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LOUISIANA SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS STUDY
ABSTRACT

This report is a summary of the activities of the pilot year of the Louisiana
School Effectiveness Study (LSES). The joint project 1s being conducted by the
Office of Research and Development, Louisiana Department of Education and the
Department of Sociology, Louisiana State University. LSES is being conducted as a
mandate of R.S. 17:391.3(E).

Our hypothesis is that given the same socioeconomic characteristics with both
students and faculties, some schools produce better educated students than others.
Some of the factors are known elements. In fact, previously conducted research
has isolated factors that explain approximately 60 percent of the variance (diffe-
rences in student achievement). This project is attempting to determine the
factors that explain the remaining 40 percent of the variance.

Therefore, we have conceived this study as a five-year exploration of those
factors that make some Louisiana schools more effective in educating students.
The pilot year of the project accomplished two tasks:

o important socioeconomic and school variables were identified
o a questionnaire was constructed and pilot tested to measure variables in
the school educatiomal climate.

The Caddo Parish Schocl System provided the site for the pilot study. The system
shared results from the 1981 State Assessment Test as well as pertinent
socloeconomic characteristics of its students and faculties.

Profiles were generated describing how well individual schools actually performed
compared to average parish test results on the State Assessment Tests. Schools
were grouped into three areas: '"abcve," 'below," or '"equal to" the parish's
average test scores categories. Next, profiles were generated describing how well
individual schools performed »elative to their expected performance on the State
Assessment Tests. Thus, the profiles reflected comparisons of both actual perfor-
mance and expected performance.

There was much variance betweer the "above" than and '"below'" than groups in the

actual performance profiles. Specifically, those schools scoring "above'" than the

average parish score had the following student characteristics:
o highly educated parents
o fewest siblings
o greatest percentage of fathers in professional jobs
o smallest number of mothers in nonprofessional jobs

In addition, the majority of these student bodies were white. Students in schools
scoring "below" the parish's average assessment scores had reverse ratings on
these characteristics. Students from schools scoring ''equal to" the parish's
average had ratings in between.

Further, schools scoring '"above" the parish's average assessment scores had
faculties with the following characteristics:

o the highest common and area scores on NTE
o the largest percentage of white teachers
o the highest years of teacher experience

o the most graduate education, and

,‘ ]



o the highest percentage of graduates from colleges with high
prestige

Schools scoring "below" the parish's average had the reverse ratings on these
faculty characteristics.

The investigators .eveloped a mathematical model allowing predictions of how well
schools shoculd perform on the State Assessment Test given different socioeconomic
and school characteristics. Comparison between actual performance and expected
performance presents a striking contrast to those results just described. Compar-
isons between schools scoring "above" expected with those scoring "below" expected
revealed that socioeconomic characteristics of the student bodies as well as
school characteristics were very similar. One of the investigators' hypotheses
was that these similar school inputs could yield different results building by
building. These results lend partial support to that hypothesis.

Further results from the analyses of this secondary data are also presented.
These analyses had three purposes: (l) to determine how much variation in state
assessment scores can be explained ty both socioeconomic and schoecl variables; (2)
to compare the relative strengths of these socioeconomic and school variables in
explaining variation in state assessment scores; and (3) to determine which school
variables are the most important in explaining state assessment scores. The
regression models used in these analyses vary by grade level and by number of
independent variables in the models.

The results of these analyses are very consistent: (1) the set of socioeconomic
variables and the set of school variables can separately explain a significant
amount of the variance in state assessment scores; (2) when combined in one set of
predictors, the two setgs of variables explain common or overlapping variance plus
some additional variance unique to each set of predictors; and (3) a reduced model
(with six variablcs) explains as much of the variance in state assessment scores
as a larger model (15 to 17 variables). An analysis, which enables the investiga-
tors to take into consideration the effect of the students' socioeconomic charac-
teristics before entering the effect of the schools' characteristics, yields
interesting results: (1) across grade levels, school characteristics explain a
consistent, modest amount of variance in assessment scores beyond that accounted
for by the students' socioeconomic characteristics; (2) this fluctuates by grade
level with less additional variance explained by school characteristics at the
third grade level; and (3) this also varies by subiect area with more additional
variance explained on some tests than on others.

The correlation between the socioeconomic and school variables led the inves-
tigators to verform additional analyses that would determine underlying dimensions
or commonalities among these variables. It was determined that the socloeconomic
variables a_e so highly correlated that they could be considered to be one sepa-
rate dimension, while three separate dimensions emerged among the school vari-
ables. Two of these dimensions appear to be importart: (1) variables associated
with teacher preparation [including mean facilty score on both the NTE Commons and
Area Examinations ard average prestige of the universities from which faculty
members were graduated]); and (2) variables associated with teacher experience
[including teacher experience and highest degree received].

The investigators decidzd to explore further differences in schools scoring
"above" and "below'" expected on state assessment tests by administering a

10
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questionnaire to students in a selected group of schools. The questiomnaire was
adapted from a recent study of school educational climate conducted in Michigan.
It was revised based upon our own pretest in Iberia Parish. A technique to measure
student time-on-task was also pretested in Iberia Parish, but this technique will
not be extensively used until the 1982-83 year of the study.

Once the questionnaire was revised, it was administered to approximately 565
students from 10 schools in Caddo Parish. For the purpose of data analysis, these
schools were divided into those predicted to score high or low on state assessment
tests and those actually scoring high or low.

Students from those schools predicted to score higher perceived their parents and
peers to have higher educational expectations for them. However, teachers of
students in schools predicted to score lower are perceived by their students as
having higher educational expectations for them. This contradiction between
perceptions ot teacher expectations and of parent/peer expectations was explained
in terms of the teachers from the lower predicted group being more willing to urge
their students to perform better.

