areas and have unexamined psychome-

tric properties, formats, and reporting procedures.

A recent discussion of the state of the art in school assessment (Rowan,

1985) emphasized that the science of school assessment is in its infancy.

Little consensus exists on what dimensions of schools should be assessed,

An earlier version of this paper was presented at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, San Francisco, April, 1986. Prepa-
ration of this report was eupported in part by a grant from the Office for
Educational Research and Improvement, U.S. Department of Education. The opin-
ions expressed are the authors' and do not necessarily reflect the position or
policy of the Office. We gratefully acknowledge the help of the many people
who provided the information that made this review possible.
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which members of the school community should be assessed aver what time

period, and what standards should be applied in interpreting the assessment

data. Psychometric propertieb of assessment instruments (i.e., their validity

and reliability) are often unexamined by users of these instruments.

This paper seeks to provide useful information about current school assess-

ment practices. We describe and compare several instruments recently used by

school improvement projects to guide educators selecting school assessment

instruments and to help researchers identify areas in which research will be

most helpful.

Methods

Sample

The sample study includes 22 of the 39 school improvement projects

described. in a recent directory of effective schools projects (Miles & Kauf-

man, 1985). The 39 projects included in the directcry, according to Miles and

Kaufman, represent the majority of effective schools programs that met the

following criteria:

1. Were grounded in a base of research knowledge, mainly about effective
schoc!s but also about effective teaching.

2. Had an emphasis on change at the building level.
3. Were operating during the 1984-85 school year.
4. Were implemented for at least one full school year, in more than one

school.

5. Hat', clear, well-developed procedures, embodied in supportive materi-
als.

6. Had adequate provision for data collection and analysis as a basis
for school self-diagnosis and planning.

7. Had adequate provision for supportive training and consultation,
including follow-up.

8. Had staff members with active interests in diffusing the program to
other users beyond their school, district or state.

9. Supplied names of specific current users of the program who could
respond to inquiries from potential new users.
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Several programs that did not meet one or more of th., above criteria or

were clones or near clones of other existing progr; ce not included in the

directory.

We excluded ten of the 39 projects in the Miles , man directory from

our study because, according to the directory, they did not use school climate

assessment instruments or they used an instrument that ttari used in another

project in the directory. From the 29 remaining project we requested copies

of the climate assessment devices used in the project, directions for scoring

them, samples of how the information from the assessment was summarized, tech-

nical manuals, instructions for administering the device and interpreting the

resulting information, and informEtion about the psychometric properties of

the measures.

Twenty-eight of the 29 projects responded. Of these, one project was

excluded because its instruments were developed for a specific, narrow purpose

and were not of general interest as climate assessment tools. Three more were

excluded because they did not use an assessment tool consistently. Another

was excluded because its climate assessment device was no longer available,

and a final project was excluded because it used the same device as another cf

the projects in our sample. Table 3 lists the names of the 22 remaining proj-

ects. Appendix A provides the project names and numbers from the Miles and

Kaufman directory, names and addresses of contact persons, and descriptions of

the instruments used.

Many of these projects used multiple assessment instruments. We selected

only those devices that were intended to measure school climate (broadly

defined), and eliminated assessment instruments that were used to gather
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information from archival records (attendance, grades, achievement test

scores, etc.). For each instrument, we used the device in Appendix B to code

information about its intended respondents, sampling techniques, uses, time to

complete, cost, content, and information about psychometric properties.

The instruments proved difficult to code. All four authors independently

coded a randomly selected subset of the instruments to determine the extent to

which we agreed on the coding. There was substantial divergence in our coding

of savers' of the items. For one instrument the four coders recorded four

different instrument names! We decided to collaboratively code the instru-

ments, resolving any discrepancies through discussion. As in any task involv-

ing human judgment, other specialists might have produced somewhat different

patterns of detailed results. We are confident, however, that the broad pat-

terns resulting from our examination of these instruments provide a useful

summary of assessment practices.

Results

Thn 22 projects used a total of 82 instruments. Of these, 8 were clones of

other inetruments, and four were classroom obsevTation instruments to assess

time use. We excluded these, leaving 70 instruments. Projects used from one

to twelve instruments. The mean number of instruments per project wae 3.8,

but the modal number was 1.

Data Collection Techniques and Respondents

The primary data collection technique used in the 22 projects was a self-

administered questionnaire. All but one of the projects used at least one

questionnaire. One used interviews only, and five used questionnaires and

interviews.
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Twenty projects assessed elementary schools, 12 assessed high schools, and

18 assessed middle or junior highs.

Teachers were the primary source of assessment information. Every project

surveyed teachers, 14 surveyed administrators, 9 surveyed other school staff,

and 12 surveyed parents. Only about half of the projects (12) asked stu-

dents--the primary consumers of education--about their perceptions of the

school.

Contents

Table 1 shows the contents of the item groupings included in the projects'

assessments. It shows which school characteristics were purportedly assessed

by the 70 instruments included in our study. This table is based on the names

of the scales or item groupings included in the assessments. It was con-

structed without regard to the quality of the measurement.

Table 1 shows that about eighty percent of the scales or item groupings

measured characteristics commonly included in lists associated with the effec-

tive school movement.1 About twenty percent of the "effective schools" meas-

ures covered more than one of these characteristics. Of those that we were

able to code into a unique category (using the coding scheme in Appendix C),

the most frequently measured characteristics were Clear Goals/High Expecta-

1
These categories are primarily taken from Purkey and Smith (1983). "Fre-

quent Monitoring" is described in Edmonds (1979) and the "Effective Instruc-
tion Category" includes characteristics of effective instruction identified in
the literature (Good & Grouws, 1979; Rosenshine, 1976) but not explicitly
addressed in the "effective schools literature." It included questioning
strategies, teacher-led instruction, teacher practices to ensure high success
rates, student participationb and explicit: criteria for evaluating student
progress.
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tions. Order and Discipline, Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress.

Collaborative Planning/Collegial Relationships. Parental Involvement and Sup-

port, Maximized Learnins Time, and Inotructional Leadership.

Many instruments assessed dimensions with labels other than those typically

found in the lists of effective schools characteristics. Many of these other

climate dimensions are summarized in Table 8 and will be discussed shortly.

Ease of Use. Utility of Information Yielded

Table 2 shows same general characteristicaof the 70 instruments. It shows

that most provided little guidance for administering the instruments and

interpreting their results--materials for between 18 and 36 percent of the

instruments included such guidance. When we limited the analysis to those 30

instruments that appeared to be intended for general use (rather than for spe-

cific projects) the percentage of instruments accompanied by such assistance

increased, but was still low. Even among these "general use" instruments,

only 31% provided recommendations for sampling, 37% instructions for adminis-

tration, and 50% guidance in interpretation.

The assessment results were usually presented as raw school item means and

frequencies. Sometimes groups of items were averaged and the means or average

percent responding favorably were also presented. Almost half (45%) of the

instruments were summarized in profiles showing relative elevations for dif-

ferent dimensions, and about a third also provided a narrative summary.

Other forms of feedback were rare: Results from three of the 70 instru-

ments were presented as percentile ranks relative to other schools, and

results from six were presented as differences between actual and desired or
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expected conditions. About 20% of the instruments (9) were used to measure

change uver time, and 15% (9) and 7% (4) compared the school's results with

other schools in a local or national sample, respectively.

Psychometric Properties

In examining the psychometric properties of these instruments, we used the

scale or item-group rather than the instrument as the unit of analysis. Soma

instruments did not have identifiable item groupings--they were simply lists

of questions. Other instruments did have discrete item groupings, but we were

unable to obtain information about which items were scored with which group.

A few authors refused to show us their instruments. Dashes in the rightmost

column of Table 3 indicate the five projects entirely excluded from our analy-

sis of scale properties for reasons cited above. One or more instruments from

three other projects were also excluded at this stage for the same reasons.

The second column on Table 3 shows the number of instruments retained for each

project. Thirty-eight of the 70 instruments were eliminated, leaving 32

instruments with a total of 303 scales.

For all identifiable scales or item groupings, we coded whether any infor-

mation about each scale's relia ility or validity was provided, regardless of

the quality of that information. We also coded the type of validity evidence

provided--content, convergent/discriminant, or experimental. We defined con-

tent validity evidence to be some indication that the items had been selected

to represent a domain or dimension that had been defined by research or

theory. For example, content validity evidence for a scale intending to meas-

ure "Instructional Leadership" might be a description of the dimension from

Edmonds' (1979) work to identify and describe that domain. A more elaborate



demonstration of content validity would be evidence that the items in the

scale correspond to the results of a study that carefully examined principal

behsvirs related to instruction and mapped out the domain of instructional

leadership behaviors.

We defined evidence for convergent/discriminant validity to involve any

presentation of correlations among scales in the device or between the scales

and measures not included in the device. The more professional validity stu-

dies interpreted the correlations for the user.

We defined experimental validity evidence as the presentation of any evi-

dence about the sensitivity of the measure to experimental manipulation of the

dimension. For example, a study showing that the "Staff Morale" scale

increased after an intervention which involved school staff in setting policy

and determining practices counted for evidence of experimental validity.

We did not attempt to judge the quality of the reliablity or validity evi-

dence or to determine whether or not the information supported the scale. We

simply coded whether or not such information was presented at all.

We did make a judgment about face validity. We read the title of the scale

and the description (where provided) of the dimension that the scale was

intenued to measure. Then we read each item and judged whether the items

appeared to measure the intended dimension.

Table 4 summarizes the available information about ihe psychometric proper-

ties of the scales. The materials for eleven of the 32 instruments included

evidence about the reliability of the scales. Twenty-one of the instruments

had a large proportion o: face-valid scales. That is, 80 to 100% of the
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scales in these instruments appeared to measure whac they intended to measure.

Most of the other instruments fell into the 50-79% face-valid category. The

distributions for the other types of validity evidence were bimodal: Instru-

ments generally either provided evidence for all or none of the scales. Same

coatent validity evidence (usually based on the effective schools literature)

was provided for 18 (56.2%) of the instruments, convergent/discriminant valid-

ity evidence for 5 (18.8%) and experimental validity evidence for 2 (6.2%).

A Closer Look at the Higher Quality Instruments

Some of the assessment devices were clearly not yet sufficiently developed

to be recommended for general use. This section of our report focuses on only

those that appeared of high enough quality to be considered for use by others.

We used face validity as the criterion for determining which devices should be

further considered. If most of the scales in an instrument (80% or more) had

face validity the instrument was retained. Twenty instruments in 11 projects

met this criterion.2 The names of these instruments, their authors and spon-

soring organizations, and where users can obtain copies of the inatruments are

listed in Appendix A.

Table 5 compares these twenty instruments. The table shows that only a

handful of the instruments provide information about validity and reliability

and reference points for interpretation.

2
A twenty-first was excluded because we had information for two of its

eight scales only.
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Among the eight instruments for which evidence of reliability is provid-

ed--the Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire and Interview, the

Effective School Battery student and teacher questionnaires, the School

Assessment Survey, and the three Norfolk School Improvement Program question-

naires--the reliability information varies in interpretability. For example,

the school is the level of analysis appropriate for assessing reliability when

measuring school climate, but the Connecticut and Norfolk instruments were

accompanied only by reports of analyses conducted at the individual level.

The resulting reliability coefficients reflect the extent to which the scales

reliably measure differences among people in the school rather than differ-

ences among schools. This caution aside, the homogeneity coefficients

reported were generally acceptable for the intended purpose of these instru-

ments--school assessment.

For those instruments accompanied by evidence of convergent/discriminant or

experimental validity, the evidence usually supported the interpretations sug-

gested for the measures. The evidence was not uniformly supportive, however.

For example, the Connecticut manual presented correlations between question-

naire and interview scale scores. Although the scores obtained through one

method generally had their highest correlations with the corresponding scores

obtained using the other method, there were some exceptions: The question-

naire-based measure "Monitoring School Progress" had higher correlations with

four other-named interview scales than it had with the same-named interview

scale, and it had an equal correlation with a fifth other-named scale. Fur-

thermore, the Connecticut convergent/discriminant validity evidence presented

was based on individual--rather than school-level--analyseL.

-10--

12



Table 6 summarizes our estimates of cost for the twenty most promising

instruments. The first column shows the approximate cost to buy or photocopy

enough copies of the instrument to survey a school of 40 teachers and 800 stu-

dents. Costs for the Connecticut secondary student and Effective School Bat-

tery student questionnaire are higher than others because they are the only

instruments that are assumed to be administered to all students. Of course,

the costs of these student assessments would be considerably lower if only a

random ample of students were assessed. Surveying a random sample of approx-

imately 200 students should yield school-level results equivalent to the more

costly method of surveying the entire student population. For some instru-

ments, the figures in column 1 of Table 6 include costs other than the cost of

initial procurement. Costs for the Mini-audits and Middle Grades Assessment

Program, for example, include training materials. Costs for the School

Assessment Survey and Climate Effectiveness Inventory include scoring and pre-

paring feedback.

The second column of the table indicates whether the instruments are reus-

able. Schools planning to repeat their assessments periodically and districts

assessing several schools should invest in reusable instruments.

The third column summarizes our rough estimate of the cost of entering the

assessment data into a computer to simplify scoring and feedback. These fig-

ures also include additional services for some instruments. For the Effective

School Battery teacher and student questionnaires, the School Assessment Sur-

vey and the Climate Effectiveness Inventory, these costs include the substan-

tial personnel cost of scoring scales and preparing feedback for each school.

For all other instruments this cost must be borne by the district or local

school.

1 3



The final column gives a rough estimate of the costs in school-level staff

time to plan, administer, score, summarize and interpriat the assessment data.

We found three different levels of intensity of school-level staff time

required to perform the assessment. The lowest intensity group (coded "L" in

the last column of Table 6) usually required school staff time to organize and

administer the instruments, and sometimes to photocopy them. Scoring and sum-

marizing the data were accomplished through a scoring service or through the

school district office. This category includes instruments for which the

scoring and interpretation are accomplished in the district office, which pre-

sents a substantial cost to the school district, but not to the individual

school. The next level (coded "M" for "moderate") required that the school

staff score and interpret the information as well. And the highest intensity

group ("H") required that the school staff interview the respondents. This

can be very time consuming. For example, using the Middle Grades Assessment

Program to assess a middle school of 800 students and 40 teachers would-

involve 15 staff persons for 37 hours apiece--a total of 555 hours or 70 per-

son days. Of course, the costs in staff time must be weighed against the

benefits of the staff being so actively involved in the assessment process.

The instruments examined in Table 5 and Table 6 differ in content. Table 7

shows which instruments measure which "effective school" characteristic, and

Table 8 shows which instruments measure other characteristics that do not fit

easily into the "effective schools" scheme. Table 7 includes measures judged

to lack face validity (these are indicated with lower-case letters). Table 8

excludes such measures.
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The good news it Tables 7 and 8 is that a face-valid scale exists for just

about anything anybody might want to measure. The bad news is that these

measures are spread across different instruments.

The broadest coverage of effective schools characteristics (in terms of the

number of characteristics measured) is found in the Colorado State Department

of Education's Indicators of Quality Schools and in the two Connecticut sec-

ondary-level surveys. Recall, however, that no quantitative evidence of reli-

ability or validity exists for these instruments. Of those instruments that

did provide quantitative evidence of reliability and validity, the Connecticut

School Effectiveness elementary and Effective Schools Battery secondary

instruments have the broadest coverage of the effective schools characteris-

tics.

Table 8 reminds us that the "effective school characteristics" are not the

only important school characteristics. Several instruments were constructed

on different research bases. The School Assessment Survey, for example, pro-

vides excellent measures of same of the process variables czlitral to organiza-

tional development--charscteristics such as degree of staff conflict, balance

of polwer, and adequacy of communication. The Middles Grades Assessment Pro-

gram measures characteristics of the school's academic and nonacademic program

that are important to the development of middle school-aged youths. And the

Effective School Battery measures several characteristics of the student popu-

lation--such as att achment to school, belief in conventional social rules, and

positive peer influencerelated to character, conduct, and persistence in

school.

-13-
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Discussion

In 1985, a joint committee representing the American Educational Research

Association, the American Psychological Association, and the National Council

on Measurement in Education established standards for educational and psychc-

logical testing. These standards require, among other things, that informa-

tion be provided that allows the test-user to evaluate the technical adequacy

of the test. Most of the assessment instruments included in our study fall

short of this standard. Without such information, how can the user have con-

fidence that the items measure a unitary construct, that they measure the con-

struct they intend to measure, that the differences in scores on a profile are

meaningful? Similarly, many of the instruments lacked guidance for adminis-

tration. Even in those cases that provided some guidelines, the guidelines

were often vague. For example, a common instruction was to allow "some stu-

dents" to complete the questionnaire. Without knowledge of the characteris-

tics of the sample, what could the results possibly mean?

A recent review of the state of the art in measuring school erfectiveness

(Rowan, 1985) called for greater attention to the psychometric properties of

school assessment instruments. We cannot assume that a group of items actu-

ally measures what it is intended to measure with minimal error: We must dem-

onstrate it. Our study found that careful developmental work to fine-tune

measures was rare. Given the widespread use of these instruments to guide

school improvement efforts, the absence of evidence about reliability and val-

idity is alarming.

Informal interviews with practitioners who used some of the weaker instru-

ments provided insight into the consequences of the use of low quality meas-
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ures. One educator revealed that her system had recently decided to abandon

its current assessment program, which involved the use of instruments that had

been developed elsewhere, in favor of developing its awn inst:ruments. We were

told that the assessment information was not "pure", i.e., that the results

were not meaningful because the scales mixed apples and oranges.

The decision to develop another assessment battery specifically for this

educator's district is an expensive consequence of the use of low-validity

measures. Had the original measures been subjected to the careful developmen-

tal work necessary to validate an instrument, they would have been more likely

to ,ave been accepted in the new site.

The failure to demonstrate the psychometric adequacy of most of the instru-

ments in our study probably stems from external pressure to develop such

instruments on an unreasonable timeline. State departments and school dis-

tricts have had to scramble to develop instruments, develop the capacity to

process assessment data, and install a process to help individual schools use

the results of the assessment effectively.

Another source of low validity is the research base on which many of the

measures are purportedly based. This is especially true of home-grown meas-

ures with dimension names corresponding to the content of the "effective

schools" lists. Many of the projects are implicitly based upon the effective

schools literature. But that literature does not provide a clear enough defi-

nition of the effective schools characteristics to guide the development of

measurement devices. Consequently, devices citing the same literature include

scales with the same or similar names but very different contents. For exam-

ple, items in scales having the name "Safe and Orderly Environment" range from
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"How often are you afraid you will be beaten up at school?" to "The school

building is neat, bright, clean and comfortable" to "There is evidence of high

staff morale." Different interpretations of the research underlying the

effective schools lists results in different measures of the same underlying

dimension.

In contrast, the instruments developed independently of the effective

schools movement--e.g., the School Assessment Survey, Effective School Bat-

tery, Middle Grades Assessment Program, and Organizational Health Description

Questionnaire--appear to be based on more carefully considered, precise,

well-defined domains. The School Assessment Survey, for example, is based on

a theory of organizational structt.re and process that yields a set of distinct

dimensions that characterize organizations. The measures were tested and

refined until they yielded valid and reliable measures of those separable

organizational characteristics. The ESB and MGAP instrumeras J31so have sound

theoretical and empirical grounding. Educational practitioners would do bet-

ter to build their school assessment programs on a carefully defined research

base than on hastily prepared instruments that are only nominany related to

the features of schools included in typical effective schools lists.

The interpretation of assessment results warrants some discussion. A raw

score or item frequency generally has little meaning in isolation from some

type of comparison score. All of the instruments explicitly or implicitly

provided such a comparison. Comparison points included (a) arbitrary cut-

points (e.g. selecting for further discussion those areas whose mean scale

score fell below some arbitrary point, (b other scores in the profile (e.g.,

selecting those scales with the lowest scores on the profile), (c) expected or
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desired conditions, (d) norms for schools in a local or national sample. Sel-

dom was evidence provided that the particular comparison was useful. Authors

frequently apologized for the arbitrary nature of the comparison, stating that

the instrument was intended to be "descriptive, not prescriptive" and that the

users of the test should interpret the assessment information relative to

their own standards. But as a practical matter, users cannot interpret raw

scores in the absence of some knowledge about the distribution of those

scores.

Test developers, in order to comply with the professional standards for

educational and psychological tests, must present evidence that the instrument

is valid for the use intended. If a cutpoint is recommended, there must be

evidence that the cutpoint has practical utility for measuring the desired

outcome. If the developer recommends that the differences in relative eleva-

tion of the raw scores in a profile be treated as meaningful, there must be

evidence that differences in these scores are in fact meaningful. If scores

are compared with c norm group, there should be evidence that the norm group

is appropriate.

Conclusions

Our conclusions must be tempered with several concerns about the quality of

our data. Although our response rate was high, the materials we received were

often incomplete. Several instruments were excluded from our review because

we had insufficient information to code face validity and other characteris-

tics of the scales. We are not certain that the retained instruments are

representative of instruments in general. We suspect that their quality is

higher than that of the devices for which we had difficulty obtaining informa-
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tion. Also, several instruments were in the early stages of development. A.

few of the authors were in the process of omnpiling their test manuals, others

were revising their instruments. In a few cases, the contact person listed in

the Miles and Kaufman directory was no longer with the sponsoring organiza-

tion, and the person who helped us may not have forwarded all relevant materi-

als.

Nevertheless, our data represent the best snapshot we could develop of the

current use of assessment instruments. Readers are encouraged to form their

awn judgments by examining our more detailed account of the contents of each

instrument provided in Appendix A or by reading the instruments' manuals where

these are available.

These cautions aside, it seems clear that reliable, valid, practical meas-

ures of several important dimensions of school organization and composition

exist, but they exist amidst an ocean of measures whose characteristics are

unknawn. The following instruments appear to have most promise for yielding

reliable and valid measures of important school characteristics:

For assessments relying upon teachers and other adult school staff,

the Connecticut State Department of Education School Effectiveness Ques-

tionnaire and Interview are inexpensive tools tailored specifically to

the effective schools lists. For schools wishing to assess a broader

range of school characteristics, these instruments might be augmented

with the Organizational Health Description Questionnaire (OHDQ), School

Assessment Survey (SAS), Climate Effectiveness Inventory (CEI), and the

Effective School Battery (ESB), depending upon the content desired. The

OHDQ and SAS are especially useful for diagnosing organizational struc-
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ture and process, the CEI for discipline related constructs, and the ESB

for both organizational health and discipline. The Connecticut teacher

instruments are not recommended for use in high schools, and the ESB is

not yet normed for elenentary schools.

Only three of the twenty instruments regarded as candidates for gen-

eral use (the Connecticut secondary student, Effective School Battery

and Middle Grades Assessment Program) systematically include students in

the assessment process. The Connecticut instrument looks promising but

is still in the development stage--no information on reliability or val-

idity is yet available. The Middle Grades Assessment Program is more

than an assessment tool. The assessment is imbedded in a larger staff

development process, and a considerable commitment of staff time is

required. The Effective School Battery Student Questionnaire is compre-

hensive and well-validated but relatively expensive. None of these stu-

dent assessment instruments are suitable for elementary school students.

We col.clude with a call for collaboration between researchers and practi-

tioners to develop, test and refine school assessment instrumenty. Instru-

ments developed by researchers without practitioner input about what needr to

be measured may be reliable and valid, but they may be les-; useful than they

could be. Instruments developed by practitioners without technical assistance

from researchers or others knowledgeable about test development and validation

procedures may have questionable validity.
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Table 1

Number and Percentage of Scales
Measuring Each Effective Schools Characteristic

Area

School-site management 5 1.7

Instructional leadership 13 4.3
Staff stability 0 0.0
Curriculum articulation and

organization
10 3.3

Schoolwide staff development 5 1.7

Parental involvement and support 17 5.6
School-wide recognition of
academic success

5 1.7

Maximized learning time 16 5.3
District support 0 0.0

Frequent monitoring and feedback 25 8.3

Effective instruction (other
than included above)

10 3.3

Collaborative planning/congenial
relationships

19 6.3

Sense of commimity 7 2.3

Clear goals/high expectations 28 9.2

Order and discipline 24 7.9
Some combination of above 58 19.1

None of the above 61 20.1

Total 303

-22 -
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Table 2

Characteristics of School Assessment
Instruments (N=70)

Characteristic

Materials include
Recommendations for sampling
Instructions for administration
Instructions for interpretation

Feedback includes

17

13

25

25

18
36

Raw frequencies, means, or percentages 39 76
Percentile ranks 3 6

Expected vs. observed scores 6 12

Subgroup analyses 15 29

Profiles 23 45

Narratives 17 33

Technical information (e.g., standard
deviations, standard errors,
confidence intervals)

17 28

Comparisons with past performance 13 22
Comparisons with a local sample 9 15

Comparisons with a national sample 4 7

Note. Number of cases on which a percentage is computed vary
from item to item due to missing data. N's range from 51 to 70.



Table 3

Total Number of Clirste Assessment Instruments Used in
Each Project, and Number with Scales Identifieda

Project name

Number of instruments Number
of

identifiable
scalesUnique

With identified
scales

San Diego County Effective Schools Program 6 2 1 6

School Effectiveness Program (SEP), Santa 3 0
Clara County Office of Education

School Improvement Through Leagues and 3 3 5 8

Clusters, Colorado Dept. of Education
Effective Schools Program, McREL 1 1 9

Connecticut School Effectiveness Program, 4 4 37
CT State Department of Education

Chicago Effective Schools Project (CESP), 1 1 6

Chicago Public Schools
Kentucky School Effectiveness Program, 7 1 1 0

KY Department of Education
Program Development Evaluation, Center

for Social Organization of Schools
2 2 35

School Improvement Program, Detroit 1 1 7

Public Schools
Michigan School Improvement Project (M-SIP) 1 1 4

MI Department of Education
Project SRAL, Area 1 St. Louis 1 1 2

School Improvement Project (SIP), New York 10 0

City Board of Education
Middle Grades Assessment Program (MGA2), 1 1 9

Center for Early Adolescence
School Improvement in Basic Skills. 5 0

Cincinnati Public Schools
Effective Schools, KEDS--Kent State Center

for Educational Development and
2 1 7

Strategic Services
Onward to Excellence/Goal Based Education 2 2 3 3

Program, NWREL
Principals as Instructional Leaders, NWREL 4 0

Replicating Success, Philadelphia Public 5 0

Schools
School Effectiveness Training Program. 1 1 9

Research for Better Schools, Inc.
School Improvement Process,
organization name withheld

3 3 18

School Effectiveness Program, Research and 1 1 7

Service Institute
Systematic Program for Instruction, 6 6 3 6

Remediation and Acceleration of Learning
(SPIRAL), Norfolk Public Schools
TOTAL 70 3 2 303

a
"Identified" means we were able to determine
scale.
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Table 4

Evidence of Psychometric Properties
of Scales in School Assessment Instruments

(N Instruments = 32. N Scales = 303)

Scales with evidence of property

No evidence 1-49% 50-79% 80-10az
Psychometric property at all of scales of scales of scales

N %

Reliability 21 (65.5) -- 11 (34.4)

Face validity 0 (0.0) 2 (6.3) 9 (28.1) 21 (65.6)

Content validity 14 (43.8) 1 (3.1) 2 (6.2) 15 (46.9)

Convergent/discriminant
validity

26 (81.3) -- o (18.8)

Experimental validity 30 (93.8) -- 2 (6.2)

Note. Percentages sum to 100 across the rows. Face validity was determined by
coder judgment. All other properties are simply coded as present or absent
regardless of whether the evidence presented supported the scale.



Table 5

A Closer Look at Instruments with Face Validity

Admin-
istering

Instruments
con be scored by

Scoring Local
Hand service computer

Page

Minutem to com__-----_

S T A

Instrument

Primary
assesoment

method

Q I

Approp.
for which
levele Respordent
-_____

E Jr Sr TSAP

CuidelL.-r are
provided for___-------___

Sam- Inter-
piing pretiog

1. Crgenbratienal Health X XXXX X X X X 10 10
Description Questionnaire (4)

2. Mini-Audits 1 2 (6) X XXX XXXX I X X X 1 leo 180 180

3. A School for the Eighties and X XXX XXXI X X X I 1 30 10 10
Nineties: A Priorities Search (6)

4. Indic aaaaa of Quality Schools (6) X XXX XXXX X X X 1 3. 60 60

5. Connecticut School Effect-
iveness Questionnaire (1.4)

X X X X X X X 1 30 30

6. Connecticut School Effect-
iveneec Interview (8)

X X X I X X I X 60 60

7. Connecticut Secondary School X I X X X 30 30
Development Project Staff
QUeStionneire (8)

8. Connecticut Secondary School I X I I X 30
Development Project
Student Questionnaire (8)

9. Effective School Bsttery X X X X X X X X 15
Teacher Survey (13)

10. Effective School Bsttery X X X X X X X X 75
Student Survey (13)

11. Detroit School Effectiveness X X X X X X X 30 30
QuestionnairaElementery
and Middle School Edition (15)

12. Michigan School Improvement I I X X X X 15
Survey (16)

13. Middle Grades Assessment X X XXXX X X X X 30 50 180
Program (21)

14. Building-Level Effective-
nese Survey (26)

X XXXI X X X X X 75 75

15. 4Xaseroom-Leve1 Effective-
nese Survey (26)

X XXIX X X X X 40

16. School Assesseent Survey (31) X ;XXX X X X X 30

17, Climate Effectiveness X XXIX X X X 15
Inventory (35)

18. Norfolk School Lmprovement X X X X X 30
Progrmo Teacher Ques. (36)

19. Norfolk Special Program and X X X X 30
Resource Teacher Ques. (36)

20. Norfolk Principal QUO.. (36) X X I 30

Q = questionnaire; I . interview: 8 . elementary: Jr junior high or middle; Sr = senior high; T . teacher or other nonsAmini ive school staff;
8 . student; A . edminist 00000 P . parent or other community member. %acid computer" means thst the instruments are scored by a school system computer,
.technica information" refer, to standard deviations. standard errors. end confidence intervals. The number* in parentheses refer to ths Niles od retain
(1985) project number, used in Appendix A. See the appendix for full neses of instruments and sponsoring organisations.

aCalculated at the individual tether then at the school level.
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Tsble 5 (Cont.)

Psge 2 of

Resrlts ere presented Reference points used
--------- ----- ------------------ ------- ----------- for interpretation

Average Any evidence of Ms MI -....----------..--..--.-...-.......,

Instrument relia- each type of validity freq. as RS in vith School's
hility -------- ----- ---------- meens, per- expected for in techni- past
coeffi- Con- Converg/ Experi- percent- centile vs. sub- na :- infor- perform- National Local
tient tent discrim. Dental ages ranks actual groups profile naive motion ante sample sample

-- ---_t________--------- _______-____-_-_-________--_--___-____________--_____--_____-_--___-------_ ------
1. Organizational Health X X x x

Description Questionnaire (4)

.2. Mini-Audits 1 & 2 (6) X

3. A School for the Eighties X X
end Nineties: A
Priorities Search (6)

4. Indicators of Quality Schools (6)

5. Connecticut School Effect -
iveneee Questionnaire (8)

6. Connecticut School Effect-
iveness Interview (8)

7. Connecticut Secondary School
Development Project Staff
Questionnaire (8)

8. Connecticut Secondary School
Development Project Student
Questionnaire (8)

9. Effective School Battery
Teacher Survey (13)

10. Effective School Battery
Student Survey (13)

11. Detroit School Effectiveness
Questionnaire- -Elementary
and Middle School Edition (15)

12. Michigan School Improvement
Survey (16)

X

.80s X X X

.77e X X X

X

X

.78 X X x X X

.66 x x x x x

x

13. Middle Grades Assessment X

Program (21)

14. Building-Level Effective-
ness Survey (26)

15. Classroom-Level Effective-
ness Survey (26)

X

X

X

16. School As ------ nt Survey (31) .88 X X X

17. Cliaste Effectiveness
Inventory (35)

18. Norfolk School Improvement .84a X X

Progrem Teacher Que.. (36)

19. Norfolk Special Program .84e x x

and Resource Teszher Ques. (36)

20. Norfolk Principal Ques. (36) .69 X X X X X X

- - -
- --- ------- --_----- ------- ------ ----- --___--__--__--_---__------___---___________--__------_.

Ell. Q = questionnaire: I e interview: E . elementary: Jr = junior high or middle; Sr . senior high: T = teacher or other nonadministretive school staff;

S e student: A e edainiatratori P e Parent or other community member. "Local computer" means that the instruments are scored by school system computer. am

"technical information refers to standard deviations. standard errors end confidence intervals. The nuabera in parentheses refer to the Miles end Kaufman

(1985) project numbers used in Appendix A. See the appendix for full instrument names and sponsoring organizations.

acalculated et the individual rather then at the school level.

X

X

X

X

X
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Table 6

Estimated Cost of Instruments with Face Validity

Initial Cost to Level of
cost of Are enter staff

materials materials data time
(in dollars) reusable? (in dollars) required

1. Organizational Health
Description Questionnaire (A)

2. Mini-Audits 1 & 2 (6)

8

153

7

29

3. A School for the Eighties and 6 7

Nineties: A Priorities Search (6)

4. Indicators of Quality Schools (6) 52 6 0

5. Connecticut School Effectiveness 18 15

Questionnaire (8)

6. Connecticut School Effectiveness 2 10

Interview (8)

7. Connecticut Secondary School Develop-
ment Project Staff Questionnaire (8)

16 15w

8. Connecticut Secondary School Develop-
ment Project Student Questionnaire (8)

240 1 48

9. Effective School Battery 138 80

Teacher Survey (13)

10. Effective School Battery 559 530
Student Survey (13)

11. Detroit School Effectiveness 14 10

Questionnaire--Elementary
and Middle School Edition (15)

12. Michigan School Improvement Survey (16) 14 4

13. Middle Grades Assessment Program (21) 275 NA

14. Building-Level Effectiveness Survey (26) 14 8

15. Classroom-Level Effectiveness Survey (26) 18 1 2

16. School Assessment Sur-ey (31) 170 Oa

17. ulimate Effectiveness Inventory (35) 200 Oa

18. Norfolk Schoo: Improvement Program 24 2

Teacher Questionnaire (36)

19. Norfolk Special Program and Resource --b --b

Resource Teacher Questionnaire (36)

20. Norfolk Principal Questionnaire (36) --b --b

Note. Estimated costs are based on the following assumptions: The entire population of teach-

ers or students (whichever is appropriate) in a school containing 40 teachers and 800 students
completes the instrument. Photocopying costs 5 per page, and data are entered into a computer
at a cost of $1.85 per 1000 keystrokes. The numbers in parentheses refer to the Miles and
Kaufman (1985) prsject numbers used in Appendix A. See the appendix'for full instrument names
and sponsoring organizations.

a
Processing cost included in cost of materials.

b
Costs are insignificant due to small numbers of persons surveyed.
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Table 7

Coverage of "Effective Schools" Characteristics for

Instruments with Face Validity

Instrument number

1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7 1 8 1 9 1 10 1 11 1 12 I 13 1 14 1 15 1 16 1 17 1 18 1 19 1 20 1

Respondent groups TA TA STA? TA TA TA TASTSTATSTAP TATTTTTA
Characteristics from "Effective

Schoola Research"

School-site management X x X X

Instructional leadership X X X X X X X X X X

Curriculum articulation and X X X X

orgatization

Schoolwide staff development X X X X X

Parental involvement and support X X X X X X X X X

1 Scboolwide recognition of academic X X X X x X X

Iv success
up

I

Maximized learning time XXXXXX X X X

District support X

Frequent monitoring of student X X'X XX X x X X X X X

progress and feedback

Effective instruction (other than X X X X X X X X X

above)

Collaborative planning and XXXX XXXX X X

collegial relationehips

Sense of community, morale X X xXXX
Clear goale and high expectations X XXXXX XXXXXXX X X X

commonly shared

Order and discipline xXXXXXXx XXXXX X

31

Note. An !I" in the grid indicates that a measure judged face valid existo in the instrument. An Nn indicates that a measure exists, but that it appears

to lack face validity. The letters in the "respondent group" row stand for the following: T = teachers or other nonadminiatrative school staff;

= students; A = administrative achool staff; P = parents or other community members. Instrument numbers are as follows: 1 = Organizational Health

Description Questionnaire; 2 = Mini-Audits; 3 = A School for the Eighties and Nineties; 4 = Indicators of Quality Schools; 5 = Connecticut School Effec-

avenue Questionnaire; 6 = Connecticut School Effectiveness Interview; 7 = Connecticut Secondary Staff Questionnaire; 8 = Connecticut Secondary Student

Questionnaire; 9 = Effective School Battery Teacher Survey; 10 = Effective School Battery Student Survey; 11 = Detroit School Effectivenese Questionnaire;

12 = Michigan School Improvement Survey; 13 = Middle Grades Assessment Program; 14 = Building-Level Effectiveness Survey; 15 Clessroom-Level Effective-

nese Survey; 16 = School Aseessment Survey; 17 = Climate Effectiveness Inventory; 18 = Norfolk School Improvement Program Teacher Questionnaire;

19 = Norfolk School Improvement Program Special Program end Resource Teacher Questionnaire; 20 = Norfolk School Improvement Proiram Principal Questionr

naire. See Appendix A for sponsoring organizations.
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Table 8

Additional Characteristics Covered in Instruments with Face Validity

Characteristic Instrument numbers

Additional characteristics of teaching and the instructional program

Active learning, flexible curricular and extracurricular activities,
diversity

2, 3, 13

Individualized expectations, materials, methods, and rewards 2

Preparation for life in the eightie; and nineties 3

Characteristics of the nonacademic program

Provision of training for nonacademic skills and competencies 2, 17

Provision of experiences to enhance self-definition 13

Opportunities for active student participation 10, 13

Opportunities for healthy social interaction and forming attachments 13, 15

Opportunities for physical activity 13

2,theranizatiotaracteristics

Staff ownership of school problems 17

Student involvement in decision making, student responsibility 2, 4, 9, 10, 13

Monitoring staff performance and reward structure 14

Open communication 1, 2, 16

Equity 7, 8

Staff conflict 16

Adequacy of resources, sUtability of physical plant 2, 9, 14, 15

Characteristics of the student population

Attachment to school, positive peer influence, belief in conventional
social rules, self-concept, avoidance of punishment,
interpersonal competency, parental education level

10

CJaracteristics of the teacher population

Job satisfaction, nonauthoritarian attitudes 9

Note. See Table 7 for instrument names corresponding to numbers and for respondent groups for each

.instrument. Only scales judged face valid are included on this table.
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APPENDIX A: SUMMARIES OF SCHOOL QVIOATE INSTRUMENTS

1. Instrument Title and Project Nuilksr

Building Effective Schoo1s--OrganizetionOL tlealth Description for
Elementary and Secondary Schools, (1985)w etoject No. 4

2. Author(s):

Richard D. Kimpston and Leslie c. SonneboW.

3. Institution:

San Diego Public Schools

4. Available from:

Lean King, Area Director, Educational See4Ces biviaion, San Diego
County Office of Education, 6401 Linda VO0 Rd., San Diego, CA
92111

5. Intended Purpose:

This instrument assesses the perceptions 't,t priOciPal, teachers, and
other school staff about the organizatiottill Ilealth of the school.
Results are used to set priorities for sjidcll Aprovement and to
evaluate programs.

6. Reliability Information:

A KimPston and Sonnabend (1973) article edVides evidence that the
device measures only five dimensions of eetriyational health with
aome reliability. The use of thia inatrOelt fo measure ten dimen-
aions of organizational health appeara skplAct,

7. Validity Information:

8ame as above with respect to validity.

8' ISStir.11:

Can be hand-scored or machine-scored by q 011.001 sYstem.

9. Content:

(1) Goal Focus--5 items

Questions ask if the school's goals are ItOkyseed, achievable,
appropriate known, and agreed upon.



Sample: "Faculty members are generally unaware that goals exist for
this school."

The Kimpston and Sonnabend (1973) factor analysis indicated that
this dimension is not measured reliably by the instrument.

(2) Communication Adequacy--5 items

Questions ask about the openness of administration-teacher and
school-community lines of communication.

Sample: "Procedures for communication with the community have been
established."

The Kimpston and Sonnabend (1973) factor analysis indicated that
this dimension and "Resource Utilization" are not distinct dimen-
sions. They combined the t-go scales.

(3) Optional Power Equalization--5 items

Questions ask about the extent to which decision making uses the
democratic process, whether teachers' opinions are valued, and
whether faculty can become school leaders.

Sample: "Decision making in the school could best be described as
democratic."

The Kimpston and Sonnabend (1973) factor analysis indicated that
this dimension and "Problem Solving Adequacy" are not distinct
dimensions. They combined the two scales.

(4) Resource Utilization--5 items

Questions ask about faculty awareness of and use of available
resources and opportunities for professional development.

Samples: "There is no opportunity for faculty to grow and develop
professionally in this school."

"The strengths of faculty members are utilized in this school."

The Kimpston and Sonnabend (1973) factor analysis indicated that
this dimension and "Communication Adequacy" are not distinct dimen-
sions. They combined the mwo scales.

(5) Cohesiveness--5 items

Questions ask whether there is a feeling of togetherness within the
faculty, the value of professional association, the responsiveness
of the organization, and teacher satisfaction.

A-2
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Samples: "Most teachers would rather teach in this school than
someplace else."

"Many school problems are solved by group action."

This scale lacks face validity.

The Kimpston and Sonnabend (1973) factor analysis indicated that
this dimension and "Morale" are not distinct dimensions. They com-
bined the two scales.

(6) Morale- -5 items

Questions ask about teacher willingness to do extra work, general
school atmosphere, informal social interaction, and whether or not
teachers enjoy their work.

Samples: "The teachers in this building enjoy their work."

"Teachers enjoy getting together informally with other faculty mem-
bers."

The Kimpston *and Sonna',:i (1973) factor analysis indicated that
this dimension and "Cohesiveness" are not distinct dimensions. They
combined the two scales.

(7) Innovativeness--5 items

Questions ask about the climate of experimentation and innovation in
the school.

Sample: "Ideas for improvement generally receive support in thip
school."

(8) Autonomy - -5 items

Questions ask about the extent of and typical response to the exter-
nal pressures.

Samples: "In our school there is a willingness to respond to commu-
nity requests but the action taken is based upon professional know-
ledge."

"Teachers in this school are given considerable latitude in carrying
out instruction."

(9) Adaptation--5 items

Questions ask about the change process within the school.
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Samples: "A deterrent to change in this school is the stress which
accompanies that change."

"This school has an ongoing plan for facilitating change."

The Kimpston and Sonnabend (1973) factor analysis indicated that
this dimension is not measured reliably by the instrument.

(10) Problem Solving Adequacy--5 items

Questions ask about how the school identifies and confronts prob-
lems, whether faculty opinions are used to find solutions to prob-
lems, and whether or not the school evaluates its problem-solving
capability.

Samples: "Faculty opinions are solicited but seldom used in our
school."

"In our school, procedures have been established to evaluate our
effectiveness in resolving school problems."

The Kimpston and Sonnabend (1973) factor analysis indicated that
this dimension and "Optional Power Equalization" are not distinct
dimensions. They combined the Ywo scales.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This assessment device provides broad_coverage of organizational
health indicators. The survey is short and easy to complete and
score. However, there is considerable overlap among the dimensions.
For esauple, Problem Solving Adequacy and Optional Power Utilization
have overlapping content as do Cohesiveness and Morale. Comments
under each scale indicate which dimensions appear to be reliably
measured by the device, according to the Kimpston and Sonnabend
(1973) Educational Leadership article.

11. Comments:

The San Diego Office of Education has an ambitious school climate
assessment program. The information we received in response to our
initial request indicated that thirteen different instruments were
currently being used. Most of those instruments had been developed
by other organizations and were modified in relatively minor ways
for use in California. Since our initial request, the Office has
been developing its awn instruments in order to better address the
needs of its awn state's improvement efforts. Staff questionnaires
and interview instruments and a student questionnaire instrument are
currently being field-tested, and item-analyses will be performed
during the summer of 1986.

1,
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This appendix describes only four of the instruments used in San
Diego's program. See projects 8 and 21 for descriptions of instru
ments on which several additional San Diego instruments are based.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Student Engagement Observation Form (1985), Project No. 4

2. Author(a):

Northwest Regional Education Laboratory

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Lean King, Area Director, Educational Services Division, San Diego
County Office of Education, 6401 Linda Vista Rd., San Diego, CA
92111

5. Intended Purpose:

This observation instrument provides some measures of the use of
time in school as one basis for setting priorities and evaluating
school improvement programs.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

This instrument yields rates for the following kinds of use of time:
(1) Engaged--Interactive, (2) Engaged--Noninteractive,
(3) Management/Transition, (4) Unoccupied or Observing,
(5) Socializing. (6) Working on Other Assignments. (7) Temporarily
Out of Room. (8) Total Engagement Rate.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This classroom observation instrument measures an important dimen-
sion in a simple manner. Clear guidelines are provided about which
classes should be observed. However, reliability information is
lacking, and it is questionable whether one observation per class
yields reliable and valid data.
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11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from analyses in the main body of the
report because it is an observation instrument.



1. Instrument Title and Project Number

San Diego Effective Schools Parent Survey (1986), Project No. 4

2. Author(s):

San Diego County Office of Education Effective Schools Cadre: Sally
Pollack, Chair, Mary Beall, Janet Chrispeels, David Homiston,
Michael Johnson, Lean King, Rita King, Doyle Knirk, Carol Leighty,
Sammie McCormack, Thomas Nagel, Bill Padelford, Dan Watson, Chris
Wilson

3. Institution:

San Diego County Office of Education

4. Available from:

Lean King, Area Director, Educational Services Division, San Diego
County Office of Education, 6401 Linda Vista Rd., San Diego, CA
92111

5. Intended Purpose:

This parent questionnaire for elementary and secondary schools was
used in the San Diego County Effective Schools Program to assess
parent perceptions of the school regarding effective school varia-
bles, school climate, and home-school relatic 3. Results were used
to set priorities for school improvement plan.,Lng and to evaluate
programs.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. ScorinR:

Hand-scored or machine-scored by a school oystem.

9. Content:

One hundred twelve questions ask about parent satisfaction with
child's progress, home-school communication and cooperation, aca-
demic expectations, general school climate, discipline and safety,
homework, extracurricular activities, school rewards, and resources.

Samples: "When I seek information, I can usually trust the informa-
tion I receive from the school as being complete and accurate."
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"To the best of my knowledge, not much class time is lost because of
disruptive student behavior."

"If my child breaks a school rule. I support the teacher in discip
lining my child."

We cannot assess the item content and face validity because we do
not have instructions for scoring the instrument.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This instrument is carefully and attractively prepared and appears
easy to administer and score. It does address important parent con
cerns in relation to effective schools and school climate variables.
We have no information on reliability, validity, or scoring. San
Diego State Department of Education staff report.that item analyses
will be completed during the summer of 1986.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from our analysis of scales.



11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from analyses in the main body of the
report because it is an observation instrument.



1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Connecticut School Effectiveness Interview with the Principal, Proj-
ect No. 4.

2. Author(s):

Not specified--modified from the ASCD Effective Schools Survey.

3. Institution:

San Diego County Office of Education

4. Available from:

Lean King, Area Director, Educational Services Division, San Diego
County Office of Education, 6401 Linda Vista Rd., San Diego, CA
92111

5. Intended Purpose:

This principal interview for elementary schools was used in the San
Diego County Effective Schools Program to assess principal percep-
tions of effective school variables, school climate, and home-school
relations. Results were used to set priorities for school improve-
ment planning and to evaluate programs.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Mach'..ne-scored by a school gystem.

9. Cont.,2nt;

Each ol! vix scales are scored twice--once for assessment of the cur-
rent ste of the school and once for the importance of the factor
it tL school.

(1) Opportunity to Learn and Time on Task--23 items

Items in this scale ask about a wide range of teacher and student
behaviors, the school mission, and the allocation of time for
instruction. They ask about student involvement and responsibility,
classroom management strategies, instructional strategies (including
homework assignments and use of praise), and equal treatment of stu-
dents.
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Samples: 1Do students from poorer families achieve as well as
students from middle-class families?"

"Do high proportions of students hold positions of responsibility?"

Do teachers provide rewards for actual achievement and praise stu-
dents for work well done?"

"On the average, is reading/language arts scheduled for at least two
hours a day in the elementary school?"

This group of items measures several distinct constructs.

(2) High Expectations--9 items

Questions ask about students' sense of control aver their fate,
teachers' use of rewards, equal opportunities for and treatment of
all students, and students' mastery of curriculum.

Samples: "Do students believe that worh is more important than luck
in order to succeed?"

"Do teachers praise students for work well done?"

"Are all students provida approximately equal opportunity to
respond and become involved in instruction?"

These items appear to measure more than one dimension.

(3) Clear School Mission--3 items

Three items ask about teacher planning activities and the school
board's priorities.

Samples: 9Do teachers, early in the year, plan for the content to
bE covered during the year?"

"Has the school board set. student achievement as a major goal for
the school system?"

This scale lacks face validity.



(4) Frequent Monitoring of Student Progrese---9 items

Questioos ask about teacher monitoring and feedback to studentP,
of achievement test data, teacher accessibility to students, 4Pd
teacher expectations for student success.

Samples; "Do teachers plan for and expect students to succeeeu

"Do teachers monitor students' performancee end provide consttActive
feedhacic as needec?"

(5) Instructional Leadership--11 items

Eight of the items in the scale ask about principal observatioA Atld
evaluation of teachers and opportunities for professional derv0p.
Ment. Three others ask if teachers plan courses together, if thelr
views are represented in school decision sulking1 and about th
teachereto-student ratio.

Samples: "Does the principal regularly obeerve classroom insttuc..
tion?u

"Have principal and staff v2ceived training in procedures of eslu-
Sting arid supervising so that principal and staff know about the
rules toder which supervision and evaluation are conducted?"

"Do teachers have extensive contact with a limited number of
dents ip several aspects of their educatioo?"

(6) Safe and Orderly Environment--5 items

Questioos ask about the clarity of standards for behavior and th%
consistency of rule enforcement, about punishment strategies Q1(1 the
presencle of positive role models.

Sample: "Does the teacher consistently enforce the classroom Wlee
end procedures so discipline problems are infrequent?"



10. Stressesc..,1.1Jeaknesses:

This inwviev appears to have been adapted from an instrument
intended to Isasure different ditensions than are intended by the
present kiaers. No reliability or validity evidence is provided and
half of the scales lack even face validity as measures of the dimen-
sions imOied by the scale names.



1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Program SuveY: StOeht Questionnaire (1983),
Project No. 5

2. Author(s):

Santa Clara County Office of Edscetion

5. Institution:

Educational Development center, Sente Cl/WI CouhtY Office of Educa-
tion

4. Available from:

Educational Development Center, Sento cliirA ChuhtY Office of Educa-
tion. Mail Code 237, 100 Skyporr 1)rive, PkIll Jose, QA 95115

5. Intended Purnose:

This questionnaire for grades 4-'8 ss %tudent perce ptions ofaesq,A
school effectiveness factors. geeults Aft koed elors with teacher
and Pareat assessment results to belp s oritiee for the school
for school improvement planning. It caA liA1/40 be used to provide
information needed for the California etr0 501001 Improvement Pro-
gram. for Chapter 1 programs, asd for prpekm review in oth er fed-
eral programs.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

Soae evidence of content and cosvergen0 iriminaSt validity is
presented (Weil, 1984).

0. Scoring:

Machine-scored by a scoring service.

9. Content:

The materials we received described the PcAkes end provided sample
questions. We were unable to assess thq Vke validity of the scales
because we did not have a complete copy g khe questionnaire.

(1) Protcts Instructional Time

Sample: qdy teacher acts as if oot teacd-rlit shd math time are the
most important part of our day end will p.:0 allw s to use this
time for any other work."
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(2) Homework

Sample: "In this school, how much homework are 4th, 5th, and 6th
grade students usually supposed to do on school nights."

(3) Expectations for Student Success

Sample: 'What kinds of grades does your teacher expect you to
earn?"

(4) Success Rate

Sample: "The class is on to the next skill or topic before I have
learned the first one really well."

(5) Student Motivation

Sample: "Students in my class think it's important to do well in
school and learn a lot."

(6) Commitment to Education

Sample: "How far would you like to go in school?"

(7) Student Rewards and Recognition

Sample: "Last year or this year, did you have your name read out at
a school awards assembly or large gathering for helping at school or
good behavior?'

(8) Explanation, Feedback, and Monitoring

Sample: 'When I'm working at my desk, it's hard to get help because
the teacher usually gets stuck with one or two students."

(9) Support

Sample: "In my class, the teacher has something good to say about
everyone's work, not just those who finish first or do the best
work."

(10) Student-Student Cohesion

Sample: "Students in other classes are friendly to me."
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(11) Teacher-Student Cohesion

Sample: "How much do you like your ceacher?"

(12) Attachment to School

Sample: "Same people your age like going to schoOl and some don't."

(13) Posltive Peer Influence

Sample: "What would you do if same of your friends asked you to
skip school with them?"

(14) Government Responsibility

Sample: "Students serve on school committees and groups that work
on school problems or special events."

(15) School Safety

Sample: "How often are you afraid you will be beaten up at school?"

(16) Rules and Enforcement

Sample: "At this school, it seems that some students can bredk
rules without anything happening to them."

(17) Classroom Management

Sample: "When students in my class finish their wot- early, they
don't know what to do."

(18) Belief in a Moral Order

Sample: "Do you agree with this statement: "To do well in this
school you have to do some things that are not right, like lying or
cheating?"

(19) Principal Supportiveness

Sample: "How much does your principal do to make students feel that
they are part of the whole school (such as having school fairs and
outings)?"
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(20) Home Social Environment

Sample: "When my parents disagree, we usually talk things out."

(21) Television

Sample: "Do your parents limit the time that you can watch televi-
sion?"

(21) School Conduct

Sample: "During last year or this year, have you gotten into trouble
with school officials fcr one of the following activities: Serious
fighting, stealing, damaging school property?"

(23) Home Educational Environment

Sample: "How often do your parents bring a book home for you to
read or take you to the library or bookstore?"

(24) Academic Self-Concept

Samples: "When I take tests, I forget things I really know."

"I am proud of my schoolwork."

"I try to be one of the best students in my class."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

From the sample questions, this appears to be a useful device for
assessing student perceptions of effective school factors. This
assessment program appears to have been carefully developed and
integrates responses from parents, students, and teachers. Feedback
with profiles and directions for interpreting the scores is pro-
vided. The scores compare a school with the mean and standard devi-
ation of local schools with higher-than-expected achievement scores.
Schools can compare parent teacher, and student perceptions. Vari-
ables from all questionnaires are combined into four major dimen-
sions which are broken down for subgroups within the echool. Thus,
schools can see whether a grade or ethnic group is above the "effec-
tive school band," within the "effective school band," or below the
"effective school band."

No reliability evidence was provided. and validity evidence was
lacking for some scales. The system's unwillingness to share full
copies of the questionnaire made it impossible to evaluate the face
validity of the scales. The two parts of the student questionnaire
take 90 minutes to complete which might be considered excessive by
some schools.
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11. Comments:

This in-trument waJ excluded from the analysis of 2ales.



1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Program Survey: Parent Questionnaire (1983),
Project No. 5

2. Author(s):

Santa Clara County Office of Education

3. Institution:

Educational Development Center, Santa Clara County Office of Educa-
tion

4. Available from:

Educational Development Center, Santa Clara County Office of Educa-
tion, Mail Code 237, 100 Skyport Drive, San Jose, CA 95115

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire for grades K-8 assesses parent perceptions of
school effectiveness factors. Results are used along with teacher
and student assessment results to help set priorities for school
improvement planning. It can also be used to provide information
needed for the California state School Improvement Program, for
Chapter 1 programs, and for program review in other federal pro-
grams.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

Some evidence of content and convergent/discriminant validity is
presented (Weil, 1984).

8. Scorina:

Machine-scored by a scoring service.

9. Content:

The materials we received described the scales and provided sample
questions. We were unable to assess the face validity of the scales
because we did not have a ccnplete copy of the questionnaire.

(1) Frotects Instructional Time

Sample: "Parents at our school are discouraged from taking their
child out for doctor and dentist appointments during reading and
math."
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(2) Homework

Sample: "My son/daughter's teacher seldom assigns homework."

(3) Success Rate

Sample: "My child complains that schoolwork is too hard and often
brings home papers with more than a few mistakes."

(4) Expectations for Student Success

Sample: "Students in this school are expected to work hard."

(5) Monitoring Student Progress-Communication

Sample: "After my child takes standardized achievement tests, I am
aware of his scores."

(6) Teacher-Parent Communication

lamples: "My child's teacher regularly sends home clasework for me
to n-view."

"Does your child's teacher suggest ways in which you can help your
child with his/her homework?"

(7) Parent Involvement

Sample: "How would you describe your involvement in school commit-
tees, parent associations or other school organizations?"

(8) Effective Instruction Monitoring

Sample: "My child's teacher knows exactly which reading and math
skills my child understands and which ones he/she still needs to
learn."

(9) Expectations and Standards Performance

Sample: "At this school, students are moved on to the next grade
even if they have not learned the basic skills."
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(10) School Safety

Sample: "At this school, how much of a problem is damage to school
property by the students?"

(11) Classroom Management

Sample: "My son/daughter's teacher establishes class rules for stu-
dents to follow."

(12) Leadership Climate-Entrepreneurship

Sample: "At our school the principal lets us know what the school
expects from our children."

(13) Collaborative Organizational Climate-Decision Making

Sample: "I have a chance to contribute to important decisions that
are made at my child's school."

(14) Collaborative Organizational Climate-Communication

Sample: "How satisfied are you with the way the principal makes
important decisions at your child's school?"

(15) Parent Satisfaction

Sample: "My child is challenged to his/her capacity in school."

(16) Home Educational Environment

Sample: "How many hours of television does your child watch on a
weekday."

(17) Home Social Environment

Sample: "When there is a disagreement between you and your chilel,
do you usually talk things out?"

(18) Parent Attitude Toward Education

Sample: "How much school would you like your son/daughter to com-
plete before he/she stops school and works full time?"
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

From the sample questions, this appears to be a useful device for
assessing parent perceptions of effec'tive school factors. This
assessment program appears to have been carefully developed and
integrates responses from parents, students, and teachers. Feedback
with profiles and directions for interpreting the scores is pro-
vided. The scores compare a school with the mean.and standard devi-
ation of local schools with higher-than-expected achievement scores.
Schools can compare parent, teacher, and student perceptions. Vari-
ables from all questionnaires are combined into four major dimen-
sions which are broken down for subgroups within the school. Thus,
schools can see whether a grade or ethnic group is above the "effec-
tive school band," within the "effective school band," or below the
"effective school band."

No reliability evidence WAS provided, and validity evidence was
lacking for some scales. The system's unwillingness to share full
copies of the questionnaire made it impossible to evaluate the face
validity of the instruments.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Survey: Teacher Questionnaire (1983), Project
No. 5

2. Author(s):

Santa Clara County Office of Education

3. Institution:

Educational Development Center, Santa Clara County Office of Educa-
tion

4. Available from:

Educational Development Center, Santa Clara County Office of Educa-
tion, Mail Code 237, 100 gityport Drive. San Jose. CA 95115.