Students from schools actually doing well had a greater sense of personal control
over their academic 1lives and also had higher educational expectations than
students from schools actually doing poorly. The differences are explained by
school educational climate, rather than student socioceconomic background. Siu-
dents from schools actually scoring well report a better learning environment.

Additionally, there was an overall pattern of results in which students from
schools that scored inconsistently with regard to prediction (i.e. high expecta-
tion and low performance; low expectation and high performance) responded alike as
did students from schools that scored consistently with regard to prediction.

In schools in which scoring was inconsistent with prediction, there is evidence of
greater teacher expectation. This has several repercussions for the students in
those schools:

0 they feel less sense of personal control in their school work
o they perceive a more structured classroom euvironment, and
o they internalize the teacher expectations, yet may not feel capable of

meeting those standards.

The results of these analyses from the pilot year of LSES have given investigators
a number of interesting areas to pursue in the next year of the project.

Goals for the 1982--83 year of LSES include:

o a continuing review of the school effectiveness literature, with special
emphasis on studies conducted by other state departments of education

o incorporation of a time-on-task wethodology into the research design

o final revision of the questionnaire, emphasizing more sophisticated

measurements of childrens' perceptions of social/psychological vari-
ables; and

o expansion of the study to a representative sample of approximately 100
schools throughcut Louisiana, based upon a modification of a sampling
system used for the 1982 Louisiana minimum competency testing pilot

project.
11
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In summary, we are secking information that defines in measurable terms why some
scl.ools work and why others do not do an adequate job in educating young people.
At the end of the pilot year, we feel we are a step closer to knowing some of
these answers.
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II.

CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Enabling Legislation

In 1977, the State of Louisiana passed its fi:st educational accountability
legislation (Louisiana R.S. 17:391). This legislation was phrased so that
agencies such as the State Department of Education were given a broad
inclusive mandate to undertake research on the educational process in
Louisiana. The authors of the act realized that, in the absence of codified
information on the educational process, both time and considerable effort
would be required to generate such information. This would entail the

establishment of standardized tests to be used throughout the state, the.

administration of these tests, the collection of data from them, and so on.
The State Department of Education (through the Office of Research and Devel-
opment) has initiated the development of appropriate testing instruments and,
in fact, has produced results for school districts throughout the state. But
these results teil us 1little about why districts vary; why some do well,
while others do poorly. Ultimately, the question being asked here is the
degree to which children learn their subjects as measured on a test given to
them. The need to understand the process by which this happens is clesar in
Louisiana R.S. 17:391.3.

In carrying out the accountability program, the lotal school boards and
the State Department of Education shall identify and define educational
variables which may affect learning. These variables shall include, but
not be limited tov, the physical, intellectual, social, and emotional
development of pupils. Educational variables, surveys or studies shall
be conducted by the State Department of Education to assess their
relationship to learning.

To this end the investigators have begun the Louisiana School Effectiveness
Study (LSES).

Basic Definitions

A. What Is a "School Effect"?

The idea of a school effect is well rooted in the sociological and education-
al literature. What is posited by this coacept is that some quality is
thought to exist in the school as a whole which affects the students in the
school. This is not necessarily a quality that can be seen or felt in any
direct way, but it nonetheless is thought to exist. Some may think of it as
a particular ambience or aura found in a given place. It is much akin to
saying 'the whole is greater than the sum of its parts." 1In other words,
individually, each of us could not, indeed would not, have this effect; only
in the collective or aggregate do we experience it.

This aggregate quality is important to understand so that the meaning of
school effects is clear. One can visit any school district (in Louisiana or
elsewhere) and one can quickly be informed about the "good" and 'bad"
schools. At first, these places are not usually described in terms of their
student bodies but, rather, in terms of the school as a totality. It is only

B 13




after probing that one hears details about a principal, the students, and
other particulars about the school. 1In a causal fashion, the relationship
between the students and the school is an interesting one. The question
which can be posed is simply this: Do good students produce good schools or
is the reverse true? This question is complicated by a couple of things:
first, what constitutes a 'good student"? When we use this term do we mean
1Q? Socioeconomic status? Behavior in schools? Second, all things being
equal (i.e., controlling on as many background variables as possible), why is
it that some seemingly comparable schools are characterized in such radically
opposing ways, some being good and others bad?

The position taken in this study is that a school is 'good" because it is
effective in educating its students. It marshalls its human and capital
resources in such a way that the ouctcome from the educational process is
optimized. This position is in the best tradition of accountability re-
search. That is, the educational process is intentionally over-simplified
and made equivalent to any other productive process. This line of reasoning
posits that as part of the process, a degree of quality control must be
exercised. In public education, this control takes the form of regularly
measuring how well students do on standardized tests. The standardized
tests, then, are the products by which assessments are made about the good-
ness or badness of the educational experiences at any given school or in any
given school district.

B. Policy vs. Non-Policy Variables

At the heart of the LSES is the attempt to unravel the process which places
the school in a position of being an intervener in the child's life--an
intervener between parental socialization 3influences on the one hand and
adult outcomes for the child on the other. Previous research has documented
how much influence family background factors have on predicting as student
grades and test scores. The results on school-specific indlcators are more
mixed, with some items, such as library size and pupil-teacher ratio, being
relatively unimportant, and other items, such as curriculum and teacher
qualifications, being highly important. What this family-school contrast
demonstrates is that there are two classes of vavriables in school effects
research. The class of family, non-school variables is beyond tle control of
those directly involved in the schooling process. Although it may be true
that students' scores improve in direct proportion to family income, educa-
tors can do nothing to dramatically affect this relationship--i.e., they
cannot directly increase family income and thereby improve the test scores
for their students. The class of school-specific variables, however, is
another matter. These constitute variables which are manipulable by the
educational organization. For example, decisions can be made and implemented
on such matters as improvement of NTE scores, more students in certain
curricuia. Although the LSES will consider family background and the degree
to which it characterizes an entire school (e.g., as middle class, working
class.), it is principally with an eye to the school-specific variables that
the project has been undertaken. This allows for an assessment of the
central question guiding this study: how can school variables be used to
affect student scores on standardized tests?