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire for grades K-8 asaesses teacher perceptions of
school effectiveness factors. Results are used along with parent
and student assessment results to help se:: priorities for school
improvement planning. It can also be Ilsed to provide information
needed for the California state School Improvement Program, for
Chapter 1 programs, and for program review in other federal pro-
grams.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. yfIll.c.tE Information:

Some evidence of content, convergent/discriminant, and experimental
validity is presented (Weil, 1984).

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by a scoring service.

9. Content:

The materials we received described the scales and provided sample
questions. We were unable to :Assess the face validity of the scales
because we did not have a complete copy of the questionnaire.

(1) Protects Instructional Time

Sample: "The principal establishes policies which ensure that
instructional time is not interrupted with non-instructional mat-
ters."
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(2) Allocated Time

Sample: "Is there a schoolwide policy that at least fifty minutes
or more is allocated for math instruction each day?"

(3) Hanework

"On a typical school night about how much homework do you usually
assign?"

(4) Success Rate

Sample: "After you have explained a new dkill or concept in reading
or math, what level of accuracy are most students able to attain
when they practice at their desk?"

(5) Expectations for Student Success

Sample: 'Tow many students in your class(es) do you feel are capa-
ble of getting mostly A's and B's, if they work really hard?"

(6) Alignment with Testing Materials

Sample: "The principal makes sure that content of textbooks is
closely coordinated with the achievement tests 1n d at this school."

(7) Alignment u!' \ Instruction

Sample: "At my zhool, tbere is an identified set of objectives or
skills in reading and math at each grade level."

(8) Clear School Mission

Sample: "At this school, there is a written statment of purpose
that is the driving force behind most important decisions."

(9) Performance Standards

Sample: "At this school, student promotion is based on scholastic
achievement rather than the time spent at one grade level."
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(10) Student Motivation

Sample: "How many students in your class(es) care about their
grades and work hard to get good grades?"

(11) Teacher Efficacy

Measures teachers' belief in their ability to achieve results with
students.

Sample: "When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can't do
much because most of a student's motivation and performance depends
on his or her home environment."

(12) Teacher-Teacher Cohesion

Sample: "There is real professional sharing and support among the
faculty at this school."

(13) Teacher-Student Cohesion

Sample: "At this school, teachers and students treat each other
with respect."

(14) Governance and Responsibility

Sample: "To what extent does this school provide oIpotullities for
students to take on responsibilities in addition to their clasP-
work?"

(15) School Safety

Sample: "Student behavior is a general problem at this school."

(16) Rules and Discipline (or Rules and Safety)

Sample: "There is a clear set of school rules which is reviewed and
updated regularly."

(17) Classroom Management

Sample: "In your class(es) about how many students waste time
before getting down to work?"



(18) Promotes Instructional Improvement

Samples: "How often does the principal bring instructional issues
to the faculty for discurasion?"

"How often after formal observations by the principal does a plan
(for) improvement follow?"

(19) Principal Supportiveness

Samples: "rhe work of individual faculty members is appreciated and
commended by our principal."

"If a child is a behavior problem in my class, I know I can count on
the principal to help out."

(20) Entrepreneurship

Sample: "The principal is able to bring diffel:ent groups within the
school together tc work for a common cause or task."

(21) Effective Instruction

Samnles: "It is important to explain new material quickly to the
whole class so that more time can be spent working on an individual
basis with students who are having problems."

"While I'd like my students to know how they do each day on their
reading and math work, I can only evaluate and discuss their indivi-
dual progress once a week or so."

(22) Systematic Monitoring of Student Progress

Sample: "The principal leads frequent formal discussiona concerning
instruction and student achievement."

(23) Use of Monitoring of Student Progress

Sample: "The principal and teachers at this school make use of stu-
dent test data for curriculum and instructional planning."

(24) Student Rewards and Recognition

Sample: "To what extent does this school reward or recognize stu-
dents for ;ood behavior, service, and participation in intramural
activities?"
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(25) Home-School Relationships

Sample: "This school has a written statement that cleally communi-
cates what the school expects parents tp do to help thc4:: child with
his or her learning at home and at school."

(26) Decisionmaking

Sample: "In our school, conflict situations ere confronted and
mutually acceptable solutions are arranged."

(27) Group Process

Sample: "Group meetings in this school (such as staff, program, or
committee meetings) are well organized."

(28) Communication

Samples: "When the principal visits your classroom, how useful is
his/her feedback to you?"

"At this school, teachers often feel that important issues and prob-
lems facing the school are not shared with them."

(29) Jcb Satisfaction

Sample: "How satisfied are you with your current work at this
school?"

(30) Structural Staff Development-Goal Related

Sample: "At this school, staff development is an important part of
achieving our school's instructional goals and is closely linked to
our instructional program."

(31) Structural Staff Development-Operationalized

Sample: "At this school the principal and teachers make a concerted
effort to implement ideas and techniques discussed during in-service
activities."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This assessment program appears to have been carefully developed and
integrates responses from parents, students, and teachers. Feedback
with profiles and directions for interpreting the scores is pro-
vided. The scores compare a school with the mean and standard devi-

A-27

66



ation of local schools with higher-than-expected achievement scores.
Schools can compare parent, teacher, and student perceptions. Vari-
ables from all questionnaires are combined into four major dimen-
sions which are broken down for subgroups within the school. Thus,
schools can dee whether a grade or ethnic group is above the "effec-
tive scbca band." within the "effective school band," or below the
"effective school band."

No reliability evidence was provided, and validity evidence was
lacking for some scales. The system's unwillingness to share full
copies of the questionnaire made it impossible to evaluate the face
validity of the instruments.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.



1. Instrument Title and Pro'ect Number

Indicators of Quality Schools--Instrument to Assess the Educational
Quality of Your School (1982), Project No. 6

2. Author(s):

William C. Dean. Eugene R. Howard, Kathryn De Pew, Robert Ewy, Joan
Harrigan, James Hennes, Thomas Knauer, Sister Alan Thomas, Gerald
Villars

3. Institution:

School Mmprovement atd Lf,:adership Services Unit, Colorado Department
of Education

4. Available from:

Eugene Howard, Colorado Dept. of Education. 201 E. Colfax Ave., Den-
ver, CO 80203

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire was used by the Colorado Dept. of Education's
School Improvement and Leadership Services Unit to assess K-12 staff
perceptions of school effectiveness and climate variables. Informed
pupils and parents are sometimes asked to contribute to the assess-
ment. Assessment results were used to set priorities for school
improvement planning.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoriu:

Can be hand-scored or machine-scored by a school gystem.

:1. Content:

(1) Curricular Congruency--13 items

Items ask about the congruence of the achievement tests and teaching

materials used with the curriculum, the clarity of the learning
objectives, teacher use of the curriculum documents, and the pr6cens
of curriculum revision.

Sample: "Tests have been analyzed and selected to match the
school's objectives."
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(2) Assessment--16 items

Items cover characteristics of the testing program and the student
achievement tests used, the use of evaluation for assessing school
improvement efforts, whether or not affective student outcomes are
assessed, whether or not the school follows up on dropout and gradu-
ates, and the school's uses of assessment data.

Samples: "Feedback is obtained from the public, parents, colleges,
and employees on the quality of students' and graduates' job per-
formance."

"Test scores are compared with expected scores appropriate to the
students."

(3) Leadership of the Principal--18 items

General items report about the charisma of the principal, the staff
development program, support for teacher experimentation, communica-
tion, accessibility and responsiveness, the existence of standards
for learning, discipline and school impravement, autonomy, use of
rewards, and relations with the community.

Sample: "The principal takes a position on issues and is not seen
as being unfairly influenced by others."

(4) High Expectations--13 items

Items ask about teachers' and administrators' expectations for stu-
dent achievement for all students and school practices for reward-
ing, praising, and recognizing students.

Sample: "Student projects are featured in school newspapers and/or
newsletters."

(5) School-Wide Norms, Values, Practices and Policies--9 items

Items ask about student and teacher participation in school decision
making, the clarity and consistency of enforcement of school poli-
cies, the grading policy for remedial classes, and the accessibility
of individual students' test data to teachers.

Sample: "Administrators and staff enforce the school absenteeism
and tardiness policy and consistently follow-up on noncompliance."
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(6) Schzol Climate- -39 items

This set of items uses the CFK Ltd Profil:a items for Respect, Trust,
Morale, Cohesivenens and Caring. Items in these sections appear to
measure the dimensions implied by their labels, and account for
slightly more than half of the items. TOo new sections ask about
approachability of staff, general liking for the school, responsive-
ness of the staff to student needs, opportuaity for student input in
school decision making, respect for property, and reports about
indicators o.E. school success such as attendance, dropout and suspen-
sion rated, and student achievement. Questions also ask about par-
ticipation in extracurricular activities and whether or not cliques
get along.

Samples (from sections not taken from the CFK instrument): "There
is a general expectation that students will take care of alir awn
property and the property of others."

"The school drop-out rate is low."

"The buildings and grounds are in good repair and show evidence of
upkeep."

(7) Monitoring and Feedback of Student Progress--11 items

Includes items about the utility of test for providing teachers and
students with information relevant to mastery of specific objec-
tives, teacher practices of monitoring student progress and prJvid-
ing feedback, and school practices of providing parents with feed-
back on student performance.

Sample: "The curriculum is defined in useful units or "chunks" and
the progress of students in mastering these units is reported to
students and parents."

(8) Time on Task--11 items

Includes items about teactor practices that are expected to increase
the amount of time students are engaged in learning activities with
a high level of success and items about the extent of distractions
that potentially rob instructional time.

Samples: "Announcements are handled so as to minimize disruptions."

"Teachers diagnose which teaching teLnniques promote or detract from
high rates of student engagement anC success."
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(9) Organization and Management of the Inetructional Setting--19
items

Items ask about teacher praci-ices aimed at clarifying rules and
procedurea the presence or abse7, of an explicit and consistently
enforced disc:plira policy, teacher use of sound behavior management
strategies, grouping pLactices, and teacher practices to promote
independent stuuy amc-g students.

Sample: "Students are eucouraged to work independently or with oth-
ers with a winimum of direct Ault supervision."

This scale lacks face validity.

(10) Instructional Effectiveness--18 items

Includes items about teacher lxpectations as evidenced by certain
practices (e.g.. starting sessions on time, not wasting time),
teacher practices regarding homework, student-teacher interaction,
and teacher questioning strategies.

Samples: "Teacaers ask questions at a level where the student
addressel is challenged yet likely to be successful."

"Learning actixities in this school demand active student participa-
tion."

(11) Parent Involvement - -14 items

Items ask about parental support for their children's educational
ae,-3vities, teacher practices of peent involvement, parent and com-
munity involvement ia schooJ dec*sion making, parent volunteers in
the school, school programs _co provid students with practical
experiences in the commmity, busines,-education partnerships.

Sample: "Community participation at schuol events is good."

(12) Accountability/Accreditation/Planning Process--18 items

Items ask about school and districc-lev-2 use of alsessment in-orma-
tion to set priorities, the existence of action plans at the ,71is-
trict and school level, tIle coordination of district and school-
level plans, the level of implementation of improvement plans, use
of evaluation data for school improvement, and community relations.

Sample: "Priority setting occurs at both the district and indivi-
dual school level."
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This instrument is comprehensive and carefully constructed. The
authors attempted to base the measures on research documenting the
importance of each domain, and a great deal of practical experience
in schools seems to have informed the item development process. The
materials are straightforward and instructions for administering and
interpreting them are clear.

The review of literature on effeccive schools that formed the basis
for at least same of the item choices is incomplete and generally
not helpful in specifying the domain. There is a high degree of
overlap among the different item sets, and many of the item sets
measure several dimensions. Item analyses would help to eliminate
bad items and shorten the instrument considerably. Validation stu
dies are necessary.

11. Comments:

This instrument actually yields 24 scores--one set describes the
current situation and another the "impact potential" in that area.

See Guzzetti (1983) for an earlier assessment. That evaluation con
curred with ours in identifying the lack of information about the
psychometric properties of the measure as problematical. Guzzetti
also pointed out that the items sometimes reflect the author's
assumptions about good educational practices rather than s.)und
research. Also, the responses may be biased by the positive slant
of the items and the introductory paragraphs. Some itaas appear
"doublebarreled," and some items appear inappropriate for parents
and students.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Mini-Audit No. 1: Activities and Projects for Climate Improvement
Program Determinants; Mini-Audit No. 2: Process and Material Deter-
minants (1980), Project No. 6

2. Author(s):

Eugene Howard

3. Institution:

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development

4. Available from:

ASCD, 225 N. Washington St., Alexandria, Va 22314

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire for teachers and administrators in grades K-12
assesses staff perceptions about school effectiveness and climate
and pro,!ess variables. Results are used in setting priorities for
school improvement planning.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Can be hand or machine-scored by a school system.

9. Content:

(1) Active Learning--8 items

Items ask about use of nontraditional learning materials an4 activi-
ties in the classroom and school that promote active parricipation

Samples: "Use of manipulative materials in the classroom! Models,
machines, scales, live plants, measuring de-ices,, scientific aypara-
tus, blocks or rods for learning math, pho,ographic and recording
equipment."

"Integration of the arts into the curriculLm."
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(2) Individualized Performance Expectations/Varied Reward Systems- -5
items

These items ask about individualized curricular assignments and
projects and the use of nontraditional reward and grading systems.

Sample: "Students in the same class or learning group are not
necessarily given the same assignments . . ."

(3) Varied Learning Environments, and Flexible Curricular and Extra
Curricular Activities--15 items

Items ask about the use of out-of-school resources for learning
experiences, the physical management of the classroom and school,
the variety of learning options available, the extracurricular
activities program.

Samples: "Artist or poet in school programs."

"A noon-hour activities program."

(4) Appropriate Support and Structure--7 items

These items ask about programs to provide affective support and
training in nonacademic areas for students. One item asks about the
availability of instructional materials.

Samples: 'leadership training courses or units for students."

"Special Education progrnms of all types."

(6) Rules Cooperatively Determined--3 items

These items ask about staff and student involvement in the genera-
tion of school and classroom rules.

Sample: "Student involvement in defining rules in classrooms."

(6) Problem Solving. Decision Making, and Resolvin3 Conflict--7
items

These iteme ask about the existence of formal structures and proce-
dures to involve staff, students and i:arents in identifying school
problems and solving them.

Sample: "Conflict resolution committees . . . are crganized to
identify growing conflicts among cliques or individuals and to
resolve such conflicts before they become disruptive to tbe school."
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(7) Improvement of School Goals and Planning for the Future--6 items

Includes items about the use of evaluation data to identify areas of
weakness and the existence of and implementation of written school
improvement plans,

Sample: "Procedures have been established for involving parents,
pupils, and staff in defining school improvement priorities."

(8) Effective Communications- -13 items

Most of the items in this group ask abcrit school practices to pro-
mote communicatien between parents and the school. Some items ask
similar questions about communication between groups ulthin the
school.

Sample: "The social structure (clique structure) of the school is
studied and activities are planned to open communications among var-
ious cliques which are isolated from one another."

(9) Autonomy with Accountability--7 items

Items ask about the extent to which different groups assume respon7
sibility.

Samples: "Task forces assume responsibility for working on sche
improvement activities or projects."

"Students assume responsibility for improving their own behori.-:
through behavior contracts."

This scale lacks face validity.

(10) Effective Teaching/Learning Strategies--9 items

Items ask about the following teacher practices: gro:xping strate-
gies, use of independent study, feedback to students aout the qual-
ity of their work, individualized assignments, use of tqle, use of
"active learning" activities.

Sample: "Teachers systematically use diagnostic and r'-escrIptive
techniques ; determine learning needs of individual pupils and
assign leaviirg tasks related to those needs."

(11) Adeqnte Resource3--5 it-tns

Items ask about the edequsey o.,! learning aterials and equipment and
whether the ischool makes use of community resources.
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Sample: %earning materials and equipment in individual classroan::
are adequate."

(12) Supportive and Efficient Logistical Systems-5 items

Questions ask about the efficiency of procedures to obtain mateK-
als.

Sample: "A local or regional film library fills orders efficiEn-.1y
and promptly."

(13) Suitability of School Plant--8 items

Questions ask about physical conditions in the school.

Samples: "School plant flexibility is encouraged by provi,--i,-g told-
ing or movable partitions."

"The school site has been extended to include a school farm c-
door education camp."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The general ar.as addressed in the mini-audits have user-appea/.

They ere based on work completed by a group of educational adminim-
trators and reported in School Climate Improvement: A ChstIlett3
the School Administrator (Fox, 1976). The mini-audits t;17.*. rqLdely

usee- They are easy to complete and the results are (ssi.7,;/ inter-
preted.

Although most of the items have face validity as determ:Llants of
positive school climate, no validity eridence is presented. Many
items suggest school or classroom practices that appear inconsistent
with the research on effective schools and c1assroo4. practices.
Without evidence to back up the validity of these items for measur-
ing determinants of positive school climate, the uvi.1y of the
measures is questionable.

11. Comments:

This instrument actually yields 26 scores--one s*::t describes the
current situation and another the "impact potential" in that area.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

A School for the Eighties and Nineties: A Priority Search (1983).
Project No. 6

2. Author(s):

Eugene Howard (Editor), Roscoe Davidson, Eric Eversley, Joseph
Flierel, Harvey Hoffman, Michael Massarotti, Gary Price. Jim Sekich,
Bonnie Walters, and Carol Wilson

3. Institution:

Colorado Department of Ethication

4. Available from:

Eugene R. Howard, Colorado Department of Education, 201 E. Colfax
Avenue, Denver, CO 80203

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire is primarily for high school teachers 1-o assess
their opinions about content of the instructional program and organ-
izational and instructional processes in the school. Assessment
results were used to help schools define an "image of the future"
and develop a vision statement as a focus for school improvement
activities in the School Improvement Through Leagues and Clusters
program in Colorado.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity information:

None provided.

8. Scorium

Can be hand-scored or machine-scored by a school system.

9. Content:

(1) Content of the Instructional Program--13 items

Questions ask about the adequacy of the instructional program for
preparing students in basic skills as well as in technical areas
(math and science, computers), social issues (nuclear warfare, dis-
tribution of wealth), psychological health, interpersonal and man-
agement skills.
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Sample: "Each year students are provided with substantial learning
experiences designed to encourage the growth of their aesthetic
capacity, i.e., the ability to create and appreciate beauty."

(2) The Instructional Process and Teachers' Role--3 items

Items ask about the extent to which students have a personalized
education plan providing for a variety of learning experiences and
about the teacher's role as facilitator.

Samples: "The school is organized in such a way that pupils learn in
places outside of as well as within the school."

%earning from people who are not professional teachers as well as
from teachers is encouraged."

(3) The Learning Community and Lifelong Learning - -3 items

Questions ask about the role of the school in providing a range of
services to the community appropriate for all stages of development
from age two through adulthood.

Sample: "The school has become a learning community in which staff,
student, parent, and other community members are involved in their
awn and mutual learning activities."

(4) Governance and Institutional Self-Renewal--3 items

Items ask about the process of planning and decision making in the
school.

Sample: "Provision is made for on-going dialog among staff, stu-
dents, parents, and other community leaders regarding the purpose of
schooling aad the nature of the learning process."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The questionnaire items are based on a careful review of a specific
literature and were judged by experts on that literature to reflect
the major concepts included in the literature.

Apart from the content validity evidence cited above, the instrument
was not validated. We do not know how well the items actually meas-
ure the constructs they set out to measure. The scope of the items
is narrow compared to many other assessment devices included in our
study.
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11. Comments:

This instrument actually yields eight scores--one set describes the
current situation in each of the four areas and the other describes
what should be.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Describing Your School's Characteristics (DYSC, 1984), Project No. 7

2. Author(s):

Mid-continent Regional Educational Laboratory (McREL)

3. Institution:

Sane as above

4. Available from:

McREL, 2600 S. Parker Rd., Building 5, Suite 353, Aurora, CO 80014,
(303) 337-0990.

5. Intended Purpose:

This instrument was used to assess elementary, intermediate, or high
school teachers' and principals' perceptions about school effective-
ness and process variables. Assessment results provided a basis for
setting priorities for school improvement and for identifying areas
where high disagreement existed.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by McREL.

9. Content:

(1) Expectations for Success--7 items

Items ask about the level of difficulty of work given, clarity of
instructions and objectives, emphasis on student success, equal
treatment of students, And the principal's standards for academic
achievement.

Samples: "1 give acseic assignments on which anyone can be suc-
cessful, regardless os his or her reading ability."

"1 have minimum standards fez a'ach student which I expect that stu-
dent to achieve."

This scale lacks face validity.
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(2) Diagnosis/Prescription--7 items

Two of the seven items ask about diagnostics and pr'.rriptions
designed to match instructional tasks to student neJ. Five items
ask about standardization of instructional objectives, planning
instructional units, and assessing mastery of objectives.

Samples: 1When planning instruction, I refer to a sequence or spe-
cific set of skills or behaviors which students are expected to
accomplish."

"The principal has established a policy for providing easy access to
student academic records to help me diagnose student needs."

This scale lacks face validity.

(3) Effective Instruction

These items ask about the use of effective questioning strategies,
strategies to ensure high success rates for students, the use of
explicit criteria for evaluating student work, monitoring during
seatwork, level of student involvement, and use of a variety of
teaching techniques.

Sample: "During oral question periods, I phrase questions at dif-
ferent difficulty levels so all students can be successful."

(4) Use of Time

Items ask about use of classroom time for noninstructional tasks,
teacher enforcement of school attendance policies, student engage-
ment rate and rate of success, and classroom management.

Samples: "All of my stude",s are engaged for a minimum of 80% of
the instructional period."

"I plan management activities, such as distribution of materials, to
maximize in3tructional time."

(5) Knowledge of Outcomes

Questions ask primarily about meeaods for assessing student progress
and feedback to students about their progress.

Samples: "At this school there is an annual process for deciding in
which areas of the curriculum students are successful and in which
areas they need improvement."
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"I give students continuous information about how well they are
learning."

(6) Rewards and Praise

Questions ask about school and classroom practices to provide
rewards to staff and students and recognition for effort, accom-
plishments, and good performance.

Sample: "Staff members are regularly praised/rewarded/recognized
for their instructional improvement efforts."

"When I praise a student, I do so immediately after the praised
behavior occurs and mention that specific behavior in my praise."

(7) Management

Questions ask about discipline policies, teacher-student relations,
and the physical condition of the building.

Samples: "I spend time with students who want to discuss personal
concerns and problems."

"This building is well cared for--the floors are cleaned, broken
windows are replaced immediately, and other maintenance of the
school is done regularly."

(8) Collegiality

Questions ask about collegiality and cooperation smong teachers.

Samples: "I coc)eratively develop with other teachers learning
activities or instructional units."

"I am encouraged to try out new instructional strategies without
risk."

(9) Parental Involvement

Questions ask about the extent to which teachers communicate with
parents about their childrens' progress and parent involvement with
school activities.

Samples: "Parents visit my classrooms."

"Parents attend parent-teacher conferences to discuss their child's
academic progress."
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

Seven of the nine scales appear to measure what is intended. This
device is easy to use and an ine=pensive scoring service is pro-
vided. Hawever, no evidence of reliability, or validity is provided.
Without such evidence it is difficult to know whether the differ-
ences in the raw scores are meaningful. The coding scheme used to
score the instruments assigns the lowest value to "Don't know."
Therefore, areas with the least clarity or visibility are presented
in the results as most in need of improvement.

11. Comments:

This instrument is no longer being disseminated by McREL. They are
currently developing a new instrument that will be similar in format
to DYSC. The new instrument and information about its psychometric
properties will be available by September, 1986.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Academic Efficiency Index Instruzvmt (1986), Project No. 7

2. Author(s)%

Robert J. Marzano and C. L. Hutchins

3. Institution:

Mid-continent Regional Educational Laboratory (McREL)

4. Available from:

McREL, 2600 S. Parker Rd., Building 5, Suite 353, Aurora, CO 80014,
(303) 337-0990.

5. Intended Purpose:

This instrument is used to assess efficient time use. It assesses
the school's absenteeism rate, time lost to non-instructional school
and class activities and tioe lost to student inattentiveness. One
form of the assessment also assesses student success rates. The
results are intended to be used as a basis for setting priorities
for school improvement and for tracking improvements in time use.

6. Reliability Information:

None reported.

7. Validity Information:

Content validity is based on prior time-on-task research showing a
relationship between allocated and engaged time and achievement.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Absenteeism and time lost to non-instructional school activities are
assessed by a group of teachers using a worksheet to calculate per-
centages of the total school day allocated for various non-instruc-
tional activities and the average percentage of students attending
school each day.

Time lost to noninstructional classroom activities is assessed by an
observer spending 20 to 30 minutes in approximately one-third to
one-half the school's classrooms (but at least 10). The observer
counts minutes lost to noninstructional activities, and these counts
are averaged across classrooms to obtain an estimate for the entire
school.
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Three alternative methods--two observational and one student
self-report--are provided for assessing student engagement rate.
Observation data are collected at the same tin and in the same
classrooms as the non-instructional classroom activities data are
collected (see above). One method calls for observing all students
in the classroom, and the other calls for observing high and low
achieving students to obtain the total engaged rate as well as the
difference between the two groups. The self-report method asks stu-
dents to report periodically whether or not they understood the
material. These data are used to calculate a "success rate." As
with the noninstructional classroom activities observations, these
student observations are averaged across observed classrooms to
arrive at a school-level summary score.

The four school-level scores are used to construct an "academic
efficiency grid"--a visual tool useful for identifying areas in
which intervention would most likely yield improvement in use of
instructional time.

10. Stren ths and Weaknesses:

This device appears to measure a very important dimension in a
fairly simple manner. Instructions for calculating each index and
for performing classroom observations are clear. Hawever, more
explicit guidance about the sampling of classroams and the number
required to yield a reliable estimate would greatly increase the
utility of the device. Also, norms for the different indices are
provided, but are not discussed in the text, and the text discour-
ages comparison across schools.

11. Comments:

For an earlier assessment of the instrument, see Guzzetti (1983).
This device was excluded from analyses in the main body of this
report because it is an observation instrument.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Connecticut School Effectiveness Interview (1981), Elementary, Mid-
dle School Level, Project No. 8

2. Author(s):

Principal Author: Robert Villanova: Co-Authors: William J. Gau-
thier, Jr., C. Patrick Proctor, Joan Shoemaker, Herman A. Sirois,
Martin Gotowala

3. Institution:

Connecticut State Department of Education

4. Available fromz

Raymond Pecheone or Joan Shoemaker, State Department of Education,
P. O. Box 2219, Hartford, CT 06145

5. Intended Purpose:

Interviews are used to assess the perceptions of elementary and mid-
dle school teachers, principals, and staff regarding school effec-
tiveness and climate variables. The results are used to set priori-
ties for school improvement planning.

6. Reliability Information:

Alpha internal reliabilities for the seven scales range from .66 to
.93 (average = .77). No retest reliabilities are provided for this
instrument.

7. Validity Information:

The method for developing the items and information on content, con-
vergent, and construct validity is presented in the Handbook for Use
of the Connecticut School Effectiveness Interview and Questionnaire,
Connecticut Department of Education, 1984.

8- k2IiER:

The results can be machine-scored by a school system.

9. Content:

(1) Se: and Orderly Environment--5 items (alpha = .66)

The items in this measure are concerned with school safety, disci-
pline, the general condition of the building, and the learning atmo-
sphere.

Sampl-s: "Is this slhool a safe and secure place to work?"
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"Describe the disciplinary climate in this school."

"Who assumes responsibility for discipline in thie school?"

"Describe the general condition of the physical plant ,nd upkeep of
the school."

(2) Clear School Mission--11 items (alpha = .93)

The items in this measure seek information on whether there is a
clearly defined school mission that guides the instructionai program
(in Reading, Language Arts, and Math).

Samples: "Is there a written statement of purpose for th49 school
that guides the instructional program?"

"In the area of Reading, is there a set of written, sequential
objectives in this school up through all grades?"

"To what extent do teachers use these objectives in Readin, to cuide
their instruction?"

"In Reading, is there a set of dkills that all studetts expected
to master at each grade level?"

(3) Instructional Leadership--14 items (alpha = 81)

The items in this measure are concerned witl the performame of the
principal.

Samples: "Describe che inatruLtional leadership in this school."

"To what extent doe7 the principal promote the (Liscussion of
instructional impravement?"

"How often does the principal make fax,a1 classroom observations?"

"To what extent does the principal promote or manage staff develop-
ment in relation to instructional improvement?"

"To what degree does the principal arrange for coordination of the
instructional program within and between grades?"

(4) High Expectations--10 items (alpha = .69)

The items in this measure deal with staff expectations concerning
students' performance/achievement. That is, how well do they expect
a student to master basic skills? What factors do they think influ-
ence student achievement (home background, discipline, grouping for
math and reading)?
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Samples: "Typically, what percentage of students are expected to
master basic skills at each grade lewd?"

"In general, how would you describe the expectation of teache, in
this school regarding studPnt achievement?"

"To what extent is the r r of low-income children retained in
grade different from t ,mmber of other children retained in gra'.,
in this school?"

(5) Opportunity to Learn and Student Time on Task--9 items
(alpha = .781

The items in this measure deal with the amount oi le spent for
learning reading, language arts, and math, how timc 'r basic skills
is allotted in the school, what interferes or intern: -21assroom

instruction, performance on assigned work, and how cl::-,-;T-cm
instruction occurs.

Samples: "Row much time is spent in your classroom o. 4-ing/Lan-
guage Arts each day?"

"To what extent do students disrupt instruction during tlasses in
this school?"

"Following instruction, how do students typically perform on
assigned practice work?"

(6) Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress--8 items (alpha .86)

The items in this measure deal with how and lic ;. eften stadent pro-
gress in basic skills are monitored and how that information is
utilized. Items also ask about r .ndardi;.ed and cr7.tstion-refer-
enced programs.

Samples: "Describe the stande'-id testi..., program in this
school."

"Describe the use of standardized test results in tnie school."

The convergent/discriminant validity evidence provided for this
scale suggests that it may not measure a separable dimension.

(7) Home-School Relations--l0 items (alpha = .66)

Items ask about the amount of parent involvement, the type of parent
organization, communication between teachers and parents, and
parents' rule in school homework policy,

Samples: "To what extent are parents involved in this school?"
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"Describe the ways in which parents and teachers communi.cate in this
school."

"Beyond formal conferences, how many teacher contacts do parents,
initiate during a typical month?"

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This assessment device appears to have been carefully developed
based on effective schools research. It is accompanied by a manual
describing the instrument, its development, use, administration,
validity, and reliability. It is inexpensive to use. The Luultiple
choice format makes it easier to score than open-ended questions.

The reliability and validity evidence is calculated using the indi-
vidual rather than the school as the unit of analysis.

11. Comments:

For an earlier assessment of this instrument, see Guzzetti (1983).
The instrument has been revised since the Guzzetti review.



1. Instrument Title and Pro'ect Number

Connecticut CcHool Effectiveness Questionnaire (1981), Project No. 8

2. Author(e):

Principal Author: Robert M. Villanova; Co-authors: William J. Gau-
thier. Jr., C. Patrick Proctor, Joan Shoemaker

3. Institution:

Connecticut Department of Education

4. Available from:

Raymond Pecheone or Joan Shoemaker, Connecticut State Department of
Educatiov, P. O. Box 2219, Hartford, CT 06145 (203) 566-7163.

5. IrtendelltaRaet;

The questionnaire is used to assess the perceptions of elementary
and middle school teachers, principals, and staff regarding school
ef17...i.ctiveness and climate variables. The results are used to sc:t
priorities for school improvement planning.

6. Reliability Information:

Alpha internal reliabilities for the seven scales range from .66 to
.93 (average = .80). Ten-day test-retest reliabilities range from
.67 to .90 (average = .70).

7. Validity Information:

A panel of experts familiar with the effectiye schools research
reviewed all items. Using a Q-sort technique, panel members sorted
items into the seven categories. Items miscategorized 20% of the
time or more were eliminated. Correlations between questionnaire
and interview scales provided some evidence of convergent and dis-
criminant validity, although some of the correlations suggested that
the seven constructs werc not distinct.

8. Scoring:

Results can be machine-scored by a school system.

9. Content:

(1) Scfe and Orderly Environment--10 items (alpha = .85)

Items ask about the school's atmosphere, the safety of the area, the
maintenance of the school building, if student behavior is positive,
and if teachers and administrators assume responsibility for school
discipline.
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Samples: "This school is a safe and secure place to work."

"Studert behavior is generally positive in this schoo, "

(2) Clear School Mission--14 items (alpha = .90)

Items ask if there are written objectives that guide Reading, Math,
and Language Arts that students must master at each grade level as
well as overall school objectives which influence instructional pro-
grams.

Samples: "In reading, written seqlmtial objectives exist up
through all grades."

"A written statement of purpose that is the driving force behind
most important decisions does not exist in this school."

(3) Instructional Leadership--25 items (alpha = .83)

Items ask about principal visibility throughout the school, communi-
cations with teachers about instructional practices, reviews of test
results to plan for school improvement, formal observation of the
classroom with postobservation conference, and promoting staff
development activities.

Samples: "The principal makes frequent formal classroom observa-
tior,."

"The principal frequently communicates to individual teachers their
responsibility in relation to student achievement."

"There is clear, strong, centralized instructional leaaers'aip
the principal in this school."

(4) High Expectations--12 items (alpha = .69)

Items ask what percentage of students can be expected to master all
basic skills, about teacher responsibility for student a,hicvement,
and what factors (such as low-income, home background, disciplinary
problems) might affect their expectations.

"In this school low-achieving students present more discipline prob-
lems than other students."

"90-100% of students are expected to master all basic skills at
every grade level."
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(5) Opportunity to Learn and Student Time on Task--12 items
(alpha = .74)

Items deal with the amount of time allotted for reading, language
arts, and math, the format for daily lessons, class atmosphere,
whether pullout programs disrupt or interfere with basic skills,
monitoring of assigned seatwork, and if special instructional pro-
grams are integrated with curriculum and classroom instruction for
individual students.

Samples: "Two hours or more are allocated for reading/language arts
each day throughout this school."

"Typical daily lessons in this school follow this sequence: teacher
presentation, student practice, specific feedback, evaluation of
student performance."

(6) Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress--12 items (alpha = .67)

Items ask about use of criterion-referenced and standardized tests
for planning program modifications and about daily feedback to stu-
dents about their work.

Samples: "Criterion-referenced tests are used to assess basic
skills throughout the school."

"Standardized test results are available and are used to evaluate
program objectives."

The convergent/discriminant validity evidence provided for this
scale suggests that it may not measure a separable dimension.

(7) Home-School Rele-5ons--15 items (alpha = .82)

Questions ask about parent-home interaction, parents' rating of the
school, and parent monitoring of homework. Items also cover teach-
er-home communication and parent initiation of school contact and
understanding and support for the instructional program.

Samples: "Homework is monitored at home and in school with follow-
up."

"There is au active parent/school group in this school that involves
many parents."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This assessment device appears to have been carefully developed
based on effective schools research. It is accompanied by a manual
describing the instrument, its development, use, administration,
validity, and reliability. It is inexpensive to use. The multiple
choice format makes it easier to score than open-ended questions.
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The reliability and validity evidence is calculated using the indi-
vidual rather than the school as the unit of analysis.

11. Comments:

For an earlier assessment of this instrument. see Guzzetti (1983).
The instrument has been revised since the Guzzetti review.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Connecticut Secondary School Development Project Staff Questionnaire
(1984), Project No. 8

2. Author(s):

Principal Author: Alice Evans

3. Institution:

Connecticut State Department of Education

4. Available from:

Alice Evans, School Effectiveness Unit, Bureau of School and Program
Development, Division of Educational Support Services, State Depart-
ment of Education, Hartford, CT 06145

5. Intended Purpose:

Surveys are used to assess the perceptions of secondary school
teachers, principals, and staff regarding school effectiveness and
climate variables. The result are used to set priorities for
school improvement planning.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

The measures of school effectiveness are based largely on a content
analysis of the effective schools literature. Content validity for
seven of the twelve measures is described in the Handbook for Use of
the Connecticut School Effectiveness Interview and Questionnaire,
Connecticut Department of Education, 1984.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by a school system.

9. Content:

(1) Decisicn-making--9 items

Questions ask about the existence of standard practices for solving

schc 1 problems, bias for action, and input into decision making
from students and staff.

Sample: "Important decisions are made in this school with represen-
tation from students, faculty and administration."
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(2) Consideration--12 items

Most questions ask about teacher morale, cooperation, and support.
One question asks about teacher respect for students, two about
teacher praise and positive feedback to students, one about opportu-
nities for students and staff to work together, and one about the
principal's style.

Samples: "There is a 'we' spirit in this school."

"Students are praised for good performance."

"The principal talks with us frankly and openly."

The intended construct is defined as "respect and trust . . . among
staff and between staff and students." The staff-student aspect
appears not well-covered in this set of items.

(3) Academic Press--11 items

Questions ask about the academic climate in the school: homework
assignment and completion, student attendance and preparedness, stu-
dent effort and enthusiasm for learning, recognition of academic
success, and student mobility.

Samples: "Students stay away from school only for good reasons."

"The climate in this school promotes learning."

(4) Academic Growth and Renewal--5 items

Questions ask about opportunities for professional development, mas-
ter-teacher arrangements, whether or not teachers are held accounta-
ble and whether or not teachers know hc-.7 to teach.

Samples: "Teachers in this g:hool are held accountable for provid-
ing learning opportunities fe.:: each of their classes."

"1n-service education progrems are available to teachers to help
them keep up-to-date ol the best teaching rJtrategies."

(5) Safe and Orderly Environment--11 items

The items in this measure are concerned with school safety, disci-
pline, the physical comlition of the building, and the learning
atmosphere.

Samples: "This school is a safe and secure place to work."

"Teachers, administrators, and parents assume responsibility for
discipline in this school."
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(6) Clear School Mission--5 items

Questions ask about the existence of written norms for behavior,
availability of instructional materials, instructional goal consen-
sus, and the consistency of student recognition with the school's
primary goals.

Samples: "The school has published statements of expectations and
norms fcr the conduct of staff and students."

"Teachers and students are able to get the instructional materials
they need at the time they are needed."

(7) Instructional Leadership--l0 items

Questions ask about principal behaviors that reflect a concern for
impraving the instructional program.

Samples: "Formal observations by the principal are followed regu-
larly by a post-observation conference."

"The principal uses test results to recommend modifications or
changes in the instructional program."

(8) High Expectations--8 items

The items in this measure ask about staff expectations concerning

students' performance, teacher accountability for student perfor-
mance, and teacher praise.

Samples: "If students haven't acquired the basic skills by the time
they get to this level, there is little our staff can do to help
them."

"Teachers praise all students for their accomplishments rather than
praise only those who accomplish the most."

(9) Frequent Monitoring of Pupils' Progress--6 items

The items in this measure aek about how and how often student pro-
gress is monitored, about feedback to students, and about the use of
test results to modify the instructional program.

Samples: "When students are assigned seatwork, teachers monitor
their efforts closely."

"Specific feedback on daily assignments is given to students regu-
larly and is followed up by the teacher."
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"Teachers and their supervisors thoroughly review and analyze test
results to plan instructional program modifications."

(10) Opportunity :o Learn and Time on Task--7 items

Questions ask about whether the atmosphere is conducive to learning,
what interferes or interrupts classroom instruction, effective use
of time allocated to instruction, and student success rates.

Samples: 'Basic skills instructional time rarely is interrupted."

"Teachers start classes on time and continue teaching to the final
bell."

(11) School and Community Relationships--7 items

Items ask about various kinds of parent involvement and communica-
tion between teachers and parents.

Samples: "Most parents understand and promote the school's instruc-
tional program."

"Most teachers in this school communicate frequently with parents."

(12) Equity--9 items

Questions ask about segregation of groups and efforts to serve stu-
dents effectively regardless of race, national origin, or gender.

Samples: "Racial and ethnic minority students are encouraged to
remain in school."

"There is representation of various racial and ethnic groups and
both sexes in textbooks, literary materials and films in the
school."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This questionnaire is easy to use, inexpensive, and covers a wide
range of characterist:.cs of effective schools. Most scales appear
face valid. The "School Effectiveness" constructs (numbers 5-11)
are based directly on the effective schools literature and can be
straightforwardly applied to school improvement programs di,-ected at
those factors.

No reliability or validity evidence is presented, one of the scales
(Consideration) appears not to measure the intended construct, and
some scales seem to overlap considerably in content (e.g., Clear
School Mission, High Expectations, and Academic Press).
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11. Comments:

A parent questionnaire modeled on this staff questionnaire has been
developed. It is available from H. Clark. Capital Region Education
Council, 599 Matianack Ave., Windsor, CT 06095; (203) 688-7333.
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1. Instrument Title atd Project Number

Connecticut Secondary School Development Project Student Question-
naire (1984), Project No. 8

2. Author(s):

Principal Author: Alice Evans

3. Institution:

Connecticut State Depar*ment of Education

4. Available from:

Alice Evans, School Effectiveness Unit, Bureau of School and Program
Development, Division of Educational Support Services, State Depart-
ment of Education, Hartford, %I "6145

5. Intended Purpose:

Surveys are used to assess the perceptions of secondaty school stu-
dcnts regardin6 school effectiveness and climate variables. The
results are used to set priorities for school improvement planningr

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

The measures of school effectiveness are based largely on a content
analysis of the effective schools literature. Content validity for
seven of the twelve measures is described in the Handbook for Use of
the Connecticut School Effectiveness Interview and Questionnaire,
Connecticut Department of Education, 1984.

8. Scoring:

The results are machine-scored by a school system.

9. Content:

(1) Decision Making--8 items

Questions ask about the existence of standard practices for solving
school problems and involvement of staff, students, and administra-
tors in scho.:.1 eazision mning.

Sample: "The student governiuent makes important decisions."

Five of the items in this scale are identical or nearly identical to
the staff survey scale of the same name.
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(2) Consideration-10 items

Questions ask about student and teacher morale, teacher-student rap-
port, and feedback from staff to students.

Samples: "Students can count on teachers to listen to their side of
the story and to be fair."

"Students are praised for good performance."

Seven of the ten items are identical to items in the secondary staff
survey scale of the same name.

(3) Academic Press--8 items

Questions ask about the academic climate of the school: homework
assignment and completion, student attendance and preparedness, stu-
dent effort and enthusiasm for learning.

Sample: nMost students in this school are eager and enthusiastic
about learning."

Seven of the eight items are identical or nearly identical to items
in the secondary staff survey scale of the same name.

(4) School Responsi-eness to Students' Needs--11 items

Thib scale contains items asking about opportunities for involvement
in extracurricular activities and other special programs, diversity
and relevance of educational experiences, availability of counseling
assistance, fairness of graduation requirements, and principal visi-
bility.

Samples: "The majority of students in this school participate in
extra, -7ricular activities."

"Graduation requirements are fair in this school."

"The principal is highly visible throughout the school."

This ,>cale appears to measure more than one dimension of school cli-
ma":e.

(5) Safe and Orderly Environment--11 items

The items in this scale are concerned with school safety, disci-
pline, the physical condition of the building, and the learning
atmosphere.
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Sample: "The school has adequate disciplinary r7.-fures for deal-
ing with disruptive behavior."

Eight of the eleven items are identical or neac-1-. ica1 to items
in the secondary staff survey scale of the sa=c, ii

(6) Clear School Mission--8 items

Questions ask about the existence of written names for behavior,
instructional goal consensus, and the communication o' the school's
mission to students. Four items ask about the qualit17 of the teach-
ing staff and one about the availability of instructicnal materials.

Samples: "One of the great strengths of this school 4s its teaching
staff."

"Teachers and students are able to get the instructional materials
they need at the time they are needed."

"Teachers here agree on what is most important for students to
learn."

This scale appears to measure teaching staff quality as well as
school mission. Four of the eight items are identical or nearly
identical to the Clear School Mission scale in the staff question-
naire of the same name.

(7) High Expectations--10 items

Questions ask about expectations for student achievement, teacher
praise, standards for academic performance, and the school's
response to low-achieving students.

Sample: "Students not mastering subject matter are required to
repeat the course."

Six of the ten items in this scale are identical or nearly identical
to the High Expectations scale in the staff questionnaire of the
same name.

(8) Frequent Monitoring of Pupil's Progress--8 items

Questions ask about the frequency of feedback to students about aca-
demic work, monitoring seatwork, and classroom and building-level
assessment practices.

Sample: "Students can talk easily with teachers abOut lessons and
grades."
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Four of the eight items are identical to items in the secondary
staff survey scale of the same name.

(9) Opportunity to Learn and Time on Task--9 items

Questions ask about effective classroom management and teaching
strategies expected to maximize instructional time, interruptions,
and whether students are adequately prepared for the SAT.

Samples: "Teachers are well-prepared for class and start and end
class promptly."

"Students are adequately prepared by this school to take standard-
ized tests such as the SAT."

Four of the nine items are identical to items in the secondary staff
survey scale of the same name.

(10) School and Community Relationships--7 items

Questions ask about various kinds of parent involvement and communi-
cation between parents and teachers, homework policies, and the
parents' rating of the school.

Samples: "Students and parents are aware of the homework policy in
this school."

"My parents initiate many contacts with the school."

Five of the seven items in this scale are identical or nearly iden-
tical to items in the secondary staff survey scale of the same name.

(11) Equity--10 items

Questions ask about segregation of groups, discrimination, and
efforts to provide equivalent services to all students regardless of
national origin, race, or gender.

Samples: "Students do not feel discriminated against in any way at
this school."

"Courses stress the accomplishments of various racial and ethnic
groups."

Six of the ten items in this scale are identical or nearly identical
to items in the secondary staff survey scale of the same name.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This questionnaire is easy to use, inexpensive, and covers a wide
range of characteristics of effective schools. Most scales appear
face valid. The "school effectiveness" constructs (numbers 5-11)
are based directly on the effective schools literature and can be
straightforwardly applied to school impravement programs directed at
those factors.

The assessment instrument is divided into two forms, each having 50
items and measuring half of the dimensions. Teachers are instructed
to distribute the forms randomly in the classrooms. This clever
arrangement effectively cuts administration time in half.

No reliability and validity information is yet available (although
the author has plans to conduct such studies). Two of the measures
appear to measure more than one dimension, and same overlap consid
erably in content.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Chicago Effective Schools Project: The Needs Assessment Instrument
(1982), Project No. 10

2. Author(s):

Chicago Public Schools

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Sylvia Brandon, Director, Chicago Effective Schools Project, Office
of Equal Educational Opportunity, 1819 W. Pershing Road, East Center
6, Chicago, IL 60609

5. Intended Purpose:

This elementary and middle school questionnaire assesses perceptions
of teachers, older students, principals, school staff, and community
about principal leadership, school climate, instructional enphasis,
staff development, parent involvement and support, and use of as-
sessment results to improve instruction. Results are intended for
use in setting priorities for school improvement.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

(1) Leadership--11 items

ItEms cover principal management and supervision.

Samples: "The principal frequently observes classroom instruction
and confers with teachers on methods of improvement."

"The principal seeks input from staff to resolve issues affecting
the school."
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"Meetings are held that involve staff in the solution of problems in
and around the school."

(2) School Climate--17 items

This scale deals with the interaction between principal, staff and
students, school pride, and discipline.

Samples: "The principal and staff believe that all students can
learn."

"Students demonstrating severe disruptive behavior are the focus of
specific plans fc:.7 improvement involving the student, members of the
staff, and parents.

This scale lacks face validity.

(3) Instructional Emphasis--29 items

Items ask about clarity of curriculum goals end objectives, teach-
ers' preparation of materials and monitoring of feedback. and staff
expectations.

Samples: "A variety of teaching methods is ,sed to meet the needs of
individual learners."

"Teachers have lessons prepared and materials readily available so
that little disruption occurs during changes from one content area
to another.

"High expectations of student performance are held by the principal
and staff."

This scale lacks face validity.

(4) Staff Development - -11 4-ems

Items focus on staff inservice trainig and staff development activi-
ties.

Samples: "Inservice time is used efficiently and effectively."

"Staff development is used as a change model for instructional
improvement."

"Staff development activities have allowed me to grow as a teacher."
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(5) Parent Involvement and Support--15 items

Questions ask about training progrems for parents and parent
involvement and support.

Samples: "Parent training programs are offered in the school that
assist parents in working with their children."

"Meaningful in-school activities are provided for parents and commu-
nity members."

"There is an emphasis on positive teacher-parent interaction includ-
ing periodic notification of class and individual achievements/pro-
gress/success."

(6) Assessment Data--9 items

Items inquire about use of standardized tests, evaluation of student
progress, and reinforcement of student achievement.

Samples: "Teachers use objective data to improve instruction."

"Each student is thoroughly evalutated (at least 8-10 times per
year) and his/her progress is systematically monitored by appropri-
ate teaching and administrative staff."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

Items on the questionnairesappear easy to understand and cover many
"effective schools" characteristics.

This instrument is not well constructed. Two of the six scales lack
face validity. No manual is provided, no evidence of reliability or
validity is presented, and instructions for administration, scoring,
and summarizing results are dketchy.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Analysis: Teacher Interview (1984), Project
No. 12

2. Author(s):

Kentucky Department of Education

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Division of School Improvement, Office of Instruction, Kentucky
Department of Education, Capital Plaza Tower, Frankfort, KY 40601.

5. Intended Pur ose:

To assess elementary and secondary school teacher perceptions about
school characteristics such as inservice training and public image.
Results were used to help set priorities for school improvement
planning in the Kentucky School Effectiveness Program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. _Scoring:

Machine-scored by school aystem.

9. Conten:

Forty-four questions cover a wider range of topics ranging from
opinions about inservice training for substitutes to the public
image of the school.

Samples: "Do you, or the school, group students you teach?"

"The best thing about your teaching is . .

We cannot assess the specific scale content or the face validity
because iuformation on scoring was not provided.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The assessment appears comprehensive in that it assesses staff, stu-
dents, and parents from most levels within the school system. But
no evidence of reliability or validity is presented, and we cannot
assess the face validity of most instruments in this group because
we lack information about how items are grouped. The assessment is
very expensive (4-6 people for 2-4 weeks per school, plus materials
and scoring costs).

11. Comments:

This device was excluded from the analysis of scales.

School Effectiveness Program personnel planned to revise these
instruments to permit machine scoring to save time and improve accu-
racy.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Analysis: Principal Interview (1984), Project
No. 12

2. Author(s):

Kentucky Department of Education

3. Institution:

Kentucky Department of Education

4. Available from:

Division of School Improvement, Office of Instruction, Kentucky
Department of Education, Capital Plaza Tower, Frankfort, KY 40601.

5. Intended Purpose:

To assess elementary and secondary school principal perceptions
about school characteristics such as inservice training and public
image. Results were used to help set priorities for school improve-
ment planning in the Kentucky School Effectiveness Program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by school aystem.

9. Content:

Twenty-seven questions cover a range of topics including student,
teacher, and parent input into school decision making, use of time
in classrooms, availability of teaching resources.

Samples: niias your school assessed its strengths and needs in
instructional areas?"

"How do you acknowledge teachers who do an outstanding job?"

We cannot assess the specific scale content or the face validity
because information on scoring was not provided.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The assessment appears comprehensive in that it assesses stafi, stu-
dents, and parents from most levels within the school system. But
no evidence of reliability or validity was presented, and we could
not assess the face validity of most instruments in this group
because we lacked information about how items were grouped. The
assessment is very expensive (4-6 people for 2-4 weeks per school,
plus materials and scoring costa).

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales

School Effectiveness Program personnel planned to revise these
instruments to permit machine scoring to save time and improve accu-
racy.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Analysis: Student Officer Interview (1984),
Project No. 12

2. Author(s):

Kentucky Department of Education

3. Institution:

Same as above

4. Available from:

Division of. School Improvement, Office of Instruction, Kentucky
Department of Education, Capital Plaza Tower, Frankfort, KY 40601.

5. Intended Purpose:

To assess student feelings and perceptions of school reward prac-
tices and school climate. Results were used to help set priorities
in planning for school improvement in the Kentucky School Effective-
ness Program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by school system.

9. Content:

Twenty questions (10 open-ended oral and 10 open-ended written) ask
about a range of topics including feelings of self-worth, selection
of friends, school practices of rewarding students, and academic
climate.

Samples: 9Which are your favorite subjects?"

"What are your future plans?"

We cannot assess the specific scale content or the face validity
because information on scoring was not provided.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The assessment appears comprehensive in that it assesses staff, stu-
dents, and parents from most levels within the school system, But
no evidence of reliability or validity was presented, and we could
not assess the face validity of most instruments in this group
because we lacked information about how items were grouped. The
assessment is very expensive (4-6 people for 2-4 weeks per school,
plus materials and scoring costs).

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from our analysis of scales.

School Effectiveness Program personnel planned to revise these
instruments to permit machine scoring to save time and improve accu-
racy.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Analysis: Elementary Student Questionnaire
(1984), Project No. 12

2. Author(s):

Kentucky Department of Education

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Division of School Improvement. Office of Instruction. Kentucky
Department of Education, Capital Plaza Tower, Frankfort, KY 40601.

5. Intended Purpose:

To assess elementary students' liking of school and perceptions of
rewards, instructional practices, feedback about school work, and
self-concept. Results were used to set priorities in planning for
school improvement in the Kentucky School Effectiveness Program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by school system.

9. Content:

Seventeen items are student reports of teacher practices in the fol-
lowing areas: use of time, clarity of instructional objectives,
feedback, rewards and recognition, communication with parents,
grouping, seatwork, variety of learning activities, questioning
strategies, and homework. Two items ask how students feel about
school work.

Samples: "Does the work you do in school make you feel good about
yourself?"

"Does your teacher encourage you to think for yourself?"
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We could not assess the specific scale content or the face validity
because information on scoring was not provided.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The assessment appears comprehensive in that it assesses staff, stu-
dents, and parents from most levels within the school system. But
no evidence of reliability or validity was presented, and we could
not assess the face validity of most instruments in this group
because we lacked information about how items were grouped. The
assessment as a whole is very expensive (4-6 people for 2-4 weeks
per school, plus materials and scoring costs)--although this ques-
tionnaire is short and appears to use machine-scored answer sheets
and thus would not be expensive and time-consuming.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from our analysis of scales because
information on scoring was not provided.

A-75

114



1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Analysis: Secondary Student Questionnaire
(1984), Proj2ct No. 12

2. Author(s):

Kentucky Department of Education

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Division of School Improvement, Office of Instruction, Kentucky
Department of Education, Capital Plaza Tower, Frankfort, KY 40601.

5. Intended Purpose:

To assess secondary student opinion about school effectiveness and
climate variables for the Kentucky School Effectiveness Program.
Results were used to help set priorities for school improvement
planning.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by a school system.

9. Content:

Twenty-four questions ask about clarity of teacher expectations,
student-teacher interaction, teacher questioning strategies, feed-
back, use of classroom time, independent work, student respect for
teachers, teacher respect for students, student recognition pro-
grams, clarity and fairness of school rules, liking for school,
course offerings, social integration, and fairness of the grading
system.

Sample: "Overall, would you rate this a good school?"

We cannot assess the specific scale content or the face validity
because information on scoring was not provided.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The assessment appears comprehensive in that it assesses staff, stu-
dents, and parents from most levels within the school system. But
no evidence of reliability or validity was presented, and we could
not assess the face validity of most instruments in this group
because we lacked information about how items were grouped. The
assessment as a whole is very expensive (4-6 people for 2-4 weeks
per school, plus materials and scoring costs)--although this ques-
tionnaire is short and appears to use machine-scored answer sheets
and thus would not be expensive and time consuming.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from our analysis of scales because
information on scoring was not provided.

School Effectiveness Progrm personnel planned to revise these
instruments to permit machine scoring to save time and improve accu-
racy.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Analysis: Parent Questionnaire (1984), Project
No. 12

2. Author(s):

Kentucky Department of Education

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Division of School Improvement, Office of Instruction, Kentucky
Department of Education, Capital Plaza Tower, Frankfort, KY 40601.

5. Intended Purpose:

To assess the perceptions of parents of elementary and secondary
students about parent awareness and involvement, homework, school
discipline, and communication in their children's school. Results
were used to help set priorities for school improvement planning in
the Kentucky School Effectiveness Program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by a school system.

9. Content:

Twenty-five questions ask about parent involvement in school deci-
sion making, parent awareness of their children's school progress,
activities, and learning objectives, the variety of learning activi-
ties, opinions about the amount of homework given, visits to the
school, awareness of the school'r testing program, discipline, and
attendance policies, accessibility of staff, school use of rewards
for students, and parents' source of information about the school.

Sample: "Do you feel welcome in your child'u school?"

We could not assess the specific scale content or tke face validity
because information on scoring was not provided.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The assessment appears comprehensive in that it ass47,sses staff, stu-
dents, and parents from most levels within the scho:-.. system. But
no evidence of reliability or validity was presented, and we could
not assess the face validity of most instruments in this group
because we lacked information about how items were grouped. The
assessment as a whole is very expensive (4-6 people for 2-4 weeks
per school). plus materials and scoring costs)--although this
assessment device could be machine-scored.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Analysis: Teacher/Administrator Assessment
Questionnaire (1984), Project No. 12

2. Author(s):

Kentucky Department of Education

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Division of School Improvement, Office of Instruction, Kentucky
Department of Education, Capital Plaza Tower, Frankfort, KY 40601.

5. Intended Purpose:

To assess elementary and secondary teachers' perceptions of school
effectiveness, climate, and process variables. Results were used to
set priorities for school improvement plenning in the Kentucky
School Effectiveness Program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by a school system.

9. Content:

(1) Appropriate, Consistent Curriculum--9 items

Items ask about the alignment of the curriculum with the testing
program and the learning objectives; teacher, student, and parent
input into the curriculum development process.

Samples: There is a match between instruction and the written cur-
riculum."

"The curriculum reflects the values and goals of the community."
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(2) Community Support and Involvement--10 items

Questions ask about community involvement in school activities, com-
munity input into school decision making, student participation-in
community activities, accessibility of school staff to community
members, use of community volunteers and speakers, and teacher-pa-
rent communication.

Samples: "Community participation at school events is noticeable."

"Parents work with students at home to support school programs."

This scale lacks face validity.

(3) Effective Teaching--12 items

Questions ask about teacher expectations, use of time, matching
teaching styles to learning styles, behavior management, teacher
knowledge of subject matter, classroom atmosphere, and professional
growth experiences.

Samples: "Teachers demonstrate a variety of teaching methods and
skills to match teaching styles with learning styles."

"Expectations for student learning are clear to teachers, students,
administrators, and the public."

(4) Good Communications - -11 items

Questions ask about principal classroom observations, feedback to
students, clarity of discipline policies, student, staff, and parent
input into the development of discipline policies, teacher-parent
and teacher-administrator communication, press coverage of the
school, and teacher collegiality.

Samples: "Often the 'grapevine' is more accurate and efficient than
the regular lines of communication."

"Discipline policies, rules and codes are administered fairly."

This scale lacks face validity.

(5) Expectations for Learning--10 items

Items ask, about the school's and teachers' expectations for student
achievement, administrators' expectations for teacher performance,
teachers' use of class time, feedback, rewards, praise and recogni-
tion, and characteristics of students who are retained.
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Samples: "Teachers create an environment that models high learning
expectations by using class time effectively."

"Students retained in a grade are not from any one income level."