14
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Overview of Pilot Year Activities

A, Examination of Secondary Dataset

The first task undertaken in the pilot year of the LSES was to construct a
dataset composed of available indicators of the student socioeccnomic charac-
teristics and the school structural charactarxistics of 2 school system in
Louisiana. The Caddo Parish school system was selected for this purpose for
two reasons: (1) it has one of the most completely computerized student and
personnel data systems in the state; and (2) because of the large number and
variety of schools in Caddo Parish, it may be reasonably assumed that there
are schools in the system which are differentially effective in educating
their students. The composition of the Caddo database will be described in
detail in Chapter Three.

There exists a large and constantly expanding literature on the relationship
between student and school inputs and resultant school outputs [see Glasman
and Biniaminov (1981) for a recent literature review]. A number of studies
published in the mid-1960's and early 1970's [Coleman et al. (1966); Jencks
et al. (1972); Hauser, Sewell and Alwin (1976)] presented evidence that
school inputs do not have much influence on student achievement. The Coleman
Report concluded that variance in academic achievement is associated with the
socioeconomic and racial composition of schools, but not with school inputs.

These negative findings have sparked a number of recent studies which have
ylelded more positive results avout the effects of school characteristics on
student achievement [Bidwell and Kasarda (1975); Bloom (1981); Brookover et
al. (1979); Rutter (1979); Summers and Wolfe (1977); Weber (1971)]. These
studies have identified school characteristics associated with effective
schools; yet each study has yielded a slightly different set of important
school characteristics. This failure to yield consistent results may be a
function of methodological problems in the school effectiveness area
(Maldaus, Airasian and Kellaghan, 1980), or may indicate that school charac-
teristics make different contributions in different academic environments.
Examinaticn of the relative contributions of school characteristics and
socioecono1ic characteristics in Caddo Parish should lead the investigators
to some preliminary conclusions about the school characteristics most related
to effective schooling, specifically in Louisiana.

of particular interest to the investigators in this pilot study were school
variables which measured the effect of teacher and principal backgrounds and
personal characteristics on students' performances in Louisiana. Recent
legislation in Louisiana has required teaching candidates to make a minimum
score on the National Teachers' Examinations before they are certified.
Research on the relationship between NTE scores of faculty and student
achievement scores in scanty and inconclusive [North Carolina Department of
Public Instruction (1981); Piper and Sullivan, (1981); Stauss and Sawyer
(1981)}. It is hoped that results from the LSES will guide educational
policy makers in Louisiana in future decisions about the use of the NTE for
teacher certification.
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B. Administration of School Climate Questionnaire

The literature concerned with school inputs and outputs focuses on structural
school characteristics (such as teacher qualifications, student-teacher
ratio, and so forth), which can be gathered from personnel and school files.
Recent evidence (Brookover, et al. 1979) indicates that social-psychological
indices of school climate may also explain variance in student achievement
and other behavioral outcomes of students. Brookover measures school climate
in terms of a number of subsets of variables which include the students'
perception of others' expectations and evaluations of them, and the norms of
the school social environment.

The investigators decided to revise Brookover's research instrument and
administer it to students who, from Caddo Parish schools, scored better or
worse than expected on Louisiana state assessment tests. It was hypothesized
that there might be school climate differences between schools performing
better than expected and schools performing worse than expected. The results
of this study are presented in Chapter Five.

The pilot year of the LSES thus had two basic components: (1) there was an
investigation of the relative contributions of structural school characteris-
tics and students' socioeconomic characteristics to students' performances,
with an emphasis on determination of the most important structural school
characteristics in Louisianaj and (2) there was a further investigation of
the school climate differences that might exist between schools performing
better and schools performing worse than expected on state assessment tests.

-




g prey . P

CHAPTCR TWO
DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSES

Comparison of Schools Scoring Above, Equal to, or Below the Parish's Average

Assessment Score

A. Third Grade

Tables 1 and 2 provide data on selected socioeconomic and school characteris-
tics for the third grade students in Caddo Parish. These data were organized
into three categories which reflect how well any given school did in relation
to parish assessment scores--thus .the categories of above, below, or equal.
In addition to the summed means by school for each variable, Tables 1 and 2
also provide statistical means for each category. It is these means, in
particular, which are discussed in this section of the analysis; the same
means are discussed in subsequent sections for seventh and tenth grade
students.

It is important to note that 36 of the 45 schools (80 percent) scored equal
to or above parish averages. For a school to be classified as scoring above
the parish's average assessment score, that school had to score one standard
deviation above the parish's average assessment score on at least two of the
assessment tests. Were one to graph or otherwise depict the relationship
between these categorical means, it would be apparent that one can almost
perfectly arrange the groups in a hierarchical way In literally every case,
those schools which scored above average do better on all variables than
schools either scoring equal to, or below the parish average. Of special
importance is that with three exceptioris, this same comment is sustained in
comparing those schools scoring below average with those scoring equal to or
above the parish average. In fact, in those cases where this is not so, the
schools' scores are nearly identical. Thus, those schools which did the
poorest relative to parish scores also did the poorest on virtually every one
of the socioeconomic and school variables.