(6) Quality Time-on-Task--10 items

Items ask about teachers' use of time in the classroom, the level of
student engaged time, degree of noninstructional classroom time,
interruptions, and students' level of success.

Samples: "Special events are planned to fit into and enhance the
total instructional program."

"Students are engaged every day in learning activities which bring
success to them."

(7) Orderly, Safe Learning Climate--10 items

Questions ask about perceptions of safety, condition of the school
building, staff morale, student pride, respect, clarity of rules and
consistency of enforcement, treatment of students, and teacher-
administration cooperation.

Samples: "Administrators and teachers collaborate to ensure a
well-run school day; there is little administrator/teacher tension."

"The building and grounds are in good repair and show evidence of
upkeep."

This scale lacks face validity.

(8) Student Progress Assessed and Monitored--10 items

Questions ask about feedback to students, characteristics of the
testing program, uses of student assessment information, alignment
of the tests with instructional objectives and what is taught, com-
mitment to assessment and accountability, and the evaluation plan
for the district.

Samples: "Education goals mid learner outcomes are coordinated
through an evaluation plan for the district."

"Teachers provide prompt feedback to students regarding their daily
accomplishments."

This scale lacks face validity.
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(9) Sense of Mission, Commitment--8 items

Questions ask about curriculum objectives, sclyiol goals and mis-
sions, assessment, and teacher, student, and parent involvement in
development of school goals.

Samples: "Relevant knowledge, skills, and attitudes are sequenced
and specified."

"The primary mission of the school is understood by all school per-
sonnel as well as community members."

This scale lacks face validity.

(10) Instructional Leadership--10 items

Questions ask about principal practices regarding staff development,
classroom observation, coordination of the instructional program,
and use of evaluation information. Items also assess more general
perceptions of the principal's ability to stimulate the staff, his
or her responsiveness and accessibility, and administrative style.

Samples: "School administrators project a positive view of the
school and its programs, staff, and the student body."

"The principal is accessible and responsive to teachers."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The assessment appears comprehensive in that it assesses staff, stu-
dents, and parents from most levels within the school system. But
no evidence of reliability or validity was presented, and the
assessment as a whole is very expensive (4-6 people for 2-4 weeks
per school, plus materials and scoring costs)--although this ques-
tionnaire can be machine-scored.

The teacher questionnaire items are grouped, but half of the group-
ings lack even face validity. Items were borrowed from the Colorado
State Department of Education's "Indicators of Quality Schools"
instrument without attribution. The Colorado items are scattered
across different item groupings in the Kentucky instrument.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Analysis: Class Engaged Time Analysis (1984).
Project No. 12

2. Author(s):

Kentucky Department of Education

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Division of School Improvement, Office of Instruction, Kentucky
Department of Education, Capital Plaza Tower, Frankfort, KY 40601.

5. Intenc_ ose:

This classroom observation instrument was used in the Kentucky
School Effectiveness Program to estimate time spent on different
instructional activities and the engagement rate of students.
Results were used in setting priorities for school improvement plan-
ning.

6. :liability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoria:

Hand-sccred.

9. Content:

This is an observation instrument to estimate time spent on differ-
ent instructional activities and the engagement rate of students.
Observers record the activity and the number of students engaged in
each of fourteen time segments (approximately four minutes each seg-
ment).

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

We cannot assess the validity of the engaged time analysis instru-
ment. The instructions for calculating engaged rate would result in
a distribution of engaged rates that does not reflect the actual
observation. For example, a classroom with 50-60% of its students
judged to be engaged at every time period would receive a summary
engaged time of 20%.

A-84

123



The assessment, as a whole, appears comprehensive in that it
assesses staff, students, and parents from most levels within the
school system. But no evidence of reliability or validity is pre
sented, and the assessment as a whole is very expensive (4-6 people
for 2-4 weeks per school, plus materials and scoring costs).

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from analyses in the main body of the
report because it is an observation instrument.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

The Effective School Battery: Teacher Survey (1984). Project No. 13

2. Author(s):

Gary D. Gottfredson

3. Institution:

Center for Social Organization of Schools, The Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity

4. Available from:

Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc. (PAR), P. O. Box 98,
Odessa, FL 33556. (800) 331-TEST

5. Intended Purpose:

This instrument is used to assess teachers' perceptions about school
effectiveness, climate, and process variables. Assessment results
provide a basis for setting priorities for school improvement for
individual schools or for a district, for evaluating programs, open-
ing up communication, or providing ongoing indicators related to
organizational health and research on schools.

6. Reliability Information:

Alpha reliabilities for individual-level teacher scales range from
.54 to .80 (average = .70). Alpha reiiabilities for teacher climste
scales range from .65 to .94 (average = .84). One-year retest reli-
abilities for school-level averages of individual teacher scales
range from .31 to .66 (average = .46). One-year retest reliabili-
ties for school-climate measures for teachers range from .45 to .75
(average = .60). Two-year retest reliabilities are also provided.

7. Validity Information:

Correlations between ESB scales and other measures and information
from research studies and experimental evaluations that used the ESB
scales are presented. The evidence implies that the ESB scales are
valid measures and that there is little variation in validity for
different subgroups.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by PAR's scoring service.
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9. Content:

(1) Avoidance of Grades as a Sanction--2 items (alpha = .65)

Samples: "When a student misbehaves in my class, I sametimes lower
his or her grade."

"In your dealings with misbehaving students how often do you lower
their grades if misconduct is reported?"

(2) Student Influence--5 items (alpha = .85)

Questions ask about student input into setting school and classroom
rules, running the school, and determining lesson plans.

Samples: "Students help to make the school rules."

"I often change my lesson plans based on student suggestions."

(3) Parent and Community Involvement--6 items (alpha = .81)

Items ask about parental influence on school pollcies, practices,
goals, and programs, how often parents serve as tutors or aides, and
how receptive the community is to new ideas.

Samples: "Parents and the community are receptive to new ideas."

"Parents help to decide about new school programs."

(4) Race Relations--2 items (alpha = .74)

Samples: "In your opinion, how well do the follawing groups get
along at your school? . . . Students of different races? Students
of different nationalities?"

(5) Resources for Instruction--4 items (alpha = .81)

This scale asks about the level of resources (teaching supplies,
space, out-of-school settings used for instruction, and timely
availability of resources) available in the school.

Sample: "This school supplies me with the material and equipment I
need for teaching."

(6) Smooth Administration--12 items (alpha = .93)

Questions ask about the administrative style, specific principal
practices, and about the general management of the school.
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Samples: "It is hard to change the established procedures here."

"The administration is supportive of teachers."

"The principal is aware of and lets staff members and students know
when they have done something particularly well."

(7) Planning and Action--9 items (alpha = .89)

Questions ask about teacher involvement in school planning, whether
or not the principal encourages experimentation in teaching, whether
or not evaluation is used in improving teacher performance, and asks
about the extent to which the staff and principal are innovative.

Samples: "How often do you work on a planning committee with other
teachers or administrators from your school?"

"Teacher evaluation is used in improving teacher performance."

(8) Morale--11 items (alpha = .94)

Questions ask about the extent to which the school faculty is apa-
thetic, cohesive, enthusiastic, frustrated, satisfied, tense, and
unappreciated, and about student and teacher morale.

Samples: "Students here don't really care about the school."

"I feel my ideas are listened to and used in this school."

(9) Safety--10 items (alpha = .94)

Questions ask about the safety of various areas in the school,
teacher fear for safety, and the level of school disorder.

Samples: "In your opinion, how much of a problem are vandalism,
personal attacks, and theft in your school."

"Since you started school this year, how many times did you hesitate
to confront misbehaving students for fear of your own safety."

(10) Nonauthoritarian Attitudes--3 items (alpha = .54)

Samples: "If a pupil uses obscene or profane language in school, it
should be considered a moral offense."

"A few pupils are just young hoodlums and should be treated accord-
ingly."
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"The threat or use of physical punishment is an effective way of
dealing with misbehaving students."

(11) Professional Development--8 items (alpha = .54)

Items ask about the degree of inservice training the teacher had
this year.

Samples: "How often do you attend professional development courses
that are half a day or more in length?"

". . . This year, have you learned much about how to handle disrup-
tive students?"

(12) Classroom Orderliness--2 items (alpha = .78)

Samples: "liow much of your time in the classroom is directed to
coping with disruptive student behavior?"

"How much does the behavior of some students in your classroom
(talking, fighting, etc.) keep you from teaching?"

(13) Personal Security--8 items (alpha = .67)

Questions ask whether or not the teacher was the victim of several
different crimes and incivilities during the past month.

Samples: "In the past month have any of the following happened to
you personally in this school? . . . Had a weapon pulled on
me . . . Received obscene remarks or gestures from a student."

(14) Interaction with Students--6 items (alpha = .67)

Samples: "How often do you engage in the following activities with
students? . . . Tutoring individual students before or after
school. . . . Discussing students' personal problems with them."

(15) Job Satisfaction--3 items (alpha = .80)

Questions ask about liking for and satisfaction with the job.

Samples: "How do you like your job?"

"How much of the time do you feel satisfied with your job?"

(16) Prointegration Attitudes--4 items (alpha = .69)

Items ask opinions about the value of school integration.
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"Most black students are better off in allblack schools."

"Students should not be bused to achieve racial balance."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The scales are reliable and valid and reflect the results of a broad
research base. A separate pamphlet assists users in interpreting
the ESB scales in terms of the "Effective Schools Characteristics."
Clear instructions for administration and interpretation are pro
vided. Normative information allows comparisons across schools. A
scoi ing service is provided at a reasonable cost.

The test booklets are more expensive than many devices ($1/booklet).
The names of the scales do not coincide with the "effective schools
characteristics" that many schools are targeting.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

The Effective School Battery: Student Survey (1984), Project No. 13

2. Author(s):

Gary D. Gottfredson

3. Institution:

Center for Social Organization of Schools, The Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity

4. Available from:

Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc. (PAR), P. O. Box 98,
Odessa, FL 33556, (800) 331-TEST

5. Intended Purpose:

This instrument is used to assess the perceptions of students in
grades 7 to 12 about school climate and process variables. Assess-
ment results provide a basis for setting priorities for school
improvement for individual schools or for a district, for evaluating
programs, opening up communication, or providing ongoing indicators
related to organizational health and research on schools.

6. Reliability Information:

Alpha reliabilities for individual-level student scales range from
. 43 to .78 (average = .58). Alpha reliabilities for student climate
scales range from .67 to .94 (average = .80). One-year retest reli-
abilities for individual-level student scales (for males) range from
.27 to .70 (average = .41). One-year retest reliabilities for
school-level averages of individual student scales range from .50 to
. 95 (average = .78). One-year retest reliabilities for school-cli-
mate measures for students range from .62 to .84 (sverage = .76)
Two-year retest reliabilities are also provided. Reliabilities for
race and gender subgroups are provided for individual-level student
measures and indicate little variation in reliability for subgroups.

7. Validity Information:

Correlations between ESB scales and other measures and information
from research studies and experimental evaluations that used the ESB
scales are presented. The evidence implies that the ESB scales are
valid measures and that there is little variation in validity for
different subgroups.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by PAR's scoring service.
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9. Content:

(1) Invalidity--5 items (alpha = .44)

Questions are asked to which a certain response would indicate that
the respondent is lying or not answering the survey in a serious
manner.

Sample: "I read several whole books every day."

(2) School Rewards--4 items (alpha = .56)

Questions ask about positive sanctions received in school.

"Did you get to do something special as a reward?"

(3) Avoidance of Punishment--4 items (alpha = .54)

Items ask about negative sanctions received in school.

Samples: MWere you sent out of class for punishment?"

"Was your grade lowered on an assignment as a punishment?"

(4) School Effort--5 items (alpha = .59)

Questions ask about effort expended on school work and desirable
student behaviors.

Samples: "Compared to other students, how hard do you work in
school?"

"If a teacher gives a lot of homework, I try to finish all of it."

(6) Positive Self-concept--12 71tems (alpha = .61)

Items ask about students' perceptions of themselves, especially with
respect to dimensions of the self-concept most related to delinquent
behavior and schooling outcomes.

"How do most other students in your school see you? . . . A good
student? A trouble maker?"

(6) Involvement--12 items (alpha = .62)

Items ask students to report whether or not they were involved in 12
different activities (e.g., debating or drama, varsity or junior
varsity athletic teams, helping out in the library or office).
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(7) Interpersonal Competency--5 items (alpha = .43)

Items ask about the students' ability to deal with other people
competently and about the clarity of the students' identity.

Samples: "I have a clear picture of what I am like as a person."

"I find it easy to talk with all kinds of people."

(8) Belief in Conventional Rules--6 items (alpha = .53)

Questions ask about students' belief in the validity of laws and
sociAl norms.

Samples: "It is all right to get around the law if you can."

"It is OK to take advantage of a chump or a sucker."

(9) Attachment to School--10 items (alpha = .76)

Items ask about positive feelings towards the school, the importance
of school, and the school's ability to make the student "like to
learn."

Samples: "How do you feel about the following? This
school . . . . The classes you are taking."

(10) Social Integration--6 items (alpha = .51)

Questions ask about how well integrated the student feels, espe-
cially with respect to this school.

Samples: "I often feel awkward and out of place."

(11) Positive Peer Association--9 items (alpha = .65)

Questions ask about positive and negative peer influence.

Samples: Most of my friends think getting good grades is impor-
tant."

"How many of your friends have been picked up by the police?"

(12) Parental Education--2 items (alpha = .78)

The items ask the student how far his or her mother and father went
in school.
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(13) Educational Expectation--1 item

This oneitem measure asks, "As things stand now, how far in school
do you think you will get?"

(14) Student Influence--5 items (alpha = .74)

Questions ask about student input into making and changing school
rules, determining lesson plans, and making important decisions
about the school.

Sample: "Students have helped to make the school rules."

(15) Clarity of Rules--4 items (alpha = .67)

Questions ask about the clarity of expectations for student behavior
and the firmness of the principal.

Samples: "Everyone knows what the school rules are."

"The principal runs the school with a firm hand."

(16) Fairness of Rules--3 items (alpha = .76)

Samples: "The school rules are fair."

"The punishment for breaking school rules is th same no matter who
you are."

"The principal is fair."

(17) Planning and Action--3 items (alpha = .84)

Questions ask about planfulness and innovation in the school.

Samples: "This school hardly ever tries anything new."

"The teachers and principal in this school make plans to solve prob
lems."

(18) Respect for Students--3 items (alpha = .85)

Samples: "Students are treated like aildren here."

"Teachers treat students with respect."

"Teachers do things that make students feel 'put down."
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(19) Safety--13 items (alpha = .94)

Questions ask how often students stay away from various places for
fear of their own safety, whether they have had to fight to protect
themselves, and whether they haVe witnessed threats and attacks.

Sample: "In this term in school, have you: Seen a teacher threat-
ened by a student?"

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The scales are reliable and valid and reflect the results of a broad
research base. A separate pamphlet assists users in interpreting
the ESB scales in terms of the "Effective Schools Characteristics."
Clear instructions for administration and interpretation are pro-
vided. Normative information allows comparisons across schools. A
scoring service is provided at a reasonable cost.

The test booklets are more expensive than many devices ($1/booklet).
The names of the scales do not coincide with the "effective schools
characteristics" that many schools are targeting.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Effectiveness Questionnaire--Elementary and Middle School
Edition (1985), Project No. 15

2. Author(s):

Detroit Public Schools Office of Instructional Improvement

3. Institution:

Sane as above.

4. Available from:

School Improvement Program, Detroit Public Schools, Rm. 44 Schools
Center, 5057 Woodward Ave., Detroit, MI 48202

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire was used in elementary and middle schools to
assess teacher perceptions about school effectiveness and climate
factors. Results were used to set priorities for school improvement
planning in the Detroit School Improvement Program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Machine scored by school Gystem.

9. Content:

(1) Safe and Orderly Environment--8 items

Questions ask about the appearance of the building, whether disci-
pline and security are issues in the school, general feelings about
the school, student eagerness to learn, and whether students abide
by the rules.

Samples: "A positive feeling permeates the school."

"Most students in this school are eager and enthusiatic about learn-
ing."

This scale lacks face validity.
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(2) Clear School Mission--7 items

Most items ask about the existence of a coordinated set of learning
objectives and the extent to which instruction targets those objec-
tives. Two additional items also ask the existence of a written
school mission and remediation practices.

Samples: "In basic skills instruction in this school, reteaching
and specific skills remediation are important parts of the teaching
process."

"Language arts objectives are coordinated and monitored through all
grades."

(3) Instructional Leadership--18 items

Items ask about problem-solving capability of the school, principal
practices relating to the rol of instructional leader, staff devel-
opment, principal's communication with others, visibility, accessi-
bility and use of standardized test results.

Samples: "The principal is accessible to discuss matters dealing
with instruction.H

"Most problems facing this school can be solved by the principal and
faculty without a great deal of outside help."

(4) High Expectations--7 items

Four questions ask about teachers' beliefs about the potential of
"all" students. Other questions ask about remediation practices and
about perceptions of low-achievers' behaviors.

Samples: "Students not mastering basic skills frequently receive
remediation."

"In this school, low-achieving students do not present more disci-
pline problems than other students."

"Almost all students are expected to master basic skills at each
grade level."

(5) Opportunity to Learn and Student Time on Task--9 items

Questions ask about the allocation of instructional time, the fre-
quency of interruptions, the use of pull-out programs, and teaching
practices that research has shown are related to learning: Time
spent in independent seatwork, success rate during practice, and
structure of lessons.
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Sample: "Two hours or more are allocated for reading/language arts
each day throughout this school."

(6) Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress--7 items

Questions ask about the characteristics of the assessment process
used in the school and whether the tests match the curriculum, about
the use of the testing information as feedback to students, and
about the frequency of feedback to students.

Samples: "Mere is systematic, regular assessment of students'
basic skills in most classrooms."

"Teachers give students specific feedback on daily assignments."

(7) Home-School Relations--8 items

Questions ask about the clarity of the school's homework policy, the
level of parent involvement in school activities, parent's general
opinion of the school, t'L of communication and cooperation
between parents and teac -,, and whether or not students usually do
their homework.

Samples: "Almost all students complete assigned homework before
coming to school."

"Beyond parent conferences and report cards, teachers in this school
use several other ways for communicating student progress to
parents."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This instrument is basically a shortened version of the Connecticut
School Effectiveness Questionnaire (see project 8). The Instruc-
tional Leadership, Opportunity to Learn, Student Time on Task, and
Frequent Monitoring scales appear to measure well these characteris-
tics identified in the effective schools literature. The materials
look professional and the surveys are easy to complete.

The surveys could be improved with item analyses, and the quality of
the scales appears uneven. The Safe and Orderly Environment scale
does not appear as valid as the other scales. No reliability or
validity evidence is provided.

11. Comments:

The Detroit School Improvement Program used two additional question-
naires that are not summarized here. The high school edition of the
School Effectiveness Questionnaire includes a subset of items from
the elementary and middle school Detroit survey. Items thought to
be inappropriate for high schools were deleted, and a few questions
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were added. Examples of deletions are: Questions about the
allocation of time were deleted from the Opportunity to Learn and
Student Time-on-Task scales, questions specific to basic dkills
instruction were deleted from the Frequent Monitoring section, and
many specific principal practices were deleted from the Instruc-
tional Leadership scale. All resulting scales, with the exception
of Clear School Mission appear to be no less valid than the scales
in the elementary/middle revision. Clear School Mission is a mix-
ture of items about remediation, tracking, and mission.

The program also uses McREL's "Describing Your School's Characteris-
tics" (see project 7). The Detroit version deletes one of McREL's
items and is scored and presented differently. Detroit scores the
"don't know" category as an average response, McREL as a negative
response.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

The School Improvement Survey (1983), Project No. 16

2. Author(s):

Ronald V. Urick

3. Institution:

Wayne State University

4. Available from:

Ronald V. Urick, Administrative and Organizational Studies, Wayne
State University (or Betty Stevens, Office of Technical Assistance
and Evaluation, Michigan State Dept. of Education, Lansing, MI
48909)

5. Intended Purpose:

The instrument was used in the Michigan School Improvement Program
to assess elementary teachers' perceptions about school effective-
ness and process variables. Assessment results provided a basis for
setting priorities for school improvement.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

(1) Teamwork and Communication--5 items

Items ask about communication among teachers and between the princi-
pal and teachers, about the extent of cooperation and conflict in
the school.

Sample: "Staff members plan together and coordinate their
efforts . . ."

A-100

139



(2) Administrator-Teacher Relations-6 items

Items ask about extent to which the principal understands teachers'
problems and helps to solve them, accessibility of the principal,
level of trust, and degree of conflict.

Sample: "Conflicts between teachers and principal are . . ."

(3) School Effectiveness--8 items

Items ask about emphasis on basic skills, academic expectations for
students, the general climate, and the extent to which school staff
help one another stay focused on the school's goals.

Samples: "The day-to-day climate in our building is
. . . rigid . . . flexible."

"The teachers help each other stay focused on accomplishing the
school's goals for students."

(4) Instructional Effectiveness--9 items

Items ask about teacher use of instructional time and their prac-
tices regarding feedback to students, questioning, monitoring stu-
dent progress, and classroom management, also teacher and principal
expectations, tutoring, parent involvement.

Samples: "Parents are actively involved in the education or their
children . . . (Gives examples) ."

"Tutoring on a one-to-one basis is used in my school . . . (gives
examples)."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The survey is short and inexpensive and would identify global needs
in general areas. The scales appear to measure the global dimen-
sions intended, but the dimensions may be too global to provide spe-
cific guidance for school improvement. The coverage of each compo-
nent of instructional and school effectiveness is narrow--approxi-
mately one item per component. While the items probably identify
major problems in each given area, they measure only a small portion
of each domain.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

The S.H.A.L. Assessment Instrument (1981), Project No. 18

2. Author(s):

St. Louis Public Schools

3. Institution:

St. Louis Public Schools

4. Available from:

Efficient and Effective Schools Program, St. Louis Public Schools,
5234 Wells. St. Louis, MO 63113.

5. Intended Purpose:

This teacher questionnaire for elementary schools was used to assess
school climate and process variables first in Project SHAL and then
in the Effective and Efficient Schools Program (an expansion of the
SEAL process) in St. Louis schools. Assessment results are used to
set priorities for schools and to open discussion and start plan-
ning.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by a school uystem.

9. Content:

(1) Administrative Leadership--60 items

Questions ask about leadership, initiative, collaboration, communi-
cation, interpersonal competency, decision making, and some general
climate items.

Sample: "The principal encourages teachers to show initiative."

(2) School Climate--56 items

This scale contains items intended to assess general climate
(morale, respect, caring, etc.), specific school practices (rules
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cooperatively determined, reward system etc), school processes (e.g.
problem-solving, decision making processes), and resources(e.g.
staffing, budget, physical plant). It is an abbreviated version of
the CFR school climate assessment instrument (Fox, 1976).

Other: The other scales in this instrument are Instructional Focus,
Ongoing Assessment, Teacher Expectations, Resources, Instruction,
and Attitude. We were unable to assess the scale content and face
validity of these scales because we had no information on how they
were scored.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The two scales we were able to assess appear to be face valid. The
administrator leadership questions appear to be a competent transla-
tion of the "effective schools literature" in this area.

Hawever, no reliability or validity evidence was provided. An arbi-
trary cut-point is used for interpreting scores, and no justifica-
tion for using this cutpoint is provided. A whole section of the
questionnaire is taken without attribution from the CFK instrument.

11. Comment:

The six scales whose item content we were unable to determine were
excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Project (SIP) Needs Assessment Instrument: Prin-
cipal Interview Form (2nd Edition, 1980), Project No. 19

2. Author(s):

Board of Education of the City of New York

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Application for permission to reprint any part of the interview
should be made to: Chancellor, 110 Livingston St., Brooklyn, NY
11201.

5. Intended Purpose:

This interview instrument assesses principal perceptions about
school climate and processes. Results were used to set priorities
for planning in the School Improvement Project in New York City.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Forty-two open-ended questions ask about principal administrative
style, instructional emphasis on basic skills, school climate, ongo-
ing assessment, and teacher expectations.

Samples: 10o you feel that teachers find you accessible and respon-
sive to their needs?"

"Does this school have any formalized educational goals and objec-
tives? How were they established? By whom?"

"Are teachers expected to achieve their goals?"

We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because information on scoring was not provided.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

Items are clearly worded and seem to reflect the scope of principal
responsibility, but no evidence of reliability or validity was pre-
sented. Open-ended interview :. are time-consuming to conduct and
score. No specific instructions for administration and scoring were
provided.

11. Comments:

See Guzzetti (1983) for an earlier assessment of this instrument.
This earlier review pointed to the cumbersome nature of the data
analysis necessitated by the open-ended format, the absence of easi-
ly-interpretable feedback, and the absence of validity informatiol
as weaknesses. It pointed to the content of the questions and the
triangulation provided by asking similar questions of multiple
respondents as strengths. Like Guzzetti, we had difficulty obtain-
ing a complete set of materials for our review.

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and pEoject Number

School Improvement Project (SIP) Needs Assessment Instrument:
Assistant Principal Interview Form (2nd Edition, 1980). Project No.
19

2. Author(s):

Board of Education of the City of New York

3. Institution:

Sane as above.

4. Available from:

Application for permission to reprint any part of the interview
should be made to: Chancellor, 110 Livingston St., Brooklyn, NY
11201.

5. Intended Purpose:

This interview instrument assesses assistant principal perceptions
about school climate and processes. Results were used to set prior-
ities for planning in the School Improvement Project in New York
City.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. fsala:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Forty-two oNn-ended questions ask about principal administrative
atyle, inst,uctional emphasis on basic skills, school climate, ongo-
ing assP,:czant, and teacher expectations.

Semples: "Do you feel that teachers find you accessible and respon-
sive to their needs?"

"Does this school have any formalized educational goals and objec-
tives? How were they established? By whom?"

"Are teachers expected to achieve their goals?"
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We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because information on scoring was not provided.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

Items are clearly worded and seem to reflect the scope of vice-prin-
cipal responsibility, but no evidence of reliability or validity was
presented. Open-ended interviews are time consuming to conduct and
score.

11. Comments:

See Guzzetti (1983) for an earlier assessment of this instrument.
This earlier review pointed to the cumbersome nature of the data
analysis necessitated by the open-ended format, the absence of easi-
ly-interpretable feedback, and the absence of validity information
as weaknesses. It listed the content of the questions and the
triangulation provided by asking similar questions of multiple
respondents as strengths. Like Guzzetti, we had difficulty obtain-
ing a complete set of materials for our review.

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Project (SIP) Needs Assessment Instrument:

Classroom Instructional Staff Interview Form A (2nd Edition. 1980),
Project No. 19

2. Author(s):

Board of Education cf the City of New York

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Application for permission to reprint any part of the interview
should be made to: Chancellor, 110 Livingston St., Brooklyn, NY
11201.

5. Intended Purpose:

This interview instrument assesses instructional staff perceptions
about school climate and processes and teaching methods. Results
were used to set priorities for school-level planning in the School
Improvement Project in New York City.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Forty-nine open-ended questions ask about methods of teaching read-
ing, time allocation, ongoing assessment of student progrvss, coop-
eration with other teachers, and suggestions for improvement.

Samples: "What is the main approach you use to teach reeding (basal
(specify), phonics, individualized reading, language experience,
etc.) ?"

"In your opinion, what sre the major strengths, the greatest assets
of this school? What are its most commendable practices or charac-
teristics?"
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We could not assess the scale ccatent or the face validity of scales
because information on scoring was not provided.

10. Stren ths and Wedknesses:

Items are clearly worded and seem relevant, but no evidence of reli-
ability or validity was presented. Open-ended interviews are time
consuming to conduct and score. No specific instructions for admin-
istration and scoring were provided.

11. Comments:

See Guzzetti (1983) for an earlier assessment of this instrument.
This earlier review pointed to the cumbersome nature of the data
analysis necessitated by the open-ended format, the absence of easi-
ly-interpretable feedback, arld the absence of validity information
as weaknesses. It listed the content of the questions and the
triangulation provided by asking similar questions of multiple
respondents as strengths. Like Guzzetti, we had difficulty obtain-
ing a complete set of materials for our review.

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Pro'ect Number

School Improvement Project (SIP) Needs Assessment Instrument:
Classroom Instructional Staff Interview Form B (2nd Edition, 1980),
Project No. 19

2. Author(s):

Board -f Education of the City of New York

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Application for permission to reprint any part of the interview
should be made to: Chancellor, 110 Livingston St., Brooklyn, NY
11201.

5. Intended Purpose:

This interview assesses instructional staff perceptions about ele-
mentary school climate and processes and teaching methods. Results
were used to set priorities for school-level planning in the School
Improvement Project in New York City.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Forty-eight open-ended questions ask about methods of teaching read-
ing, time allocation, ongoing assessment of student progress, coop-
eration with other teachers, and suggestions for improvement (as in
Form A) but questions also inquire about staff development, school
discipline, and lesson plans.

Samples: "Is there any in-service training or staff development
provided in the school? /es No If yes, describe."

"Are written lesson plans required in this school? Y N If yes:
What type of lesson plans do you use?"
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We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
lecause information on scoring was not provided.

10. Stren ths and Weaknesses:

Items are clearly worded and seem relevant, but no evidence of reli-
ability or validity was presented. Open-ended interviews are time
consuming to conduct and score. No specific instructions for admin-
istration and scoring were provided.

11. Commenti:

See Guzzetti (1983) for an earlier assessment of this instrument.
This earlier review pointed to the cumbersome nature of the data
analysis necessitated by the open-ended format, the absence of easi-
ly-interpretable feedback, and the absence of validity information
as weaknesses. It listed the content of the questions and the
triangulation provided by asking similar questions of multiple
respondents as strergths. Like Guzzetti, we had difficulty obtain-
ing a complete set of materials for our review.