A summary of the findings for the means is presented in Table 3. In reading
these results as rows (in other words, across the page), the clarity of the
findings really stands out. Students in schools which scored above the
parish's average assessment score had the most highly educated parents, the
fewest siblings, a greater percentage of fathers in professional jobs, the
smallest perceontage of mothers in nonprofessional jobs and were in schools
which were always majority white. Conversely, students in schools which
scored below the parish averages had parents with the 1lowest educational
levels, had the most siblings, the lowest percentage of fathers with profes-
sional positions and were in schools which were uearly 100 percent black.
For every one of the variables, in this first set of analyses, students who
were in schools scoring equal to parish averages fell between the other types
of schools.

When the results for school characteristics are examined, the results are
similar, although not quite so uniformly hierarchical. Notice that the school
scoring above parish averages had faculties with the highest Commons and Area
scores on the NTE, had a higher percentage of white teachers, had fewer
teacher absences, but higher years of teacher experience, more graduate
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education, more prestigious college degrees, a lower number of total students
in the school and, importantly, a somewhat higher student-teacher ratio.
Again, the exact opposite held for those schools scoring below the parish
averages. Their faculties had the lowest NTE scores, higher absences, and so
on. The most paradoxical finding from this particular analysis 1is that
schools scoring below parish averages had the lowest student-teacher ratio;
this finding runs counter to what many people believe should be helpful to
school achievement scores, and it is a point to which the investigators
return in later analyses.

B. Seventh Grade

Virtually every one of the above observation made about third grade schools
holds equally for seventh grade schools. The means for these schools are
contained in Tables 4 - 6. 1In this case 77 percent (14 of 18) of the schools
scored at or above the parish average fo: all seventh grade schools. Again,
in every important comparison schools scoring above the parish average fared
better than those scoring below. This, again, includes all socioeconomic
variables, teacher NTE scores, absences, and so on. This finding also holds
for a variable not used with third graders--days suspended. Note that the
figure for days suspended is lower for schools scoring above average than for
schools scoring below average. Again there are higher student-teacher ratios
in schools scoring above or equal to the parish average assessment scores.

A final point on the seventh grade analysis bears mentioning. It was noted
above that there was a hierarchical ordering to the categories, ranging crom
schools scoring atove average through schools scoring below average. This
finding also was observed for the seventh grade in nearly every case. The
exceptions were for the seventh grade was teacher experience and total number
of students.

C. Tenth Grade

Results for the tenth grade schools are reported in Tables 7 - 9. Since only
one school scored above the parish average, it was deleted from further
mention here. It should be noted, however, that this school's characteris-
tics are substantively interesting and further support previous findings
about those schools which scored above parish averages. Focusing only on
those schools scoring equal, to or below the parish averages, earlier find-
ings are again confirmed. <Children in the more successful schools are from
better educated families with parents more likely to be in professional
occupations. These schools are also more likely to be majority white, in
both students and teaching stafis, have teachers with comparatively higher
NTE scores, and so on. In general, what one finds with those schools scoring
below the parish averages is that they are over-represented by majority black
schools. Thus, they have lower educational levels for the parents and a
greater number of siblings. More relevant for educators is that these
schools also have majority black teaching staffs who have performed more
poorly on the NTE.

D. Summar

This part of the analysis has been intended solely to give the reader an
overview of the characteristics of the schools for which there are data. The

; . 18



P

II.

correspondence between the categories and race is isomorphic (i.e., nearly
1:1). Phrased differently, knowing the race of a school would allow one to
predict where it scored relative to an overall parish average on any given
state assessment test. This 1is neither surprising nor controversial.
Instead, it reflects the well known fact that blacks are over-represented in
terms of economic impoverishment., Given that there is a fairly substantial
relationship between familial economic advantage and assessment scores, one
would expect that schools in Cadde Parish would be much like those elsewhere;
and, in fact, they seem to be.

The problematic quality to this part of the descriptive analysis is that the
majority black schools in which students do comparatively worse than do
students in predominantly white schools have certain structural qualities
which have nothing to do with the students. Three things stand out. First,
these schools consistently, across all grade levels, have teachers with lower
NTE scores. While NTE scores may not be equated with teacher effectiveness,
they are nonetheless one indicator of teacher intellectual ability (as
measured on this test). Second, as was alluded, this may be an artifact of
teacher race, since these schools almost always have majority black teaching
staffs; this point will be examined in further analyses. Third, and also
across all grade levels, these schools always have higher teacher absences.
While this is only speculative, its consistency at least suggests that these
teachers are somewhat less satisfied with their job situations than are other
teachers.

Comparison of Schools Scoring Above, Below or Approximately

As Predicted on State Assessment Tests

Were one to form policy directives based on the preceding analisis, one would
probably wish for every child to attend majority white schools, with majority
white teaching staffs, since those schools so consistently outperformed all
others. However, the analysis reported above addresses a deceptively simple
question: Relative to parish norms (i.e., averages), how well does any
school do? The shortcoming to this kind of approach 1is that it fails to
consider the different inputs each school has. Phrased differently, it is
known that two schools whose socioeconomic characteristics are radically
diverse will, in all probability, report highly different test scores. All
that this kind of analysis can tell, then, is the degree to which schools
vary with regard to actual performance. Nothing can be said about how well
schools should do, given their different inputs. This part of the analysis
focuses on that issue.

The results reported in Tables 10-15 are all based on regression equations
which allowed the researchers to control on the different resources which
schools have. The specifics of these regression equations, and how they were
used to generate expected scores for schools, will be discussed in Chapters
Three and Five. In keeping with the argument outlined above, the regressions
allow one to say that given a certain set of resources, any given school
should be expected to score within a certain range of values on a stan-
dardized test. For our study this was the state assessment test. All things
being equal, two schools with similar resources should score approximately
the same on the test. This can be made analogous to two investors with the
same amount of money to invest. If all controls are exercised on the time
which they control their money, and if each has the same opportunities
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presented to him/her to invest, then it is possible that each will realize
the same returns on his/her investment. If, on the other hand, each realizes
a much different return -- one highly successful and the other not -- . hen it
can only be due to the investment strategy which was chosen. In schools,
similar thing can happen. Two schools which appear from socioeconomic and
other characteristics to be alike may have test scores which are very differ-
eat. How can this difference be explained? As stated at the outset of this
report, some researchers argue that this differential outcome is, at least in
part, the result of a "school effect."

Of course, it is school effects which interest the investigators. In this
part of the analysis the researchers begin to address them more specifically
because the analyses are based on regression models.

Presented now is a descriptive account of the regression results, focusing
on a comparison of the socioeconomic and the school chavacteristics of those
which did better, worse, or equal to what was predicted. These comparisons
will indicate how schools differ, given our expectations for them.

A. Third Grade

Analyses for the third grade are fourd in Tables 10-12. The analyses con-
trast sharply with those presented earlier. In these earlier analyses, there
were consistent differences between schools which met, or failed to meet,
parish averages. Here that is not the case. 1instead of sharp contrasts,
there is incredible similarity. Looking across the rows for each variable,
there is case after case of comparable mean values (See Table 12). While
statistical means ate only a measure of central tendency, and thus obscure or
overlook some of the variation between schools within each category, they do
give a graphic demonstration of how much alike the aggregates of schools are
when using predicted scores as the basis for grouping them.

Parental educational and occupational values vary little between the cat-
egories—-in fact, mere often than not, they are nearly identical. When there
are slight differences, the differences occur in the group scoring approxi-
mately as predicted. Likewise, NTE scores are virtually the same for the
three categories with only ten points separating the highest and lowest
scores.

There is a one percent difference in the percentage of students who are black
and in the percentage of the faculty that is black between those schools with
students scoring above and below predicted scores. This same kind of compa-
rability obtains in every other comparison, except for total school popu-
lation, where the group scoring approximately as predicted, has more students
than the other two groups.

If the analysis went no further, the investigators would be in the awkward
situation of concluding that whether or rot a school does well is by luck of
the draw. Indeed the statistical means vary so little across the categories
that predicting whether a school will do well or not seems impossible.

On the other hand, another interpretation can be offered. This interpretation

is the one subscribed to herein--which is consistent with the thesis about
school effects. The position 1is that schools do differ in their outcomes,
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controlling on inputs. It is true that when one looks at the categorical
means, the schools are very similar; however, when one looks at the state
assessment scores, the schools perform very differently. Thus, given similar
inputs, schools do yield different results.

To illustrate this point, examine the values for schools A2, A6, A7 and AS’

for the schools scoring above what was predicted, and then examine schools B5
and B7 for schools scoring below. Although they are not mirror images of one
another, many of their socioeconomic and school characteristics are quite
comparable., 1In all cases but one, parents have between 3.6 and 4.0 units of
equcation (i.e., approximately high school graduates). The schools have
virtually all black students, and in no school are more than ten percent of
the fathers employed as professionals. Yet, these schools differ on educa-
tional outcomes--some doing better than predicted, others doing worse.
Clearly, some process occurs in one set of them which is absent in the other.
Attempting to unravel this empirical mystery is part of the reasoning for
conducting the regression analyses.

B. Seventh and Tenth Grades

Virtually every comment made in the previous section for third graders could
be repeated here. The data for the seventh and tenth grades are found in
Tables 13-15., In this particular analysis, the seventh and tenth grade
schools were combined into one analysis, so that the number of observations
was sufficiently large to generate predicted values. Again there is very
little variation between the categories of schools. The family variables are
very much alike in every cese: parental educational and occupational level
and number of siblings are similar from one group to another. It is only the
percentage of blacks of in the student body that shows any real variation,
and then it is only eight percent. The school variables are alsc remarkably
similar, with the only variation occurring in the number of students, the
student—~teacher ratio, and the average number of days suspended per student.
These numbers are low for the schools scoring sbove the score predicted,
probably because a magnet school is included in that group.
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CHAPTER THREE
ANALYSES OF SECONDARY DATA

I. Introduction

4. The Use of Regression Analysis 7. the LSES

While the descriptive part of our analysis is informative, the nature of the
statistics employed does not allow for an evalnation of how wmuch any one
variable (or set of variables) influences state assessment scores. Instead,
the descriptive statistics give one a feel for how different kinds of schools
either differ or appear to be similar (as in the last series of comparisoms).

In this section of the report regression analysis is introduced. The
investigators could, of course, move from simple descriptive statistics to
simple measures of correlation, which summarize the strength and direction of
association between two variables. These would give a crude measure of
association, whereby one could say how much any two variables are associated
with each other when no controls are employed. For example, it is known that
both a mother's and a father's educational levels are associated with a
child's achievement scores. The statistical impact of each may, however, be
decreased when controlling for the presence of the othex. Phrased different-
ly, one acts in conjunction with the other not completely independent of the
other. Instead of simply reporting correlation coefficients, results of
regression analyses will be reported in this chapter. Regression analysis
allows one to determine how much effect any one variable has when controlling
on the effects of all other variables being utilized. Using this technique
the researchers attempt to explain or predict how well a group of students
does given a certain set of input variables. The inputs consist of independ-
ent variables such as a mother's and a father's education, race, and so on.
The outputs which the researchers try to explain are the dependent variables,
state assessment scores.