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Project (SIP) Needs Assessment Instrument:
Classroom Teacher Questionnaire (1980), Project No. 19

2. Author(s):

Board of Education of the City of New York

3. Institution:

Sane as

4. Available from:

Application for permission to reprint any part of the interview
should be made to: Chancellor, 110 Livingston St., Brooklyn, la
11201.

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire assesses classroom teacher perceptions about ele-
mentary school climate, instructional leadership, parent involve-
ment, school processes, and teaching methods. Results were used to
set priorities for school-level planning in the School Improvement
Project in New York City.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. ScorinE:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Seventy-seven multiple choice and open-ended items inquire abo,,t
teaching methods, monitoring of student progress, instructional
leadership, parent-teacher-principal relatinns, staff and student
attitudes, staff development, and major school problems and sug-
gested solutions.

Sanples: "What is the main approach that you use to teach reading?"

"How would you describe the quality of parental involvement in this
school?"
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We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because information on scoring was not provided.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

Items are clearly worded and seem relevant, but no evidence of reli-
ability or validity was presented. No specific instructions for
administration and scoring were provided. Most items are multiple
choice and fairly easy to complete. The instrument is inexpensive
to administer and score.

11. Comments:

See Guzzetti (1983) for an earlier assessment of this instrument.
This earlier review pointee. to the cumbersome nature of the data
analysis necessitated 'oy the open-ended format, the absence of easi-
ly-interpretable feedback, and the absence of validity information
as weaknesses. It lis;:ed the content of the questions and the
triangulation provided by asking similar questions of multiple
respondents as strengths. Like Guzzetti, we had difficulty obtain-
ing a complete set of materials for our review.

This instrument was excluded from the analyais of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improrement Project (SIP) Needs Assessment Instrument: Spe-
cial Program 7nstructional Staff Interview (2nd Edition, 1980),
Project No. 19

2. Author(s):

Board of Educat:Thn of thP City of New York

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Application for permission to reprint any part of the interview
should be made to: Chancellor, 110 Livingston St., Brooklyn, NY
11201.

5. Intended Purpose:

This interview instrument assesses special program teacher percep-
tions about elementary school climate, coordination of instruction
between regular and special classes, parent involvement, school pro-
cesses, and teaching, methods. Results were used to set priorities
for school-level planning in the School Improvement Project in New
York City.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Thirty-two multiple choice and open-ended items inquire about teach-
ing methods, resources, use of standardized tests, instructional
leadership for special programs, parent involvement in special pro-
grams, discipline, securi.ty, and maintenance, staff developmen;:, and
major school problems and suggested solutions.

Samples: "Pleese describe the instructional approach and methodolo-
gies you use most often in your program?"

"Is the administration accessible to special program staff?"
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We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because information on scoring was not provided.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This instrument is interesting in that it assesses special program
instructional staff experience in particular, but no evidence of
reliability or validity was provided. Open-ended interviews are
time consuming to conduct and score. No specific instructions for
administration and scoring were provided.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Project (SIP) Needs Assessment Instrument: Spe-
cial Program Teacher Questionnaire (1980), Project No. 19

2. Author(s):

Board of Education of the City of New York

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Application for permission to reprint any part of the questionnaire
should be made to: Chancellor, 110 Livingston St., Brooklyn, NY
11201

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire assesses special program tf!acher perceptions
about elementary school climate, coordination of instruction between
regular and special classes, parent involvement, school processes,
and teaching methods. Results were used to set priorities for
sch-ol-level planning in the School Improvement Project in New York
City.

6. Reliatility Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Forty multiple choice and open-ended items inquire about teaching
methods, resources, use of standardized tests, instructional leader-
ship for special programs, parent involvement in special programs,
discipline, security, and maintenance, staff development, and major
school problems and suggested solutions.

Samples: "In your opinion, what are the most pressing problems,
issues facing this school?"

"Have you read the original proposal for this program?"
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We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because information on scoring was not provided.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

Items are clearly worded and seem relevant, but no evidence of reli-
ability or validity was presented. Most items are multiple choice
and fairly easy to complete. No specific instructions for adminis-
tration and scoring were provided.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Project (SIP) Needs Assessment Instrument: Para
Interview Form (1980), Project No. 19

2. Author(s):

Board of Education of the City of New York

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Application for permission to reprint any part of the interview
should be made to: Chancellor, 110 Livingston St., Brooklyn, NY
11201.

5. Intended Purpose:

This interview assesses paraprofessional staff perceptions about
elementary school climate, parent involvement, school processes, and
their jobs. Results were used to set priorities for school-level
planning in the School Improvement Project in New York City.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Sixteen questions ask about the job description of a para, parent
interest, school encouragement of parent participation, communica-
tion of test results to parents, safety, discipline, and strengths
and weaknesses of the school.

Samples: "Is the school a safe place? Is it well-maintained? How
is discipline in the school?"

"Does the school inform parents regularly of their children's aca-
demic progress? How are parents informed?"

We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because inforMation on e.-.Dring was not provided.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This interview has questions especially appropriate for assessing
paras' perceptions, but no evidence of reliability or validity was
presented. Open-ended interviews are time-consuming to administer
and score. No specific instructions for administration and scoring
were provided.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Project (SIP) Needs Assessment Instrument: Auxi-
liary Staff Interview Form (1980), Project No. 19

2. Author(s):

Board of Education of the City of New York

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Application for permission to reprint any part of the interview
should be made to: Chancellor, 110 Livingston St., Brooklyn, NY
11201.

5. Intended Purpose:

Assesses perceptions of auxiliary staff about elementary school cli-
mate, parent involvement, school processes, and their jobs. Results
were used to set priorities for school-level planning in the School
Improvement Project in New York City.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Twelve questions ask about the person's assignment, length of ser-
vice, residence, parent interest and school encouragement of parent
participation, faculty and staff expectations and dedication, school
safety and discipline, and strengths and weaknesses of the school.

Sample: "Do parents seem to be interested in the education of their
children?"

"Does the school attempt to encourage parental participation?"

We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because information on scoring was not provided.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This interview has questions especially appropriate for assessing
auxiliary staff perceptions, but no evidence of reliability or val
idity was presented. No specific instructions for administration
and scoring were provided.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Project (SIP) Needs Assessment Instrument:
Parent Interview Form (1980), Project No. 19

2. Author(s):

Board of Education of the City of New York

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Application for permission to reprint any part of the interview
should be made to: Chancellor, 110 Livingston St., Brooklyn, NY
11201

5. ILtended Purpose:

This interview instrument assesses perceptions of parents about par-
ent-school communication, their school involvement, staff dedica-
tion, and positive and negative aspects of the school. Results were
used to set priorities for school-ievel planning in the School
Improvement Project in New York City.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Nineteen questions ask about membership in the Parent Association,
involvement in the school, communication, encouragement of parent
participation, staff expectations and dedication, school safety and
discipline, and strengths and weaknesses of the school.

Samples: "How often do you visit the school? For ;what purpose?"

"Do you feel that teachers expect students to do well in school?"

We could not ussess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because inEormation on scoring was not provided.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This interview has questions especially appropriate for assessing
parent perceptions, but no evidence of reiability or vali-Aity was
presented. No specific instructions for edministration anA st.oring
were provided.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of: scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Schvol Improvement Project (SIP) Needs Assessment Instrument:

Building-and Grounds Observational Assessment (1980), Project No. 19

2. ALtLor(s):

Board of Education of the City of New York

3. Institution:

Sane as above.

4. Available from:

Application for permission to reprint any part of the observation
form should be made to: Chancellor, 110 Livingston St.. Brooklyn,
NY 11201.

5. Intended Purpcse:

This observation instrument was used to assess the condition of ele-
mentary school buildings in the School Improvement PToject in New
York City. Results from this instrument were combined with other
questionnaire and interview data to help set priorities in planning
for school improvement.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

This three-sectioned device inquires about the physical condition of
the entire school. A list of areas are rated for adequacy for nor-
mally intended purposes, maintenance, cleanliness, and attractive-
ness. It asks for explanations of "fair" or "unsatisfactory" rat-
ings. A third section asks for an evaluation of space being used
for a different purpose than originally intended.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This is an lAteresting device for assessing the physical condition
of the building.
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11. Comment:

This device was .1xc1uded from analyses of scales because it is an
observation instrument.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Middle Gradec Assessment Program (1984), Project No. 21

2. Author(s):

Gayle Dorman

3. Institution:

Center for Early Adolescence, Universit7 of North Carolina.

4. Available from:

The Center for Early Adolescence, The University of North Carolina
at Chapel Hill, Suite 223, Carr Mill Mall, Carrboro, NC 27510

3. Intended Purpose:

The interview and observation instruments are embedded within a lar-
ger framework of staff development and school improvement. The
instruments measure the perceptions of students, teachers, princi-
pals, parents, and other staff about school effectiveness, climate,
and process variables in their middle grade schools. Assessment
results are used to engage the school staff in activities to encour-
age discussion about strengths and weaknesses, to set priorities for
school improvement efforts, to build consensus, to plan inservice
training, etc.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

(1) Safety--6 items

Questions ask the principal, teachers, students, and support staff
if students and staff fear for their physical or emotional safety.
Emotional safety means that people can express ideas, concerns, and
questions without being ridiculed. The scale also includes observa-
tion of the general environment about whether or not staff belittle
individuals or groups of individuals in front of others. It also
includes the principal's report of money spent on vandalism repairs.
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(2) Academic Effectiveness--20 items

Questions ask about the existence of a school philosophy, the prin-
cipal as the instructional leader, openness to change and exper4men-
tation, positive expectations for children, participation, decision
making, principal use of praise, and whether early adolescence
issues are the topic of staff development.

Samples: "The principal rewards good teaching with praise and
recognition,"

"There is a generally accepted school philosophy."

(3) Diversity--25 items

This scale includes items about the extent to which the school
. schedule, curriculum, materia/s, physical plant, and methods meet
the need for diversity.

Samples: "Students I,ave some opportunities for int,,raction with
students in other grades at the school."

"The schedule is flexible, including some block se,eduling."

(4) Self-definition--20 items

Questions ask about opportunities for student self-exploration aad
self-definition.

Samples: "A wide variety of special interest courses are taught as
part of the regular curriculum, and students select the special
interest courses they take."

"Classroom activities relate to re,ii-life situations of the stu-
dents."

(5) Participation--30 items

Questions ask about the level of student participation in extracur-
ricular activities, participation in school decision making, active
participation in class. They also ask about parent participation in
school activities.

Samples: "Students are involved, aler,, and paying attention in
classes."

"Students make contributions to th school and curriculum."
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(6) Social Interactiol--31 items

Questions as about positive soci61 interaction at the individual
and social levels.

Samples: "Every stOent ha m. a close and supportive relationship
with at least one adult i the school. There is a structured
mechanism for accou,plisf"ng this ideal."

"The school actively encour-z,es improved race relations and racial
understanding."

(7) Physical Activity--6 items

Questions ask about the amenability of the physical setting for
accomodating physical activity and opportunities for physical activ-
ity.

Sample: "Students have opportunities to move around in the class-
room."

(8) Competence and Achievement--35 items

Questions ask about opportunities for students to display diverse
talents and recognition for achieTement. They also ask about
parents', students', and staff's general fee'ings about the school,
remediation strategy, grouping practi.,2es, student evaluation, the
condition of the building, and whether or not rules are stated posi-
tively.

Samp1,78: "Students are well behrved and carry on with appropriate
activity without requiring conntant adult supervision."

"The build4ng is neat, clean, and in go repair."

This scale lacks face validity.

(9) Structure and Limits--11 items

Items ask whether there is "an appro-ch to lisciplinc that is
accepted by the school as a whole" and whe'-er classroom time is
well structured so that students know what they are to do.

Sample: "A high percentage of time in the classroom is unent on
learning activities."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This assessment device cannot be assessed independently from the
school improvement process in wl,ich it is embedded. The assessment
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process benefits staff by clarifying links between research on early
adolescent de.,elopmenc and practice, providing a structure for

school staff to observe one another and broaden their view of the
school, and providing an opportunity for school staff to participate
in the school improvement process. Staff benefit from the training,
the interviewing and observation experience, and the group process
of reaching consensus and making recommendations. All but one of
the nine areas appear to be carefully developed and based on
research on early adolescence, a/though no technical information
about reliability or validity was presented.

The assessment program is based on research on early adolescence and
assumes that an understanding of developmental issues for middle
school staff is a prerequisite to tackling issues related to curric-
ulum and instruction. The program attempts to bring a new mindset
to middle school staff--a mindset that will result in a better fit
between school organization and students' needs.

If viewed narrowly as solely an assesement tool, this assessment
process is extremely time-consuming. The benefits of this type of
assessment would not outweigh the personnel costs if the assessment
were not used to support the more general staff development and
school improvement aims of the program.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Cincinnati Public Schools--Teacher Survey (1981), Project No. 22

2. Author(s):

Cincinnati Public Schools

3. Institution:

Cincinnati Public Schools

4. Available from:

John H. Grate, Director, Resource Planning and Development Branch,
Cincinnati Public Schools, 230 E. 9th St., Cincinnati, OH 45202

5. Intended Purpose:

This teacher survey was used in 1984-85 to assess teacher percep-
tions of school needs in terms of effectiveness and climate factors.
Results were used by school leadership teams as a basis for planning
staff development for schools in the Cincinnati School Improvement
Program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by school systen.

9. Content:

Fifty-six varied questions ask about school practices, attitudes,
and climate (to be rated poor, average, or excellent).

Samples: "Amount of instructional use of computers in our scLool."

"Our school's effort in conserving energy."

"Effectiveness of our school's science progrl:'

We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of the
scales because we lack information on how di:c items are scored into
scales.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

No strengths were apparent. The materials we received gave no guid-
ance on scoring or interpreting responses to the questions. This
questionnaire appears to be specifically for Cincinnati Public
Schools. No rationale was provided for item selection. The
response formats are awkward and do not always fit the questions.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Cincinnati Field Administrator Survey (1981), Proiect No. 22

2. Author(s):

Cincinnati Public Schools

3. Institution:

Cincinnati Public Schools

4. Available from:

John H. Grate, Director, Resource Planning and Development Branch.
Cincinnati Public Schools, 230 E. 9th St.. Cincinnati, OH 45202

5. Intended Purpose:

This survey was used in 1984-85 to assess principal and other local
administrator perceptions of school needs in terms of effectiveness
and climate factors. Results were used by school leadership teams
as a basis for planning staff development in the Cincinnati School
Improvement Program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoriu:

Machine-scored by school system.

9. Content:

Fifty-six items deal with principal ratings of a variety ,f topic3
including quality of inservice training, principal morale, :arent
acceptance of disciplinary procedursc janitorial servicesb ccmputer
support, and other matters.

Sample: "Gene--;" educational climate in our school."

We could not assess the scale content ca. tl,e face validity of the

scales because we lacked information on hov the items were scored
into scales.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

No strengths were apparent. The materials we reeekved gave no guid-
ance on scoring or interpreting responses to the questions. This
questionnaire appears to be specifically for Cincinnati Public
Schools. No rationale was provided for item selection. The
response formats are awkward aad do not always fit the questionEh

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Cincinnati Parent Survey (1981), Project No. 22

2. Author(s):

Cincinnati Public Schools

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

John H. Grate, Director, Resource Flanning and Development Branch,
Cincinnati Public Schools, 230 E. 9th St., Cincinnati, OH 45202

5. Intended Purpose:

This survey was used in 1984-85 to assess parent opinions and per-
ceptions of school needs in terms of effectiveness and climate fac-
tors. Results were used by school leadership teams as a basis for
planning staff development in the Cincinnati School Improvement Pro-
gram.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. jdit Information:

None provided.

8. Scoril,

Machine-scored by school system.

9. Content:

Thirty-six questions cover parent perceptions and satisfaction with
the school (responses: Yes, no, undecided).

Samples: "Are you satisfied with the quality of teaching at your
child's school?"

"Are you satisfied with the amount of homework given your child?"

We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of the
scales because we lacked information on how the items were scored
into scales.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

No strengths are apparent. The materials we received gave no guid-
ance on scoring or interpreting response:i to the questions. This
questionnaire appears to be specifically for Cincinnati Public
Schools. No rationale was provided for item selection.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Cincinnati Elementary Student Survey (1981), Project No. 22

2. Author(s):

Cincinnati Public Schools

3. Institution:

Sane as above.

4. Available from:

John H. Grate, Director, Resource Planning and Development Branch,
Cincinnati Public Schools, 230 E 9th St., Cincinnati, ON 45202

5. Intended Purpose:

This survey was used in 1984-85 to assess elementary student feel
ings about themselves and their achievement and their perceptions of
school effectiveness and climate factors. Results were used by
school leadership teams as a basis for planning staff development in
the Cincinnati School Improvement Program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Machinescored by school system.

9. Content:

Fortyfour miscellaneous questions ask about mental health, liking
for schoo1 ,. the school itself, parents, and interest in computers
(Responses: Yes, no, undecided).

Samples: "I like school."

"Usually I am a happy person."

"I am interested in learning about computers."

"Can you buy drugs at your school?"

We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of the
scales because we lacked information on how the items were scored
into scales.

A-136

175



10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

No strengths were apparent. The materials we received gave no guid
ance on scoring or interpreting responses to the questions. This
questionnaire appears to be specifically for Cincinnati Public
Schools. No rationale was provided for item selection.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Cincinnati Secondary Student Survey (1981), Project No. 22

2. Author(s):

Cincinnati Public Schools

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

John H. Grate, Director, Resource Planning and Development Branch,
Cincinnati Public Schools, 230 E. 9th St., Cincinnati, OH 45202

5. Intended Purpose:

This survey was used in 1984-85 to assess feelings of secondary stu-
dents about themselves and their achievement and their perceptions
of school effectiveness and climate factors. Results were used by
school leadership teams as a basis for planning staff development in
the Cincinnati School Lmprovement Program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by school system.

9. Content:

Fifty-four miscellaneous questions ask about mental health, liking
for school, the school itself, parents, and interest in computers.
(Responses: Yes, no, undecided).

Samples: "I am interested in learning about computers."

"I like school."

"I am aware of the school's policy on drugs and alcohol."

"I have school spirit."

"I have practiced safety procedures (fire, tornado drills) this
year."
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We could not assess the scale content or the face validity of the
scales because we lacked information or. how the items were scored
into scales.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

No strengths were apparent. The materials we received gave no guid-
ance on scoring or interpreting responses to the questions. This
questionnaire appears to be specifically for Cincinnati Public
Schools. No rationale was pravided for item selection.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Student Survey (1985), Project No. 24

2. Author(s):

KEDS Desegregation Assistance Center

3. Institution:

KEDS Desegregation Assistance Center, Kent State University

4. Available from:

Dr. Benjamin Turner, Director, Liaison and Program Office Kent State
Center for Educational Development, Wright Hall, Kent State Univer-
sity, Kent, OH 44242

5. Intended Purpose:

Used by KEDS to assess some perceptions and interests of students in
integrated schools in Ohio.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

It asks questions regarding demographic self-identification, previ-
ous contacts with school counselors, school success and failure
experiences, liking of school, and attitudes toward discipline.

We could not assess the specific scale content because we received
no information on how the instrument is scored.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This device is poorly prepared and has hard-to-follow response for-
mats. One can't tell what a good and bad answer is (e.g. whether
the number of conferences with a counsel.)r is a measure of counselor
quality or student discipline problems). No evidence of reliability
or validity was presented.
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11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number:

You're the Teacher: A Building Assessment (198.:), Project No. 24

2. Author(s):

Compiled by Benjamin F. Turner

3. Institution:

KEDS Desegregation Assistance Center, Kent State University

4. Available from:

Benjamin F. Turner, Director, KEDS Desegregation Assistance Center,
Wright Hall, Kent State University, Kent, OH 44242

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire was used to assess elementary, intermediate, or
high school teachers' and staff's perceptions about scaool effec-
tiveness and process wriables. Assessment results provided a basis
for setting priorities Ln KEDS' work with school districts in Ohio
to set priorities in planning for school improvement and desegrega-
tion efforts.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

(1) Clear School Mis8ion--10 items

Questions ask about clarity of instructional goals and objectives in
the school.

Sample: "The goals are in written form and all staff members are
are expected to work toward the goals."

(2) Instructional Leadership--10 items

Questions ask about the supervisory and facilitative style of the
principal.
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"The principal puts much emphasis on the meaning and use of
standardizud test results."

(3) High and Reasonable Expectations--10 items

Questions ask about expectations for student success, racial atti-
tudes, teacher behaviors, and remediation.

Sample: "In this schol provisions are made to give special assist-
ance to students who do not master basic skills."

(4) Opportunity -c Learn and Student Time on Task--10 items

Diverse items are related to time allocation, diagnostic testing,
pull-out programs, homework, and remediation.

Samples: "Teachers use referenced test items to basic skills where
appropriate."

"An hour or more is provided for Mathematics/Arithmetic instruction
each day."

This scale lacks face validity.

(5) Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress--10 items

Questions about testing and grading practices are mixed with ques-
tions about communication with parents and encouragement of stu-
dents.

Samples: "Students are encouraged to work beyond mere mastery of
the basic skills in this Jchool."

"Criterion-referenced tests are used to assess basic skills through-
out the school."

This scale lacks face validity.

(6) Parenc/Community/School Relations--10 items

Questions kdk about school and parent practices involving the inter-
face betwe 11 school and parents.

Samples: lost parents would rate this school as a good place for
their children to learn."

"Where appropriate, school communications are bilingual for non-Eng-
lish-speaking parents."

This scale lacks face validity.
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(7) Safe and Orderly Environment--10 items

Question6 ask about school safety, physical condition of the school,
student conduct, and discipline practices.

Sample: "This school is a safe and secure place to work.''

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This instrument is a combination of modified items from the Connec-
ticut instrument (See Project No. 8) and The CFK Ltd. School Climate
Profile (Fox, 1976) and items developed from effective school liter-
ature by Shoemaker et al. (1982) and Brookover et al. (1982), The
rewrites damage the homogeneity/face validity of same item Llusters.
We did not receive any instructions for administeriv,i or scoring or
reports of developmental work, and no evidence of reliability (DI:
validity was presented.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Nuiber

Building-Level Effectiveness Survey (1982), Project No, 26

2. Author(s):

Robert E. Blum

3. Institution:

Northwest Regional Educcional Laboratory

4. Available from:

Alaska State lepartment of Education

5, Intended Purpose:

This survey can,be completed hy a principal, a leadershi or

the whole schoo], staff in grades Y712. It is designed t4. a

quick and easy issessment of the extent to which effectiv,s :hooling

practices are being used, ne device is referred to as A

nary screening ilstrument" and is not intended for use E. a nre

general climate sssessment device.

6. Reliability Inforuation:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored,

9. Content:

(1) Learning Objectives-4 items

Items focus on whether written learning objectives are consistelt

with district objectives, are communicated to uveryone, and are spe-

cific to classes or levels,

Sample: !Learning objectives in our building are assigned to parti-

cular grades, courses, classes or other units."

(2) Expectations for Student Social Behavior-5 items

Items ask whether disciplinaly codes are written, communicated to

all, specific, and consistently applied.
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Sample; 'Expectations for student social behavior in our building

include specific conss-pences or disciplinary action consistent with

the code of conduct,"

(3) Resources and Materials- -5 items

Questions ask about availability and appropriaaness of :sources.

Sample: "Resources and materials in our building are identified

and/or catalogued it such a way that they can be linked to specific

objectives."

(4) Instructional Strategies--2 items

Qmtions ask about alignment of instruction to objectives and con-

sisteacy of instruction with district policies.

Sample: 'Instructional strategies in our building are consistent

with district policy end guidelines."

(5) Expectations for Student Learning-2 it

Questions ask about the match between expectations and objectives

and communication of objectives.

Sample: "Expectations for student learning in our building are com-

municated so that priority goals and objectives are clearly under-

stood hy students."

(6) Disciplinary Actions - -3 items

Questions ask about consistency of disciplinary actions, use of in.-

school suspension, and the focus of disciplinary actions.

Nmple: !Disciplinary actions in our building minimize out-of-

school suspensions or expulsions in favor of in-house suspensions."

(7) Expectations for Staff-3 ittas

Questions ask about standards for staff behavior,

Sample: 'Expectations for staff in our building are specified so

that staff communicate the belief that all teachers can teach all

students,"

(8) Use of Time--7 items

Questions ask about allocation and use of instructional 3.se,
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Sample: "Student pullouts from academic classes are minimized."

(9) Incentives and Recognition for Student Achievement and Behav-
ior--7 items

Questions ask about the frequency, certainty, appropriateness,
desirability and timing of incentives and recognition for student
achievement and '')ehavior.

Sample: "Ir,centives and recognition for student achievement and
belavior in our building provide the opportunity for all students to
earn recognition."

(10) Incentives and Recognition for Teaching Excellence--5 items

Questions ask about the frequency and certainty of recognition, and
what kinds ..af behaviors are recognized.

Sample "Incentives and recognition for teaching excellence in our
building include recognition that is public."

11) Parent Involvement--2 items

sample: "Parent involvement procedures in our building provide
staff assistance to parents in supporting student achievement
through training sessions, handbooks and other aids."

(12) Student Assessment Instruments--2 items

Questions ask about alignment of testing
tency with district testing programs.

Sample: "Student assessment instruments
nated with district instruments to avoid

to instruction and consis-

in our building are coordi-
duplication of effort."

(13) Student Assessment Procedures--2 items

Questions ask about reliability and validity of testing procedures
and the amount of instructional time lost to testing.

Sample: "Student assessment procedures in our building are designed
to minimize disruption of learning time."

(14) Student Assessment Daza--2 items

Questions ask about how the school uses student assessment informa-
tion.
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"Student assessment data in our building are used to improve
curriculum and instruction at the building level."

(15) Monitoring Staff Performance- -6 items

Questions ask about the existence of agreed-upon, standard monitor-
ing procedures, the timeliness and usefulness of feedback to teach-
erE, and the results of monitoring activities.

Sample: "Monitoring of staff performance in our building results in
professional growth objectives and the resources to reach them."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This appears to be a flexible, inexpensive device which can be used
any way a school wants.

It is a crude checklist, and several of the categories are co broad
as to be of questionable utility when the items are averaged. The
reliability and validity of the instrument have not been examined.

11. Comments:

Guzzetti (1983) reviewed this instrument and pointed out the follow-
ing weaknesses: The response format is not standard. All items are
stated positively and may produce response bias. Many scales have a
very small number of items--almost half of the scales have only two
items, qnd several items are "double-barreled."
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Classroom-Level Effectiveness Survey (1982), Project No. 26

2. Author(s):

Robert E. Blum

3. Institution:

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory

4. Available from:

Alaska DTartment of Education

5. Intended Purpose:

This survey can be completed by a principal, a leadership team, or
the whole school staff in grades K-12. It is designed to provide a
quick and easy assessment of the extent to which effective classroom
practices are being used. The device is referred to as a "prelimi-
nary screening instrument" and is not intended for use as a more
general climate assessment device.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand scored.

9. Content:

(1) The Curriculum--3 items

Questions ask about the match between the curriculum and written
objectives, students' prior learning, and whether essential objec-
tives are differentiated from nonessential objectives.

Sample: "The curriculum in my classroom is matched to my students'
levels of prior learning as indicated by achievement data."

(2) Learning Objectives--7 itens

Questions ask about consistency of classroom objectives with dis-
trict and building guidelines, the testing program and students'
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prior learning, about their sequencing and how they are grouped and
about teacher-directedness and instructional planning.

Sample: 'learning objectives in my classroom are sequenced to sup-
port continuity in learning."

(3) Resources and Materials--7 items

Questions ask about the availability, appropriateness, and uses of
resources and materials used in the classroom.

Samples: "Resources and materials in my classroom are selected
according to district or building guidelines."

"Resources and materials in my classroom are zlearly identified in
my lesson plans."

(4) Instructional Strategies--7 items

Questions ask about the match between instructional strategies and
objectives, district and building guidelines, and achievement tests,
_Ise of alternative strategies, appropriateness of instruction for
students, and whether or not they allow students to demonstrate
self-reliance.

Sample: "Instructional strategies in.my classroom give students
practice problems very similar in form to problems to be presented
on tests."

(5) Expectations for Behavior--3 items

Questions ask about the clarity of classroom rules.

Sample: "Expectations for behavior in my classroom are clearly com-
municated (taught) from the beginning of the year."

(6) Classroom Routines and Procedures--7 items

Questions ask about the management of noninstructional tasks and
physical arrangements.

Sample: "Classroom routines and procedures have been established in
my classroam so that students have and use assigned storage space."

(7) Classroom Behavior- -7 items

Questions ask about consistency of rule enforcement, appropriateness
of rules, and the focus of reprimands.
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Sample: "Classroom behavior in my classroom is managed so that
disruptive and inappropriate behev5.or is stopped as quickly as pos-
sible without disrupting the rest of the class."

(8) Expectations for Learning--2 items

Questions ask about communication of expectations and student accep-
tance of standards for achievement.

Sample: "Expectations for learning are communicated in my classroom
so that students know the expectations for quantity and quality of
work."

(9) Placement and Grouping--2 items

Questions ask about flexibility of grouping and use of achievement
data for grouping.

Sample: "Placement and grouping for instruction in my classroom are
based on student achievement levels."

(10) Stage Setting--3 items

Questions ask about the use of advance organizers, communication of
objectives, and challenges to students.

Sample: "In stage setting in my classroom I use advance organizers
and other alerting devices."

(11) Instruction--8 items

Questions ask about success rate, questioning strategies, feedback
to students, homework, parental assistance, directions, and prac-
tice.

Sample: "Instruction in my classroom allows all students to have.
the opportunity to respond to my questions."

(12) Use of Time--8 items

Questions ask about allocation of time, engagement rate, use of
cues, pacing of instruction, and use of non-class tima for make-up
work.

Samples: "In controlling use of time in my classroom, I minimize
use of time for non-learning activities."

H
. . I encourage students to use the clock for self-pacing."
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(13) Review and Reteaching - -2 itens

Questions ask about review and reteaching based on student errors
and needs.

Samp/et "Review and reteaching in my classroom includes review of
key concepts and skills throughout the year."

(14) Student/teacher interactions--2 items

Questions ask about warmth and focus on students.

Sample: "In student/teacher interactions in my classroom, I display
warmth and caring."

(15) Incentives and Recognition--8 items

Questions ask about the frequency, certainty, appropriateness, com-
munication to parents, desirability, and timing of incentives and
recognition for student achievement and behavior.

Sample: "Incentives and recognition for student achievement and
behaviors in my classroom are selected because of their desirability
to students."

(16) Studenl' AssesGment Instruments--2 items

Questions ask about alignment of testing to . instruction and consis-
tency with building and district testing program.

Sample: "Student assessment instruments in my classroom are care-
fully matched (aligned) to the objectives ::aught."

(17) Student Assessment Frocedurns--2 items

Questions ask about the reliability and validity of testing proce-
dures and the amount of ilutructional time lo.t to testing.

Sample: "Student assessment procedures follow spproved testing
practices aimed at ensuring reliability and validity of results."

(18) Student Assessment Data--3 items

Questions ask about the use of data to identify and correct student
errors, provide feedback to students, and help the teacher improve
curriculum.
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Sample: "Student assessment data in my classroom are used to help
students in identifying and correcting errors quickly."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This appears to be a flexible, inexpensive device which can be used
any way a school wants.

It is a crude checklist, and several of the categories are so broad
as to be of questionable utility when the items are averaged. The
reliability and validity of the instrument have not been examined.
Some of the items do not reflect effective teaching practices.

11. Conments:

Guzzetti (1983) reviewed this instrument and pointed out the follow-
ing weaknesses: The response format is not standard. All items are
stated positively and may produce response bias. Many scales have a
very small number of items--almost half o4 the scales have only two
items, and several items are "double-barr_ed." Guzzetti also noted
that, despite claims to the contrary, same of the items do not cor-
respond to recommendations from research on effective teaching, some
Of positive" teaching behaviors are not, and several research-based
effective classroom practices are omitted.
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1. Instrument Title and Proiect Number

Effective Elementary Schools Analysis (1c31), Project No. 27
Checklists: Troubleshooting, Academic Program, Discipline Features,
and Instructional Leadership.

2. Author(s):

J. T. Pascarelli

3. Institution:

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory

4. Available from:

Dr. Joseph Pascarelli, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory,
300 S.W. 6th Ave., Portland, OR 97204

5. Intended Purpose:

Checklists covering trouble shooting, academic program, discipline
features, and instructional leadership for elementary teachers and
advisory council members to use to set priorities for the school
when planning for school improvement.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. ScorinE:

Can be hand-scored or machine-scored by a school system.

9. Content:

(1) Instructional Leadership--30 items

Items ask about several dimensions of principal leadership: empha-
sis on academics, communications skills, visibility, involvement of
parents, staff, and students in school improvement efforts, public
relations, etc.

Sample: "Students know who the principal is and are encouraged to
talk with him/her."

We cannot assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because information on scoring was not provided.
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(2) Academic Program r.latvres Checklist--26 items

Questions ask about clarity of instructional objectives, the match
between objectives and assessment, grouping, feedback to students
and parents, homework, extra tutoring, use of pullout programs, etc.

Samples: nhe textbooks and other materials used for teaching read-
ing are consistent across the grade levels."

"Teachers participate in assignment of students to instructional
groups."

We cannot assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because information on scoring was not provided.

(3) Piscipline Features Checklist--24 items

Questins ask about clarity of rules and consequences for breaking
them, pu-...ental participation in the impravement of a student's
behavior, vandalism, student respect for adults, use of positive
rewards.

Samples: "The climate of the school is business-like and oriented
toward getting work done."

"Rules, procedures, and consequences are made known to parents and
students."

We cannot assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because information on scoring was not pravided.

(4) Trouble Shooting Checklist--67 items

Questions ask about a wide range of school characteristics including
teacher expectations, use of time, communication with parents,
improvement plans and processes.

Samples: "Parents feel welcome in this school."

"There 15 no strong pressure from parents for this school to
change."

We cannot assess the scale content or the face validity of scales
because information on scoring was not pravided.

10. Strengths and Weaknessec:

These checklists take little time to complete and the format is
helpful for prioritizing impravements because it asks for dates for
initiation and completion of improvements in each area.
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However, the information is not summarized in a way that suggests
specific areas that need improvement. For example, the academic
program features checklist might be grouped into subcategories--as-
sessment, feedback, rewards, grouping, etc. No validity or reli-
ability information was provided.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from analyses of scales because infor-
mation on scoring was not provided.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Replicating Success School Climate Suevey: Additional Questions for
Junior High Schools (1984), Project No. 28

2. Author(s):

Philadelphia Public Schools

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Dr. Earline Sloan, Curriculum and Inavructional Development, Affec-
tive Education Program, Room 321, Boad of Education, 21st Street S.
of the Parkway, Philadelphia, PA 19103

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire assesses junior high teacher perceptions about
school practices and orderliness. Aaeesement results were used to
summarize perspectives about the school, to set priorities in school
improvement planning, and to evaluate programs in the Replicating
Success project.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

fesponses are hand scored and presented in a summary.

9. Content:

Twenty-eight items ask about school policies, practices, and super-
vision and about school orderliness.

Sample: "Describe the disciplinary climate of the school."

We cannot assess scale content or face validity because we have no
information on scoring.

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This questionnaire is easy to adminieter and score. Same questions
are taken from the Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire.
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No information on reliability, validity, t(.7:LnI, or interpretation
of results was provided for this instrugu:-.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analv,
instrument was part of a comprehensive as,
principal, teacher, and community members.
31) was also used as part of the assessmeht.

scales. This
which included
SAS (see project



1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Replicating Success: Questions to Principals (1984). Project No. 28

2. Author(s):

Philadelphia Public Schools

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Dr. Earline Sloan. Curriculum and astructional Development, Affec-
tive Education Program, Room 321, Board of Education, 218t Street S.
of the Parkway, Philadelphia, PA 19103

5 Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire is used to collect information from principal
about staff turnover and disruptions in the school. It was used
along with other survey and interview information to help set prior-
ities for school improvement planning in the Replicating Success
program.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Six questions ask about staff stability and turnover and any disrup-
tions to continuity of the school's program.

Sample: "Have there been any other disruptions in the continuity of
the student's academic program due to teacher turnover? Be spe-
cific.

We could not assess scale content or face validity because responses
were not scored into scales but were presented in summary form.



10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This questionnaire could provide some valuable information to a
change facilitator about"staff turnover.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.

This instrument was part of a comprehensive assessment which
included principal, teacher, and community members. RBS's SAS (see
project 31) was also used as part of the assessment.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Replicating Success Needs Assessment: Community Interview (1984),
Project No. 28

2. Author(s):

Philadelphia Public Schools

3. Institution:

Sane as above.

4. Ava-:.lable from:

Dr. Earline Sloan, Curriculum and Instructional Development, Affec-
tive Education Program. Room 321, Board cf Education, 21st Street S.
of the Parkway, Philadelphia, PA 19103

5. Intended Purpose:

This interview form was used in the Replicating Success program in
the Philadelphia schools to assess parent and community perceptions
about their experiences with and sources of information about the
school. Information from the community interviews and principal and
teacher interviews were combined to provide a basis for setting pri-
orities for school improvement planning.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validty Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Twenty-nine items mostly open-ended questions ask parents of school
children about their experiences with and sources of information
about the school.

Sanple: "How do you feel averall about the education is
receiving at ?"

We could not assess scale content or face validity because responses
were not scored into scales but were presented in summary form.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This device gives a change facilitator a list of questions to ask to
assess parent experiences with the school. This device is labor
intensive and cumbersome. Materials are not attractive. No psycho
metric information or guidance on administration or scoring is pro
vided. Judgment is required in scoring and interpretation. Same
parent questions seem intrusive.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.

This instrument was part of a comprehensive assessment which
included principal, teacher, and community members. RBS's SAS (see
project 31) was also used as part of the assessment.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Replicating Success Needs Assessment: Interview (1984), Project No.
28

2. Author(s):

Philadelphia Public Schools

3. Institution:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Dr. Earline Sloan, Curriculum and instructional Development, Affec-
tive Education Program, Room 321, Board of Education, 21st Street S.
of the Parkway, Philadelphia, PA 19103

5. Intended Purpose:

The interview assesses teacher and staff perceptions about the
school climate and organizational processes, problems, priorities
for improvement, and understanding of the Replicating Success pro-
gram. Facilitators combine these results with those from community
and principal interviews to provide a basis for setting priorities
for school improvement planning.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Eighteen items ask teachers about their work experience at this and
other schools, their perceptions about school goals, climate, and
organizational processes, the strengths and weaknesses of the
school, priorities for change, and understanding of the program.

Sample: "Would you send your child to this school? Why? Why not?"

We could not assess scale content or face validity because responses
were not scored into scales but were presented in summary form.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The interview gives a change facilitator a list of questions to ask
teachers and staff in interviews to become familiar with the school.
The total assessment process also includes the principal and commu
nity.

The interview process is labor intensive and cumbersome. We
received no psychometric information or guidance on administration
or scoring. It requires judgment in scoring aryl interpretation.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.

This instrument was part of a comprehensive assesement which
included principal, teacher, and community members. RBS's SAS (see
project 31) is also used as part of the assessment.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Replicating Success Needs Assessment: Principal Interview
Form--Parts I, II, and III (1984). Project No. 28

2. Author(s):

Philadelphia Public Schools

3. Institutxan:

Same as above.

4. Available from:

Dr. Earline Sloan, Curriculum and Instructional Development, Affec-
tive Education Program, Room 321. Board of Education, 21st Street S.
of the Parkway, Philadelphia. PA 19103

5. Intended Purpose:

The interview assesses principal opinions about school goals and
processes and perceptions about the climate and organizational pro-
cesses in the school. Facilitators combined these results with
those from community and teacher interviews to provide a basis for
setting priorities for school improvement planning in the Replicat-
ing Success program.

6. Reliability Information:

None pravided.

7. Validity Information:

None pravided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

Fifty-three items ask about principal's views on education and the
school.

Samples: "How do you feel about classroom visitations between
teachers?"

"What do you see as this school's key problems? How have they
changed over the past several years?"

We could not assess scale content or face validity because responses
were not scored into scales but were presented in summary form.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This interview gives a change facilitator a list of questions to ask
a principal in an interview to become familiar with the school. The
whole assessment battery includes parents and teachers as well.
Results are summarized with indications of the number and source
(teacher, parent, pars, etc.) of responses to questions.

The interview process is labor-intensive and cumbersome. Materials
are not attractive. We received no psychometric information or
guidance on administration or scoring. It requires judgment in
scoring and interpretation. The principal interview is very lengthy
and the English usage needs improvement.

11. Comments:

This instrument was excluded from the analysis of scales.

This instrument was part of a comprehensive assessment which
included principal, teacher, and community members. RES's SAS (see
project 31) is also used as part of the assessment.



1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Assessment Survey (1984), Project No. 31

2. Author(s):

Bruce L. Wilson, William A. Firestone, & Robert E. Herriott

3. Institution:

Research for Better Schools

4. Available from:

Research for Better Schools, 444 North Third Street, Philadelphia,
PA 19123

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire for teachers in elementary and secondary schools
assesses perceptions of nine school organizational dimensions.
Assessment results are used to identify strengths and weaknesses,
stimulate discussion, and set priorities for school improvement
planning.

6. Reliability Information:

Alpha reliabilities in the construction samples for eight of the
nine dimensions range from .76 to .96 (average = .88) Alpha is not
reported for the other dimension (Goal Consensus) because the way
this score is computed precludes straightforward computation of its
internal consistency. Retest reliabilities are not provided.

7. Validity Information:

All items appear to have face validity. Evidence of content valid-
ity and convergent/discriminant validity are presented in the tech-
nical manual.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by a scoring service.

9. Content:

(1) Goal Consensus--7 items

Assesses the degree of convergence among teachers in the importance
of seven student outcomes: basic skills, self-esteem, appreciating
and striving for excellence, critical and original thinking, respect
for authority, vocational understanding and skills, understanding
others.
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(2) Facilitative Leadership--6 items (alpha = .96)

Items ask about the leadership style of the principal.

Sample: qlas constructive suggestions to offer teachers in dealing
with their major problems."

(3) Centralization of Influence, Classloom Instruction--5 items
(alpha = .83)

Items cover teacher and principal influence in matters related to
classroom instruction. Relative influence is estimated by subtrac-
tion.

SampLe: "Selecting required texts or other materials."

(4) Centralization of Influence, Curriculum and Resources--5 items
(alpha = .76)

Items concern the relative influence of principals versus teachers
in making decisions about allocation of resources, scheduling, cur-
riculum, faculi:y assignments, and the utilization of space.

Sample: "Determining the school's schedule (including teacher prep.
periods) ."

(5) Vertical Communication--6 items (alpha = .90)

Items assess the frequency of discussions between teachers and
administrators on topics ranging from lessons to resources.

Sample: "Improving discipline generally."

(6) Horizontal Communication- -6 items (alpha = .88)

Items ask about communication among teachers on topics ranging from
lessons to resources.

Sample: "Maintaining or improving positive relations with parents."

(7) Staff Conflict--7 items (alpha = .89)

Questions ask about the frequency of disputes among teachers on top-
ics ranging from the teaching of controversial material to criteria
far evaluating teachers.

Sample: "Promotion of particular teachers."
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(8) Student Discipline--7 items (alpha = .90)

Items assess the degree of orderliness in the school environment.

Sample: "The atmosphere is orderly and businesslike."

(9) Teaching Behavior--6 items (alpha = .95)

Items provide estimates of the extent to which the salools/teachers
encourage students to work hard, attend equally to all students, and
experiment with new methods.

Sample: "Plan their classes so that different learning needs of the
student can be met."

10. Stren ths and Weaknesses:

This assessment instrument is based on a useful theory of the school
as an organization and on careful and competent research. The reli-
abilities are uniformly high and the validity evidence suggests
that, for the most part, the scales measure unique dimensions of
school organization. It is especially useful in diagnosing the need
for team-building kinds of organization development interventions
and in evaluating such interventions. It is probably the best
available instrument for this purpose.

The reliability coefficients reported in the manual may be inflated
because they are based on the same sample used to select items (86
items were pared to 55 in a sample of 61 schools). But the device's
author reports that the reliabilities reported in the manual are not
substantially different from reliabilities recomputed in a larger
sample. Same of the validity evidence undermines confidence in the
measures. For example, 54% of the variance in Goal Consensus is
accounted for by age-grade level and SES, and this measure is not
significantly correlated with student social and academic behavior
in high schools.

11. Comments:

The latest version of the SAS includes measures of Teacher Expecta-
tions and Teacher Evaluation.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Indicators of Effective Schools--Parent Survey (1982). Project No.
33

2. Author(s):

Name withheld.

3. Institution:

Name withheld.

4. Available from:

No longer available.

5. Intended Purpose:

This survey was used in elementary, middle, and junior high schools

to assess parent perceptions of effective school and school climate
indicators. Assessment results were used to set priorities for
school improvement planning and to evaluate programs for the annual
school and district improvement reports required by state law.

6. Reliabilit Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

(1) Positive School Climate--9 items

Items ask about liking for the school and general impressiona. about
the school.

Samples: "School events are well attended."

"There is someone in this school on whom I can always count."

(2) The School's Emphasis on Academics, Including Basic Skills--7
items
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Assesses parent involvement, use of parent volunteers, student

recognition, communication with parents about academic work, clarity
of academic goals, the coverage of the curriculum, and expectations
for students.

Samples: "Parents have an opportunity to see their child's work."

"Many teachers use parent volunteers in the classroom."

This scale lacks face validity.

(3) Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress and Its Utilization in
Curriculum Planning--5 items

Items ask about the availability of aggregate test scores, frequency
of testing, clarity of purpose of testing, clarity of expectations
for students, teacher responsiveness.

Samples: "Students have a clear understanding of homework expecte
tions.fl

"Frequent testing is done to determine progress."

This scale lacks face validity.

(4) High Expectations Related to Student Achievemer,---7 items

Items ask about expectations for students' attendance, behavior and
learning, use of rewards, promotion ntandards, program availability
and teachers as role models.

Samples: "The principal and teachers expect students to learn."

"There are programs for students of all ability levels."

This scale lacks face validity.

(5) Positive HomeSchool Relations-10 items

Items ask about different aspects of parent/community involvement in
the school, communication between school and home, school activities
aimed at the community, assistance to parents in helping students.

Sample: "Programs exist in which some school staff go to students'
homes."

This scale lacks face validity.
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(6) Instructional Leadership--8 items

Items ask about these principal qualities: communication, firmness,
charisma, accessibility as well as these practices: classroom visi-
tation, recognition of success.

Samples: "The principal is easily available to staff and the pub-
lic."

"The principal recognizes academic success."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

Item groups were labeled to coincide with the dimensions schools
were required to assess according to state law. The school climate
measures appear to have face validity.

Four of the six groups of items lack even face validity. No devel-
opmental work appears to have been done. No evidence of reliability
or validity was provided. Many items were taken from the Colorado
State Department of Education's "Indicators of Quality Schools"
instrument (see project 6), but there was little correspondence in
the item groupings used in the two instruments.

11. Comments:

This instrument was put together hastily in response to new state
legislation which mandated that schools conduct needs assessments
related to research on effective schools. The instrument's authors
recognized the instrument's problems and discarded it after one year
of field testing. A new instrument is currently being developed
with more attention to concerns of reliable and valid measurement.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Indicators of Effective Schools--Student Survey (1982), Project No.
33

2. Author(s):

Name withheld.

3. Institution:

Name withheld.

4. Available from:

No longer availnble.

5. Intended Purpose

This survey was used in elementary, middle, and junior high schools
to assess student perceptions of effective school and school climate
indicators. Assessment results were used to set priorities for
school improvement planning and to evaluate programs for the annual
school and district improvement reports required by state law.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand scored.

9. Content:

(1) Positive School Climate--16 items

Questions ask about the affective climate of the schools and about
the orderliness of the environment.

Samples: 'Wost people at school are kind."

"The noise levels in the hall are low."

(2) The School's Emphasis on Academics Including the Basic Skills--7
items
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Items ask about rewards, recognition for success, motivation to
learn, teacher's willingness to help students.

Samples: "There are current displays of student work on bulletin
boards, in halls and in classrooms."

"Teachers are willing to help students who don't understand work."

This ecale lacks face validity.

(3) Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress--9 items

Items ask about teacher responsiveness, clarity of teacher expecta-
tions, teacher's strategies for discussion, active participation of
students, and feedback.

Sample: "Teachers include all students during discussion and
review."

This scale lacks face validity.

(4) High Expectations Related to Student Achievement--9 items

Most items ask about expectations of students. Some ask about stu-
dent opportunities to take responsibility, the amount of independent
work, and teacher use of praise.

Sample: "Students in this school are expected to take care of their
awn property, and the property of others."

(5) Positive Home-School Relations--7 items

Items ask about home-school communication, parent/community involve-
ment in the school, parents' feelings about the school.

Sample: "My parents feel comfortable about coming to school."

(6) InstvIctional Leadership--12 items

The items ask about academic standards, clarity of school goals,
time allocated for teaching, appearance of grounds and buildings,
clarity of attendance and discipline policy, student involvement
etc.

Sample: "The buildings and grounds are in good repair and show evi-
dence of upkeep."

This scale lacks face validity.
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

Item groups were labeled to coincide with the dimensions schools
were required to assess according to state l. The school climate
measures appear to have face validity.

Half of the groups of items lack even face validity. No developmen
tal work appears to have been done. No validity or reliability evi
dence was provided. Many items were taken from the Colorado State
Department of Education's "Indicators of Quality Schools" instrument
(see project 6). but there was little correspondence in the item
groupings used in the two instruments.

11. Comments:

This instrument was put together hastily in response to new state
legislation which mandated that schools conduct needs assessments
related to research on effective schools. The instrument's authors
recognized the instrument's problems and discarded it after one year
of field testing. A new instrument is currently being developed
with more attention to concerns of reliable and valid measurement.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Indicators of Effective Schools--Teacher Survey (1982), ProjecL No.
33

2. Author(s):

Name withheld.

3. Institution:

Name withheld.

4. Available from:

No longer available.

5. Intended Purpose:

This survey was used in elementary, middle, and junior high schools
to assess teacher perceptions of effective school and school climate
indicators. Assessment results were used to set priorities for
school improvement planning and to evaluate programs for the annual
school and district improvement reports required by state law.

6. Reliability Information:

None provided.

7. Validity Information:

None provided.

8. Scoring:

Hand-scored.

9. Content:

(1) Positive School Climate--34 items

Questions ask about the affective climate of the school.

Sample: "Students feel that administrators and staff understand and
respond to their needs."

(2) The School's Emphasis on Academics, Including Basic Skills--31
items

Items are designed to assess teacher classroom management skills:
student involvement in learning, behavior management, efficient time
use.
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Sample: "Disruptive noise levels in the hall are low."

This scale lacks face validity.

(3) Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress and Its Utilization in
Curriculum Planning--44 items

Items assess teachers' uso of frequent monitoring and provision of
corrective instruction. They also assess school-level use of
assessment data in curriculum planning.

Sample: "Tests are used which allow comparison of at least same
items with national performance."

This scale lacks face validity.

(4) High Expectations Related to Student Achievement--16 items

Items ask general opinions about teacher expectations and appropri-
ateness of practices.

Sample: "There is an appropriate use of rewards, praise and appre-
ciation of all students."

This scale lacks face validity

(5) Positive Home-School Relations-15 items

Items assess parents' support for their childrens' educational
activities and parental and community involvement in. school activi-
ties."

Sample: "Teachers inform parents of their child's educational pro-
gress and indicate where improvement is needed."

This scale lacks face validity.

(6) Instructional Leadership of the Principal--18 items

Items assess the following leadership qualities: planning, provid-
ing for staff development, charisma, providing feedback and rewards
to staff, accessibility, responsiveness, good communication skills,
democratic approach.

Sample: "The principal works with dissenting individuals and groups
to reach a working consensus."
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10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

Item groups were labeled to coincide with the dimensions schools
were required to assess according to state law. The school climate
measures appear to have face validity.

Half of Vie groups of items lack even face validity. No developmen-
tal work appears to huve been done. No validity or reliability evi-
dence was provided. Many items were taken from the Colorado State
Department of Education's "Indicators of Quality Schools" instrument
(see project 6), but there was little correspondence in the item
groupings used in the two instruments.

11. Comments:

This instrument was put together hastily in response to new state
legislation which mandated that schools conduct needs assessments
related to research on effective schools. The instrument's authors
recognized the instrument's problems and discarded it after one year
of field testing. A new instrument is currently being developed
with more attention to concerns of reliable and valid measurement.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

Climate Effectiveness Inventory I (CEI, 1983). Project No. 35

2. Author(s):

Willis J. Furtwengler

3. Institution:

Research and Service Institute, Inc.

4. Available from:

Dr. Willis J. Furtwengler, Research and Service Institute, Suite
233, 2 Maryland Farms, Brentwood, TN 37027

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire assesses perceptions of teachers about school
discipline, climate, and the problem-solving process in elementary
and secondary schools. Results are used to guide plans for staff
development.

6. Reliability Information:

Retest reliability evidence provided by the author of the inventory
(Furtwengler & Redelheim, 1986) was based on versions of the instru-
ment other than that included in our study, involved student and
parent respondents as well as teachers, was calculated using indivi-
duals rather than schools as the unit of analysis, and was based on
small numbers of respondents and short retest intervals (two and
four weeks).

7. Validity Information:

Content validity was established through a series of revisions which
used expert panels to classify items and judge their suitability for
measuring the intended constructs, field tests to identify unclear
items, and factor analyses to confirm the anticipated factor struc-
ture. The content validation process is described in Furtwengler
and Redelheim (1986).

Convergent and discriminant validity evidence reported in the same
document (a) did not specify the unit of analysis for the studies,
i.e., whether the correlations were derived using school scores or
teacher scores (Judging from the number of schools involved in each
study, it appears that only one of the five studies summarized used
the school as the unit of analysis. This study involved 18 schools.
Others involved 2, 4, 10 and an unknown number of schools); and
(b) the version of the CEI used in each study is not specified, so
the relevance of the study to the current form of the CEI is uncer-
tain.
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The evidence presented generally favored the CEI anJ suggested that
some of the CEI scale scores were correlated with teachers percep-
tions of their schools as task-oriented and supportive of intellec-
tual development, teachers' humanistic ideologies, teachers' percep-
tions of openness of the school climate, suspension and discipline

referral rates, teacher and student absenteeism, and school size.

8. SETIRS:

Machine-scored by a scoring service.

9. Content:

The instrument contains seven scales. Each scale is scored to
reflect the teachers' perceptions of the school as it now is and
their expecta(zions for how their school should be. Discrepancy
scores are derived by subtracting the two scales.

(1) The School's Philosophy

This scale measures the extent to which the school emphasizes stu-
dent self-governing activities or student obedience and dependency
activities.

Sample: "I believe Chat my school is developing students who rely
on their awn judgment in making decisions."

(2) The Maturity of Behavior

This scale measures the extent to which the school emphasizes the
process of placing responsibility for a person's behavior on the
person.

Sample: "I believe that my school is providing personal responsi-
bilities to students who act appropriately."

(3) The Response to Misdeeds

This scale measures the extent to which the school emphasizes the
use of penalties for inappropriate behaviors.

Sample: "I believe that my school is providing appropriate punish-
ments and penalties to students who violate school rules."

(4) The Response to Good Deeds

This scale measures the extent to which the school emphasizes the
use of rewards for appropriate behaviors.

Sample: "I believe that my school is providing rewards to students
as a result of their appropriate behavior.h
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(5) The Source of School Problems

This scale measures the extent to which the school is regarded as
the source of school problems in relation to the community as a
source of school problems.

Sample: "I believe that my school is attributing the causes of most
school problems to sources within the school environment."

(6) The Responsibility for Improvement

This scale measures the extent to which school personnel view them-
selves ae being responsible for improving the climate of the school.

Sample: "I believe that my school is placing the responsibility for
correcting inappropriate behavior in school on the school person-
nel."

(7) The Openness to Problem Solving

This scale measures the extent to which the school enphasizes the
orderly collection and utilization of data to solve school problems,
and the openness to community input in solving the school's prob-
lems.

Sample: "I believe that my school is encouraging joint school-com-
munity participation in addressing the broad aspects of school prob-
lems."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

The instrument is short and easy to complete and contains valid
measures of the disciplinary climate and the problem-solving process
in the school. The feedback provided to schools inzludes discre-
pancy scores, reflecting differences between teachers' perceptiong
and expectations for what their school should be like as well as
normative information on how the school looks relative to about 200
other schools that have completed the instrument.

The instrument would benefit from additional validity studies per-
formed using the school cs the unit of analysis and from proper
reliability assessments.
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11. Comments:

This device is usually used as part of a more general school
improvement process. School districts contract with the author of
this instrument to train change agents, facilitate meetings, and
provide information for the school improvement process.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Program Questionnaires-Auxiliary/Paraprofessional
Personnel Questionnaire (1984), Project No. 36

2. Author(s):

Dept. of Research, Testing, and Statistics and the School Improve-
ment Program Evaluation Subcommittee, Norfolk Public Schools

3. Institution:

Norfolk Public Schools

4. Available from:

Anna G. Dodson, Director, Research, Testing and Statistics, School
Administration Building, P. O. Box 1357, Norfolk, VA 23501

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire was used to assess the perceptions of auxiliary
and paraprofessional personnel about effective school and school
climate indicators in elementary schools in the SPIRAL program in
the Norfolk Public Schools. Assessment results were used to help in
setting priorities for school improvement planning and to evaluate
program results.

6. Reliability Information:

Alpha internal reliabilities for the six scales ranged from .44 to
.89 (average = .69). No retest reliabilities were provided for this
instrument.

7. Validity Information:

Panels of expert judges were used to increase the face validity of
the measures. One panel matched candidate items against descrip-
tions of the dimensions intended to be measured. Items not unani-
mously matched were discarded. Another panel rated items for appro-
priateness. Items with average ratings or below were discarded.
The resulting instruments were field-tested to take into account
comments by the principals and teachers in the field-test schools.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by a school system.
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9. Content:

(1) Administrative Style--6 items (alpha = .80)

Questions ask about principal behavior, accessiblity, and style,
clarity of school grades and student attitudes.

Sample: "There is a clearly defined chain of command in the
school."

(2) High Expectations--4 items (alpha = .67)

Sample: "Teachers in this school expect their students to do well."

(3) School Climate--19 items (alpha = .89)

Items cover a broad range of perceptions relevant to climate and
interpersonal relations.

Samples: "Children at this school seem to enjoy school."

"The principal of this school is dedicated."

(4) Basic Skills--4 items (alpha = .71)

Items ask about the quality of instruction.

Sample: "Reading instruction at this school is excellent."

This scale lacks face validity.

(5) Monitoring--3 items (alpha = .44)

Questions ask about the regularity of informing parents about pupil
progress, school-wide testing, and the clarity of information for
parents.

Sample: 'Written progress reports to parents are understandable."

This scale lacks face validity.

(6) Resources--4 items (alpha = .61)

Two questions about access to resources to do one's job. One ques-
tion about the adequacy of the library and one about the principal
as a resource person.