Regression analysis is commonly used by school effects researchers (Glasman
and Biniaminov, 1981). Of particular interest to them is sorting out just
how much effect schools have. This is not easy to do, however, since school
effects are almost always indirectly assessed. Recalling the earlier dis-
cussion in Chapter One, there 1is, technically, no such thing as a school
effect. One cannot go to -a school and latch onto a school effect with a pair
of calipers. However, in visiting schools, it is often undeniable that there
is a certain aura or ambience to a school, which distinguishes it from some
other school. This quality is the product of the various factors which go
into making up a school. It is known that students are influenced by a great
many individual factors, each with its own unique influence. However, no one
of these may be entirely responsible for explaituing how well or poorly any
given student does in school. Individual attributes (for example, family
background, teacher experiences, facilities of the school, and so forth),
then, may in conjunction with one another produce something which is greater
than any one of them individually. 1In short, the idea of a school effect
attests to the adage that the whole is greater than the sum of its parts.

School effects research tries to assess how this holistic quality affects the

educational outcomes for students, by disaggregating the whole to consider
the role each part plays. Regression anzlysis is a multivariate technique,
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which allows a researcher to statistically address the issue of how several
things vary simultaneously with any one fixed thing. In this case, the
researchers are particularly interested in utilizing regression analysis to
estimate how much variation in the dependent variable 1is a function of
socioeconomic variables alone and of school variables alore. This explained
variation will be referred to statistically as a multiple correlation coeffi-
cient QE ). At the risk of redundancy, this statistic allows cne to assess
the influence of one set of independent variables (or one independent vari-
able) when controlling on the effects of all other independent variables.
This statistic is of particular interest to the investigators in trying to

unravel the unique contribution which school variables make to student.

assessment scores.

B. Data Sources for the Secondary Analysis

Data sources for the secondary analysis included: (1) student files provided
by Caddo Parish; (2) personnel files provided by Caddo Parish; (3) personnel
data provided by the Bureaus of Elementary and SecondarTy Education at the
Louisiana State Department of Education; and (4) staze assessment data,
including socioeconomic characteristics of tested students, provided by the
Bureau of Accountability at the Louisiana State Department of Education. The
student and teacher files were from the 1980-81 school year. The state
assessment data were from the spring, 1981, adminis:ration of the state
assegsment tests.

The data elements included in the secondary analysis for the LSES are includ-
ed in Appendix One. Altogether, fifty-seven variables were included in the
final dataset. Only forty-one variables are listed in Appendix One; the
other sixteen variables included raw data from which percentages were con-
structed, redundant variables, and identifier variables. The dataset is
divided into faculty characteristics, principals' characteristics, students’
characteristics, other school variables, students' socioeconomic characteris-—
tics and dependent variables. All those variables included in faculty
characteristics, principal's characteristics, students' characteristics and
other school variables are considered to be school variables.

C. Purposes of the Secondary Analyses

There were three general purposes for the secondary data analyses:
(1) To determine how much variance in state assessment scores can be
explained by secondary socioeconomic and school variables

(2) To compare the relative strength of these socioeconomic and school
variables in explaining variance in state assessment tests

(3) To determine which school variables are the most important in
explaining state assessment scores

Regression Models for Third Grade Only Schools

A. Intrcduction

The first regression models to be reported are based on data from schools in
which the third grade state assessment tests were administered. Regression
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models for third grade schools alone have two advantages: (1) data is not
aggregated across different grade levels and are, therefore, less suspect to
certain biases; (2) there are more schools with third grade classrooms [45]
than schools with sevench grade [18] or tenth grade classrooms [11]. The
second point is especially important, since the larger the number of schools,
the more stable the regression models will be. Additionally, the investiga-
tors were particularly interested in the educational process at the elementa-
ry grade levels, where schools could have their greatest impact on students.

‘The first relationships among the variables in the dataset examined are their

corretations. As noted previously, correlation coefficients summarize the
strenzth and direction of association between two variables. The first
correlation matrices to be examined for the third grade schools contain
thirty-two variables. The original fifty-seven viriables in the dataset
were reduced to thirty-two by eliminating those variables which were (1)
conceptually identical to one another; (2) combinations of other variables;
(3) missing on a large number of observations; (4) illogical for inclusion,
such as school code; or (5) dichotomous in nature, since such variables are
inappropriate for the particular correlational analysis employed in this
study.

Appendices Two and Three contain correlation matrices for data from the third
grade only. Appendix Two contains the full thirty-two variable matrix, which
includes 512 correlation coefficients. Appendix Three 1s a correlation
matrix of the three assessment test scores by the thirty-two variables.
These two matrices were used to select variables for inclusion in the re-
gression model.

By examining the corref;tion matrix in Appendix Two, the reader can appreci-
ate the need to reduce the number of variables in the study. The original
correlation matrix is simply too large to interpret without reduction.
Additionally, many of the variables are highly correlated with one another,
indicating that a smaller number of variables may more parsimoniously de-
scribe what the larger number can.

This reduction is accomplished in two ways: (1) examining the full corre-
lation matrix among all of the variables and eliminating those that are
highly correlated; (2, examining the correlation matrix between state assess-
ment scores and the full set of predictor variables, and eliminating those
variables that are ponrly correlated.

A fifteen variable model was selected using this technique. These variables
include five,socioeconomic variables and ten school variables and are listed
in Table 16. It should be noted that several of these fifteen variables are
still highly correlated with one another, but have been retained because of
their separate theoretical importance. For example, the percentage of black
students in the school and the percentage of black teachers on the faculty
are highly correlated; yet the first variable is considered a socioeconomic
variable and the second a school variable. As such, they represent concep-
tually distinct, but statistically related variables. Another example of
retaining correlated variables is the inclusion of the mean faculty score on
both the National Teachers Examination (NTE) Commons and Area Tests. While
the two variables are correlated, the investigators are interested in the
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separate relationship that exists between each test and state assessment
scores.

Given the high intercorrelations that still exist within the fifteen variable
model, a second set of reduced models was also run. This set of reduced
models, consisting of the best six variables for each of the three assessment
testa, was developed for two reasons: (1) the reduced model would have fewer
variables and, thus, fewer high intercorrelations samong the variables; and
(2) the results of each reduced model could be compared agains+ _ach full
model to check for consistency of findings.

It was decided to have six variables in the reduced model b:cause: (1)
examination of variance explained by differently sized models indicated that
little additional variance was explained beyond the six variable model; and
(2) a six variable model might allow the inclusion of two cr three variables
each from the socioeconomic variable set and the school variable set.

The regression analyses described below will indicate how much of

the variance in state assessment scores can be explained by the

included socioeconomic variables alone, school variables alone, and the two
sets of variables together. The investigators were also interested in
determining how much additional variance in state assessment Scores could be
explained by the school variables after the effect: of the socioeconomic
variables had been taken into consideration. It is assumed that
socioeconomic variables influence the learning process prior to the effect
that schools can have. A procedure known as stepwise regression analysis
will be used to examine these relationships.

B. Results

The full and reduced2 models were run for each of the threc state assessment
tests, thus resulting in six analyses. The fifteen variahle models will, of
course, contain the same variables for each state assessment test; the six
variable models may contain a different set of variabies for each test,
depending on which set of variables explained the most variance.

Table 17 presents the proportion of variance in the dependent variablec
explained by each of the six multipls regression analyses. Two numbers are
reported for 2ach analysis: (1) the r~ statistic, which is the proportion of
variance in the dependent variable explained by the independent variables;
and (2) the adjusted r” statistic, whick corrects the proportion of variance
explained by considering the number of independent variasbles in the model and
the number of observations.

1

“One school variable, the number of students in the school, was included in
the model despite low correlation with state assessment scores, because it
had been shown to be an important predictor on the district level in earlier
research (Bidwell and Kasarda, 1975). model (adjusted r° ranging, from 38
percent to 62 percent across tests) to the reduced model (adjusted r” ranging
from 39 percent to 63 percent across tests).
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Using the full model, both the socioeconomic variables and the school vari-
ables expiain a significant amount of the variance in all three of the state
variables still explain a significant amount of the variance on all three
tests, while the school variables do so on two of the tests. The variance
explained by the socioeconomic variables remains consistent from the full
assessment tests. When looking at the reduced model, the socioeconomic

For the schqgol variables, the variance explained drops from the full model
(adjusted r” ranging from,28 percent to 40 percent across tests) to the
reduced model (adjusted r~ ranging from 6 percent to 29 percent across
tests). This reduction in variance explained is, of course, attributable to
the 3maller number of school variables in the reduced model as opposed to the
full model. Table 19 lists the variables in the reduced =ix variable model
for third grade schools.

Some interesting results can be noted when both sets of wvariables
(socioeconomic and school) are included in the multiple regression analysis
(see table 17). Looking at unadjusted r”, both sets of variables explain
only slightly more variance than that explained by the socioeconomic vari-
ables alone. This suggests that socioeconomic variables and school variables
explain some common or overlapping variance in the dependent variables., For
example, the percentage of the student body that is black (a socioeconomic
variable) and the percentage of the faculty that is black (a school variable)
are significantly correlated. Similarly, both are significantly correlated
with the state assessment scores and might be used as predictors of those
scores in different analyses. When combined in one analysis, they probably
would explain little more of the variance in the state assessment scores than
they had explained separately.

To summarize, then, the following sequence of events may be occurring: (1)
some of the cocioeconomic and the school variables in the multiple regression
model are correlated with one another; (2) the full set of socioeconomic and
the full set of school variables can separately explain a significant amount
of the variance in the dependent variables; and (3) when combined in one set
of predictors, the two sets explain common or overlapping variance, plus Ssome
additional variance unique to each set of predictors.

Further examination of Table 17 indicates that the reduced six variable model
including both socioeconomic and school variables, is as good a predictor of
state assessment scores as the full fifteen variable model including both
sets of variables. As noted above, school variables alone in the reduced
model do not explain as much variance as school variables alone do in the
full model. This is especially tiue when reading is the dependent variable,
but untrue when mathematics is the dependent variable.

To further explore the relative contributions of socioeconomic and school
variables tn performance on state assessment tests, a series of stepwise
regression analyses were performed. These analyses determine how much
additional variance school variables can explain beyond that explained by

ko]
“The statistical procedure used to generate this best six variable model was
PROC STEPWISE/MAXR from the Statistical Analysis System (SAS).
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socioeconomic variables. It is assumed in these stepwise regression models
that the socioeconomic effects on student performance precede the school
effects; therefore, the variance in student performance explained by school

effects can be determined only after the variance explained by socioeconomic
variables has been established. This approach to determining the effect of
school variables on student performance 1is consarvative, since the varilance
ccmmonly explainea by both the socioeconomic and thée school variables will be
attributed to the socioeconomic variables which enter the model first.

The stepwise regressions for the full and reduced models reveal consistent
findings, as can be seen in Table 18, For the full model, school variables
explain between three and eleven percent of the variance beyond that ex-
plained by socioeconomic variables across test areas. For the reduced model,
school variables explain between three and twelve percent of the variance
beyond that explained by socloeconomic variables across test areas. The
largest additional variance explained is in mathematics (11-12, percent
depending on the modelj; the next largest, in writing (7-8, percent depending
on the model); and the smallest, in reading (3 percent).