Sample: "The principal executes all requests for repairs and mater-
ials promptly."
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"There are sufficient supplies and materials in the school for all
personnel to perform their assigned duties."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This questionnaire is inexpensive to administer and score and
detailed profiles are provided for the schools. The total program
assesses the views of most groups concerned with the school--teach
ers, students, administrators, other school staff, and parents.

Two of the six scales lack face validity for the construct they are
said to measure. For example, some questions about basic skills
refer more to excellence and some items about monitoring really
cover the quality of parent communicatior.q.

11. Comments:

Four secondarYlevel questionnaires have been developed by Norfolk
Public Schools. These questionnaires include, in addition to the
six scales included in the elementary questionnaires, mewdures of
School Mission and Parent/Community Support.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Program Questionnaires-Parent Questionnaire
(1984), Project No 36

2. Author(s):

Dept. of Research. Testing, and Statistics and the School Improve-
ment Program Evaluation Subcommittee, Norfolk Public Schools

3. institution:

Norfolk Public ScLools

4. Available from:

Anna G. Dodson, Director, Research, Testing and Statistics, School
Administration Building. P. O. Box 1357, Norfolk, VA 23501

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire was used to assess parent perceptions of effec-
tive school and school climate indicators in elementary schools in
the SPIRAL program in the Norfolk Public Schools. Assessment
results were used to help in setting priorities for school improve-
ment planning and to evaluate program results.

6. Reliability Information:

Alpha internal reliabilties for the six scales ranged from .45 to
.93 (average = .64). No retest reliabilities were provided for this
instrument.

7. Validity Information:

Panels of expert judges were used to increase the face validity of
the measures. One panel matched candidate items against descrip-
tions of the dimensions intended to be measured. Items not unani-
mously matched were discarded. Another panel rated items for appro-
priateness. Items with average ratings or below were discarded.
The resulting instruments were field-tested to take into account
comments by the principals and teachers in the field-test schools.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by school system.

9. Content:

(1) Administrative Style--5 items (alpha = .48)

Diverse questions ask about homework, principal leadership, and
school goals.
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Samples: "The children in this school are getting plenty of

homework."

"Every parent connected with this school has access to the written
school-wide goals."

This scale lacks face validity.

(2) High Expectations--3 items (alpha = .78)

Items ask about the extent to which teachers have high expectations
of students.

Sample: "Teachers at this school demand the best of each student."

(3) School Climate--22 items (alpha = .93)

Items ask about diverse aspects of school climate plus reports of
interaction with the school, child satisfaction, and responsiveness
to parents.

Samples: "Driveways and parking areas are effectively supervised at
this school."

"I understand the rules and policies of the school."

(4) Basic gkills--5 items (alpha = .45)

Items cover parent perceptions of the quality of instruction.

Sample: "This school's instructional program is excellent."

This scale lacks face validity.

(5) Monitoring--4 items (alpha = .71)

Items ask about the extent to which parents feel informed by the
school about their child.

Sample: "The scores reported to parents are clear and understanda-
ble."

This scale lacks face validity.

(6) Resources--3 items (alpha = .48)

Items ask if the school is well-equipped, the library is adequate,
and if the parent does volunteer work in the school.
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Sample: "This school's library is adequate."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This questionnaire is inexpensive to administer and score and
deteiled profiles are provided for the schools. The total program
assesses the views of most groups concerned with the school--teach-
ers, students, administrators, other school staff, and parents.

The reliabilities for three scales are low and three scales lack
even face validity.

11. Comments:

Four secondary-level questionnaires have been developed by Norfolk
Public Schools. These questionnaires include, in addition to the
six scales included in the elementary questionnaires, measures of
School Mission and Parent/Community Support.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Program Questionnaires-Pupil Questionnaire
(1984), Project No. 36

2. Author(s):

Dept. of Research, Testing, and Statistics and the School Improve-
ment Program Evaluation Subcommittee, Norfolk Public Schools

3. Institution:

Norfolk Public Schools

4. Available from:

Anna G. Dodson, Director, Research. Testing and Statistics, School
Administration Building, P. O. Box 1357, Norfolk, VA 23501

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire was used to assess student perceptions of effec-
tive school and school climate indicators in elementary schools in
the SPIRAL program in the Norfolk Public Schools. Assessment
results were used to help in setting priorities for school improve-
ment planning and to evaluate program results.

6. Reliability Information:

Alpha internal reliabilities for the six scales ranged from .13 to
.69 (average = .43). No retest reliabilities were provided for this
instrument.

7. Validity Information:

Panels of expert judges were used to increase the face validity of
the measures. One panel matched candidate items against descrip-
tions of the dimensions intended to be measured. Items not unani-
mously matched were discarded. Another panel rated items for appro-
priateness. Items with average ratings or below were discarded.
The resulting instruments were field-tested to take into account
comments by the principals and teachers in the field-test schools.

8. k2IiLIM

Machine-scored by school system.

9. Content:

(1) Administrative Stylo--6 items (alpha = .47)

Items ask about pupil perceptions of the principal and how he/she
runs the school.
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Samples: "The principal of this school does not put up with
nonsense."

"The principal knows my name."

(2) High Expectations--12 items (alpha = .69)

Items ask about teacher (and principal) expectations.

Samples: "My teacher thinks I can learn everything."

"My teacher expects me to know the answer when he/she calls on me."

(3) School Climate--17 items (alpha = .65)

A diverse set of questions ask about the teacher, liking for school,
and school climate.

Samples: "I like my teacher."

"My teacher treats all pupils fairly."

"I feel safe and secure in this school."

This scale lacks face validity.

(4) Basic Skills--5 items (alpha = .32)

Items ask about the instructional content, student effort, attitude
about learning, and teacher encouragement.

Samples: Ne are taught reading and mathematics every day."

"Learning is serious business, but it is fun."

This scale lacks face validity.

(5) Monitoring--5 items (alpha = .30)

Questions ask about teacher feedback on schoolwork plus one item on
coaching for test-taking.

Samples: "My teacher grades homework assignments."

"My teacher always tells us how to do tests."

"We have been taught how to take tests."
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(6) Resources--5 items (alpha = .13)

Items ask about the availabilty of instructional resources.

Samples: "'My teacher has plenty of chalk and board erasers."

"I do not have to share textbooks."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This questionnaire is inexpensive to administer and score and
detailed profiles are provided for the schools. The total program
assesses the views of most groups concerned with the school--teach-
ers, students, administrctors, other school staff, and parents.

Items in the school climate and basic skills sections appear too
diverse to accurately measure the intended dimension, and the reli-
ability coefficients are generally low.

11. Comments:

Four secondary-level questionnaires have been developed by Norfolk
Public Schools. These questionnaires include, in addition to the
six scales included in the elementary questionnaires, measures of
School Mission and Parent/Community Support.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Program Questionnaires-Special Program/Resource
Teacher Questionnaire (1984), Project No. 36

2. Author(s):

Dept. of Research, Testing, and Statistics and the School Improve-
ment Program Evaluation Subcommittee, Norfolk Public Schools

3. Institution:

Norfolk Public Schools

4. Available from:

Anna G. Dodson, Director, Research, Testing and Statistics, School
Administration Building, P. O. Box 1357, Norfolk, VA 23501

3. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire was used to assess the perceptions of special
program and resource teachers about effective school and school cli-
mate indicators in elementary schools in the SPIRAL program in the
Norfolk Public Schools. Assessment results were used to help in
setting priorities for school improvement planning and to evaluate
program results.

6. Reliability Information:

Alpha internal reliabilities for the six scales ranged from .78 to
.87 (average = .84). No retest reliabilities were provided for this
instrument.

7. Validity Information:

Panels of expert judges were used to increase the face validity of
the measures. One panel matched candidate items against descrip-
tions of the dimensions intended to be measured. Items not unani-
mously matched were discarded. Another panel rated items for appro-
priateness. Items with average ratings or below were discarded.
The resulting instruments were field-tested to take into account
comments by the principals and teachers in the field-test schools.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by school system.
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9. Content:

(1) Administrative Style--15 items (alpha = .86)

Questions ask about a variety of administrator styles and practices
such as lesson plan reviews, homework policies, observations, feed-
back, coordination of special programs with the regular programs and
accessibility to parents.

Sample: "The instruction given to students by special-program/re-
source teachers is coordinated with that provided by regular class-
room teachers."

"The principal at this school is accessible and responsive to
parents."

(2) High Expectations--9 items (alpha = .78)

Questions ask about the effect of students' home backgrounds on
teacher expectations for achievement, proportion of children
retained, expectations for mastery of skills, and high school gradu-
ation.

Samples: "Students scoring in the lowest quartile on standardized
tests will make proportionately as much progress as students sccring
in the higher quartiles."

"In this school, low-achieving students are called upon to answer
questions as often as other students."

(3) School Climate--15 items (alpha = .87)

A variety of questions ask about school and classroom climate,
interpersonal relations, and judgments about parental perceptions.

Sample: "The principal of this school is accessible to special pro-
gram personnel."

(4) Basic Skills--13 items (alpha = .85)

Questions ask about school and teacher practices related to instruc-
tion.

Sample: "At this school, there is an established policy of coordi-
nation for regular instruction and special-program instruction in
reading and mathematics."
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(5) Monitoring--12 items (alpha = .84)

Itens cover the use of standardized tests in planning and teacher
practices in monitoring testing, and feeding back information to
students.

Sample: "Resource and special-program teachers monitor pupil per-
formance."

(6) Resources--11 items (alpha = .85)

Diverse questions relate to resources available, inservice training,
community, and parental involvement.

Sample: "In this school, resource and special program teachers are
provided satisfactory space in which to work."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This questionnaire , inr>xpensive to administer and score and
detailed profiles are kJ:covided for the schools. The total program
assesses the views of most groups concerned with the school--teach-
ers, students, administrators, other school staff, and parents. All
scales appear face valid and have high internal consistency.

11. Comments:

Four secondary-level questionnwIres have been developed by Norfolk
Public Schools. These questionnaires include, in addition to the
six scales included in the elementary questionnaires, measures of
School Mission and Parent/Community Support.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Program Questionnaires-Teacher Questionnaire
(1984), Project No. 36

2. Author(s):

Dept. of Research, Testing, and Statistics and the School Improve-
ment Program Evaluation Subcommittee, Norfolk Public Schools

3. Institution:

Norfolk Public Schools

4. Available from:

Anna G. Dodson, Director, Research, Testing and Statistics, School
Administration Building, P. O. Box 1357, Norfolk, VA 23501

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire was used to assess teacher perceptions of effec-
tive school and school climate indicators in elementary schools in
the SPIRAL program in the Norfolk Public Schools. Assessment
results were used to help in setting priorities for school improve-
ment planning and to evaluate program results.

6. Reliability Information:

Alpha internal reliabilities for the six scales ranged from .74 to
.88 (average = .84). No retest reliabilities were provided for this
instrument.

7. Validity Information:

Panels of expert judges were used to increase the face validity of
the measures. One panel matched candidate items against descrip-
tions of the dimensions intended to be measured. Items not unani-
mously matched were discarded. Another panel rated items for appro-
priateness. Items with average ratings or below were discarded.
The resulting instruments were field-tested to take into account
comments by the principals and teachers in the field-test schools.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by school system.

9. Content:

(1) Administrative Style--17 items (alpha = .88)

Questions cover a variety of administrator styles and practices and
related matters, e.g., lesson plan reviews and homework policies.
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Sample: "This school operates under a formalized set of goals and
objectives."

(2) High Expectations-- 9 items (alpha = .74)

Items ask about personal beliefs and estimates of staff beliefs and
practices related to expectations, especially for low SES/ability
students.

Sample: "The principal of this school holds a high level of expec-
tation for all."

(3) School Climate--18 items (alpha = .88)

A variety of questions ask about school and classroom climate,
interpersonal relations, and judgments about parental perceptions.
Same as the principal scale but four additional items. The addi-
tional items tend to diffuse the focus somewhat.

Sample (additional item): "Teachers at this school usually find the
principal accessible and responsive."

(4) Basic Skills--18 items (alpha = .86)

Items ask about school and teacher practices related to instruction.
Items are the same as in the principal scale, but there are two
additional items.

Samples: "Pull-out programs do not disrupt or interfere with basic
skills instruction."

"Each day students are engaged in meaningful learning tasks which
bring success to them."

(5) Monitoring--13 items (alpha = .83)

Items cover the use of standardized tests in planning and teacher
practices in monitoring testing and feeding back information.

Sample: "All classroom teachers understand and use tests effec-
tively in planning and evaluating basic skills instruction."

(6) Resources--10 items (alpha = .84)

Diverse questions relate to resource availability and other mat-
ters--inservice training, community, and parental involvement.
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Sample: "Inservice training provided to teachers is viewed as
adequate."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This questionnaire is inexpensive to administer and score and
detailed profiles are provided for the schools. The total program
assesses the views of most groups concerned with the school--teach
ers, students, administrators, other school staff, and parents. All
scales appear face valid and have high internal consistency.

11. Comments:

Four secondarylevel questionnaires have been developed by Norfolk
Public Schools. These questionnaires include, in addition to the
six scales included in the elementary questionnaires, measures of
School Mission and Parent/Community Support.
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1. Instrument Title and Project Number

School Improvement Program Questionnaires--Elementary Principal
Questionnaire (1984), Project No. 36

2. Author(s):

Dept. of Research, Testing, and Statistics and the School Improve-
ment Program Evaluation Subcommittee, Norfolk Public Schools

3. Institution:

Norfolk Public Schools

4. Available from:

Anna G. Dodson, Director, Research, Testing and Statistics. School
Administration Building, P. O. Box 1357, Norfolk, VA 23501

5. Intended Purpose:

This questionnaire was used to assess principal perceptions of
effective school and school climate indicators in elementary schools
in the SPIRAL program in the Norfolk Public Schools. Assessment
results were used to help in setting priorities for school improve-
ment planning and to evaluate program results.

6. Reliability Information:

Alpha internal reliabilities for the six scales ranged from .53 to
.78 (average = .69). No retest reliabilities were provided for this
instrument.

7. Validity Information:

Panels of expert judges were used to increase the face validity of
the measures. One panel matched candidate items against descrip-
tions of the dimensions intended to be measured. Items not unani-
mously matched were discarded. Another panel rated items for appro-
priateness. Items with average ratings or below were discarded.
The resulting instruments were field-tested to take into account
comments by the principals and teachers in the field test schools.

8. Scoring:

Machine-scored by the school system.

9. Content:

(1) Administrative Style--16 items (alpha = .73)

Items ask about principal behavior and administrative style.
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Samples: "The principal at this school is accessible and responsive
to parents."

"This school has a uniform policy defining homework expectations
which is clear to students and parents."

(2) High Expectations--9 items (alpha = .53)

Items ask about the principal's personal beliefs and estimates of
staff beliefs and practices related to expectations, especially for
low SES/ability students.

Sample: "The principal of this school holds a high level of expec-
tation for all.

(3) School Climate--14 items (alpha = .75)

Questions ask about school and classroom climate, interpersonal
relations, and judgments about parental perceptions.

Sample: 'Broken things in this building are repaired promptly."

(4) Basic Skills--16 items (alpha = .78)

Questions ask about school and teacher pr; tices related to instruc-
tion.

Samples: "pull-out programs do not disrupt or interfere with basic
skills instruction."

"Each day students are engaged in meaningful learning tasks which
bring success to them."

(5) Monitoring--11 items (alpha = .60)

Items deal with the use of stsndardized tests in planning and
teacher practices in monitoring testing, and feeding back informa-
tion.

Sample: "All classroom teachers understand and use tests effec-
tively in planning snd evaluating basic skills instruction."

(6) Resources--9 items (alpha = .76)

Diverse questions relate to resource availability and other mat-
ters--inservice training, community, and parental involvement.
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Sample: "Inservice training provided to teachers is viewed as ade-
quate."

10. Strengths and Weaknesses:

This questionnaire is inexpensive to administer and score and
detailed profiles are provided for thc schools. The total program
assesses the views of most groups concerned with the school--teach-
ers, students, administrators, other school staff, and parents. All
scales appear face valid and most have high internal consistency.
High Expectations and Monitoring hsve lower than desirable internal
consistencies.

11. Comments:

Four secondary-level questionnaires have been developed by Norfolk
Public Schools. These questionnaires include, in addition to the
six scales included in the elementary questionnaires, measures of
School Mission and Parent/Community Support.
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School Climate Measurenent Study Data Collection Form

Name of Instrument

Author

QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED FOR EACH INSTRUMENT

The following questions apply to an entire instrument rather than for
specific measures within an instrument.

Familiarize yourself with the questions, then read all of the materials
for the instrument. Then go back and answer each question, noting in the margin
the location of the information which allowed you to answer the question.
If you have reason to believe that some information you need is available but
that we do not have it, check our original letter requesting the information.
If we did not request the information, ask Lois to call and obtain the missing
information as quickly as possible. If we did request the information and it
was not provided, treat it as unavailable information.
Use the same rule for answering question about availability of specific
materials.

Q-1

Are the assessment devices taken in whole or in part from another device?

No-->Skip to question Q-8 ... 1

Yes->Answer Q-2 through Q-7 . 2

Q-2

Is the other device included in our sample of assessment devices?

Yes-->EM in number from Miles & Kaufman Directory: 1

No, and I do not recognize the other device as one that is
widely used. 2

No, but it is based on another device that is widely used (fill
in rame below) 3

241



-2-

Q-3
How much overlap is there between this and the original device?

a) This instrument is exactly the same as the original Yes No

b) This instrument useu exactly the same items for all
dimensions that it has in common with the original Yes No

c) This instrument adds, deletes or modifies items for one or
more of the dimensions measured by the original Yes No

Q-4
Did you answer "yes" to "c" in the above question?

NO: CIRCLE AND SKIP TO PAGE 3. YES: ANSWER Q-5 THROUGH Q-7

Q-5

Approximately how many items ere included in the original measures of the
dimensions included in this assessment? (sum across all dimensions)

TOTAL NUMBER OF ITEMS:

Q-6

Approximately how many additional ivems are added in this assessment for
those same dimensions?

NUMBER ITEMS ADDED:

Q-7
Approximately how many of the original items are omitted from this assessment
for those same dimensions?

NUMBER ITEMS DELETED:
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Now make a summary judgement about the extent to which this instrument is
different from the another included in our sample or in wide use (like
the C.F.K. instrument).

If you answered "1" to Q-2 and "a" or "b" to Q-3,
AND if the two instruments do not differ in any other important way
(such as recommended uses, scoring of dimensions, etc.), check below and stop coding.

If you anewered "1" to Q-2 and "c" to Q-3,
AND the answers to Q-5 through Q-7 imply that the two instruments
are largely the same (i.e.. 80% or more of the items are in common).
AND if the two instruments do not differ in any other important way
(such as recommended uses, scoring of dimensions, etc.), check below and stop coding.

THIS INSTRUMENT IS LARGELY THE SAME AS ANOTHER IN OUR SAMPLE OR
ANOTHER THAT IS WIDELY USED

Q-8
Are self-administered questionnaires used as part of this assessment process?

NO: CIRCLE AND SKIP TO QUESTION Q-11 YES: ANSWER Q-9 AND Q-10

Q-9
For which groups do the materials appear to be intended? (Mark all that apply)

a) Teachers Yes No Cannot
tell

b) Students Yes No Cannot
tell

c) Principals Yes No Cannot
tell

d) Other school staff Yes No Cannot
tell

e) Parents Yes No Cannot
tell

f) Other Yes No Cannot
tell
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Use these codes for the next question:

1 Total population
2 Certain classes
3 Probability sample
4 Not specified
5 Other (describe in the space provided)
6 Not applicable

Q-10 What is the primary sampling technique recommended for each questionnaire
information source?

a) Teachers

b) Students

c) Parents

Describe other sampling techniques recommended

Code for Minimum N
technique recommended

Q-11 Are face-to-face interviews used as part of this assessment process?

NO: CIRCLE AND SKIP TO QUESTION Q-15 YES: ANgdER Q-12 THROUGH Q-14

Q-12 For which groups do the materials appear to be intended? (Mark all that
apply)

a) Teachers Yes No Cannot
tell

b) Students Yes No Cannot
tell

c) Principals Yes No Cannot
tell

d) Other school staff Yes No Cannot
tell

e) Parents Yes No Cannot
tell

f) Other Yes No Cannot
tell
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Use these codes for the next question:

1 Total population
2 Certain classes
3 Probability sample
4 Not specified
5 Other (describe in the space provided)
6 Not applicable

Q-13 What is the primary sampling technique recommended for each interview
information source?

a) Teachers

b) Students

c) Parents

Describe other sampling techniques recommended

Code for Minimum N
technique recommended

Q-14 From among the following list. who would.be appropriate interviewers?
(circle all thet apply)

Professional interviewers 1

Local school staff 2
District staff 3
Researchers 4
Other (who? 5

Q-15 Are any other types of data collection used as part of this assessment of
school climate? (M not consider parts of the assessment that summarize
data from school records such as achievement test scores attendance. or
discipline)

NO: CIRCLE AND SKIP TO QUESTION Q-17 YES: ANNER Q-16

Q-16 Describe the data collection procedure
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Q-17 Do the instruments appear straightforward and easy for the respondent to
follow?

Very easy 1

Somewhat easy 2

Somewhat difficult 3

Very difficult 4

Q-18 Are there any recommendations for the uses of the assessment information?

NO: CIRCLE AND SKIP TO QUESTION Q-20 YES: ANSWER Q-19

Q-19 Do the materials recommend that the assessment results be used to...

a) Set priorities for the school Yes No

b) Set priorities for the district Yes No

c) Identify excellent schools Yes No

d) Identify poor schools Yes No

e) Evaluate programs Yes No

f) Other (specify: Yes No

Q-20 Written instructions for interpretation of scores are

Clear and includes examples
Not detailed1 but moderately clear 2

Not clear 3
Not provided 4

Q-21 Written instructions for administering the instruments are

Detailed and easy to follow 1

Not detailed, but moderately clear 2
Not clear 3

Not provided 4

Q-22 Does this instrument appear to be intended for geneval use?

YES: ANSWER Q-23 AND Q-24 NO: SKIP TO Q-25
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Q-23 The name and address (or nhone number) of a contact person who can
provide assistance in interpreting the results is provided.

2:-ue 1

False . 2

Q-24 The name and address (or phone number) of a contact person who can
consult on the administration of the instruments is provided.

True .. 1

False . 2

Q-25 Haw can the results be prepared?

a) Hand-scored Yes No

b) Machine-scored by a scoring service Yes No

c) Machine-scored by a school system Yes No

Q-26 How long does the assessment take? Fill in "Not applicable" if the group
is not assessed. Record the midpoint of the range if a range is given.
Use 8.5 items per minute as a benchmark for estimating the time if no
estimate is provided. If you use your awn estimate for thestudent
survey, multiply by three.

Number of minutes

a) Student

II) Teacher

c) Principal

d) Parent

e) Other(fill ia)
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Q-27 How are the results presented?

a) Raw frequencies, means or percentages for the school Yes No

b) Percentile ranks for schools Yes No

c) Percentile ranks for individuals Yes No

d) Expected vs. actual for the school Yes No

e) Raw frequencies, means or percentages for subpopulation(s) Yes No

0 Percentile ranks for subpopulation(s) Yes No

g) Expected vs. actual for subpopulation(s) .... Yes No

h) Profiles Yes No

i) Narratives Yes No

Q-28 Are the following pieces of technical information provided?

a) Standard deviations Yes No

b) Number of cases Yes No

c) Standard errors Yes No

d) Confidence intervals Yes No

e) Other (what? Yes No

Q-29 What reference points are used for comparison with each school's results?

a) None Yes No

b) School's awn past performance Yes No

c) National probability sample Yes No

d) National convenience sample Yes No

e) Local probability sample Yes No

f) Local convenience sample Yes No

g) Other (what? Yes No

h) Cannot tell Yes No
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Q-30 Are the following readily available?

a) Instruments Yes No

b) Instructions for intorpLeting results Yes No

c) Instructions for administering instrument Yes No

d) References to evaluate reliability and validity of measures Yes No

e) Inatructions for scoring Yes No

Q-31 Is :%formation about the cost of the assessment provided? (If no cost
informaton is provided .; a phone number for obtaining the information
is provided, call the number to obtain the necessary cost information and
proceed).

YES: CALCULATE COSTS BELOW AND SKIP TO Q-35 NO: gial, TO Q-33

Q-32 Calculate how much it would cost to assess a small school of 400 students
and 20 teachers, a medium school of 800 students and 40 teachers, and a
large school of 1500 students and 75 teachers.

a) Small school

b) Medium school

c) Large school

***Skip to Q-35***

Cost to
assess

Q-33 Calculate how much it would cost to prepare the data collection
instruments to survey a small school of 400 students and 20 teachers, a
medium school of 800 students and 40 teachers, and a large school of 1500
students and 75 teachers. Assume 5 cents per page for photocopying.

a) Small s'l.hool

b) Medium school

c) Large school

Cost to
prepare
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Q-34 Calculate how much it would cost to enter the data into a computer in
preparation for analysis for a small school of 400 students and 20
teachers, a medium school of 800 students and 40 teachers, and a large
school of 1500 students and 75 teachers. Assume 10,500 keystrokes per
hour for straightforward numeric data entry, and 8,030 keystrokes per
hour for alpha and numeric or for a format that is not straightforward
(anything that requires the data entry operator to continually shift
eyes, turn pages, etc.). Assume a cost of $1.85 per 1000 keystrokes.

a) Small school

b) Medium school

c) Large school

Cost to
enter

Q-35 Are instruments reusc!able?

Yes . 1

No .. 2

Answer questions in next section about each measure and then come back to this
last question.

Q-36 Please list the main strengths and weaknesses of this assessment device
Strengths:

Weaknesses:

250



QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED FOR EACH MEASURE

The following questions apply to each measure in each instrument. Complete
this section for each measure. (Attach as many copies as necessary). If the
instrument does not have scales, record the number of items here
and answer the following questions for the set of items as a whole.

Q-37 What is the name of the measure (or the set of items)?

NAME

Q-38 Give a short description of the content of the measure. Be specific:
Name each behavior, attitude, condition or characteristic that appears to
be included in the set. Include one or more sample items.

Q-39 Does the measure mostly assess a characteristic of...

The environment 1

Individual teachers 2

Individual students 3

Other (what? ) 4

Q-40 Who are the respondents for this measure? (circle all that apply)

Students 1

Teachers 2

The principal 3

Other school staff 4

Parents 5

Other (who?

Q-41 How many items does the measure have?

NUMBER
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Q-42 What is the response format for most items in the measure?

Multiple choice 1

Open-ended 2

Other (what? ) 3

Q-43 Is there any evidence about the reliability of this measure?

NO: CIRCLE AND SKIP TO Q-47 YES: ANSWER Q-44 THROUGH Q-46

Q-44 Is the reliability calculated at a level of enalysis consistent with the
unit of measurement?

Yes 1

No 2

Cannot tell 3

Q-45 Is there any evidence about the reliability of the measure for different
subgroups?

Yes . 1

No .. 2

Q-46 Fill in reliability coefficient.

Write "Not provided" if the type of reliability is not reported.

Reliability coefficient

a) Retest (fill in interval

b) Homogeneity

Q-47 Does the measure appear to have face validity?

No .. 1

Yes . 2

Q-48 Is there any evidence about the validity of the measure for different
subgroups?

Yes . 1

No .. 2
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Q-49 What type of validity evidence is provided?

Content validity based on analysis of dimensions of environment
or job 1

Convergent/discriminant 2
Experimental 3
Other (name 4

*****G0 BACK TO Q-36 NOW*****
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APPENDIX C: CODING SCHEME USED TO CODE SCALE CONTENT

This classification is primarily from a list of characteristics of
effective schools provided by Purkey and Smith (1983). The "effective
instruction" category is taken from other literature referenced below
and the "frequent monitoring" category is taken from Edmonds (1979).
1. School-site management: Autonomy of the leadership and staff of the

school.
2. Instructional leadership: Leadership (by principal or others) to

initiate and maintain the improvement process.
3. Staff stability
4. Curriculum articulation and organization: A planned, purposeful

program of courses rather than many electives and few requirements.
A curriculum that focuses on the skills the school is trying to
teach a school that provides sufficient time for these activities,
and coordinates the instruction in these areas across grade levels.

5. Schoolwide staff development: Focused on changing people's atti-
tudes and behaviors as well as their skills and techniques. Closely

related to the school program, incremental, long-term, and based on
teacher-perceived needs.

6. Parental involvement and support: Informing parents of school
goals, student responsibilities. especially with regard to homework.
Obtaining parental support.

7. Schoolwide recognition uf academic success: Ceremonies and symbols

related to academic accomplishments. Public honoring of academic
accomplishments.

8. Maximized learning time: Allocated and engaged. Instructional time
guarded, few disturbances, staff development : . classroom manage-

ment.

9. District support: Guiding and helping schools improve.
10. Frequent monitoring of student progress and feedback: A system for

frequently assessing student performance and achievement, and the
use of data to frequently assess progress and provide students with
feedback about their progress.

11. Effective iri ruction--This category included more detailed charac-
teristics oi .ffective instruction identified in the literature
(Anderson, E...trtson & Brophy, 1979; Good & Grouws, 1979) but not
explicitly addressed in the "effective schools literature." It

included questioning strategies. teacher-led instruction, teacher
practices to ensure high success rates, student participation. moni-
toring during seatwork, explicit criteria for evaluating student
progress . . . .

12. Collaborative planning and collegial relationships: Teachers and
administrators working together.

13. Sense of community: A sense of being a recognized member of a com-
munity that is supportive and clearly perceived--reduced alienation.

14. Clear goals and high expectations commonly shared: Reaching consen-

sus on the school's goals and expectations, continual monitoring of

pupil and classroom progress.
15. Order and discipline: Clear, reasonable rules enforced consis-

tently, safety quiet. orderliness.
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