These results are consistent with literature cited in Chapter One that
indicates that school variables account for a modest amount of the overall
variance in student performance. There are two interesting points about the
results of the stepwise regression: (1) the results are very consistent
across the two models, leading the investigators to greater confidence in the
results; (2) the amount of additional variance explained in student perfor-
mance varies consistently by subject area.

One of the major purposes of this analysis of secondary data was to de:ermine
those school variables which have the greatest effect on student performance.
Correlation coefficients reported in Appendix Two indicate that several
school variables are significantly correlated with state assessment tests.
These include the percentage of whites on the faculty, mean faculty score on
the NTE Commons examination, the mean faculty score on the NTE Area ex-
arination, the mean highest degree attained by the farulty, the mean absences
of the faculty, the student-teacher ratio, and the mean prestige of the
universities from which the faculties graduated. These correlations do not,
of course, 1mply causation, since any number of other factors could have
produced both the variations in the particular school variable and the
assessment test score.

Table 19 lists the school variables which were included in the final six
variable models. It should be noted that the stepwise regression procedure
used to generate these best six variable models allow variables to enter and
leave the models solely on the basis of maximizing variance explained. For
variables which are highiy correlated, as many of the school variables are,
this procedure allows for great interchangeability. Nevertheless, the
variables retained most frequently in the six variable models for the third
grade only were number of -students in school (on all three dependent vari-
ables), mean faculty score on NTE Commons exam (on two dependent variables),
«nd mean faculty score on NTE Area exam (on two dependent variables).
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III. Additional Regression Models

A, Introduction

! Data were also available from schools which had seventh and tenth grade
classes which took state assessment tests. Two additional sets of regression
analyses were run using data from these schools: (1) multiple and stepwise

regressions for schools with seventh and tenth grade classes; and (2) multi-

' ple and stepwise regressions for schools from all three grade levels (thixd,

seventh and tenth). These additional analyses were run for the following
reasons: (1) to corvoborate the results of the third grade analysis in terms

l of the relative variance explained by socioeconomic and school variables; (2)

to determine if a different pattern of results obtains for secondary schools
as opposed to elementary schools; and (3) in the case of the analyses involv-

' ing all three grades, to increase the number of observations in the model.
‘u
It chould be stressed that the analyses reported in this section are explox-
atory and should be interpreted carefully because of potential problems in
aggregating data across grade levels. There are two basic problems with
aggregation: (1) the dependent variables (scores on state assessment tests)
may consistently vary across grades due to the differential difficulty of the
tests; (2) spurious relationships between independent -variables, which way
vary from grade to grade, ard dependent variables, which also vary from grade
to grade, may be encountered. With regard to the first point, one can never
be sure whether differences in state assessment Scores across grades are a
function of different abilities of the students at different grade levels,
different effectiveness of the teachess in teaching the required material, or
different difficulty of the test items. With regard to the second point, a
systematic change in an independent variable across grades coupled with a
systematic change in scores on state assessment tests may result in spurious
relationships. The investigators attempted to recuce the possibility of such
spurious relationships by eliminating certain independent variables icom
aggregate analyses, but it 1is unclear how successful this elimination proce-
dure was.

determined using the same strategy employed for the third grade. Appendices
4 and 5 contain the full correlation matrix and matrix of assessment scores
by predictor variables for all three grades together. Appendices 6 and 7
contain the same matrices for grades seven and ten. Examination of these
correlation matrices resulted in a sixteen variable full model for all three
grades combined and a seventeen variable full model for grades seven and ten.

The sixteen variables for the full medel for all three grades combined are
found in Table 20. Similarly, the seventeen variables for the full model for
grades seven and ten are found in Table 21. The reduced six variable models
for both sets of analvses were determined using the stepwise procedure
described in the previous section. The reduced models are those six variable
models which explain the greatest proportion of the variance in the dependent
variables.

l The models for all three grades together and for grades seven and ten were
»




B. Results

1. Multiple Regression Analyses

Table 22 summarizes the multiple regression analyses for all three grades
combined, while Table 23 summarizes this analyses for the seventh and tenth
grades. All of the models are statistically significant. Again, the reduced
six variable models with both sets of variables entered do as good a job of
explaining variance as the full sixteen or seventeen variable models do.
Moreover, the models with both sets of variables (socioeconomic and school)
explain only slightly more variance than that explained by the socioceconomic
varisnbles alone, suggesting that socioeconomic and schcol variables are
explaining overlapping variance in the dependent variables.

There are, however, two major differences between the third grade analysis
and these analyses:

(1) In general, more variance is accounted for by the
combined three grades analyses and the analyses for seventh and
tenth grades than by the analyses for tnird grade only. The models
for the seventh and tenth grades explain the most variance.

(2) School variables in the reduced models for the combined
three grades and the seventh and tenth grades explain more vari-
ances than that explained by school. variables in the reduced models
for the third grades. The decrease in variance explained by school
variables from the full to the reduced models is much less for
these analyses than, those for the third grade only.

Again, school variables retained in the reduced six variable models vary from
model to model. Altogethes sevan different school variables showed up in the
analyses for all three grades, and seven different variables again showed up
in the analyses for seventh and tenth grades. This once more demonstrates
the interchangeability of the school variables as predictors of student
assessment scores. The only variables to show up as predictors in the six
variable models for two tests were: (1) the mean faculty score on the NTE
Area exam and the mean school experience for the analyses involving all three
grades; and (2) the number of students in the school and for the seventh and
tenth grades, average prestige of universities from which faculties gradu-
ated.
2. Stepwise Regression Analyses

Stepwise regressions were again performed to determine how much additional
variance school variables can explain beyond that explained by socioceconomic
variables. Table 24 presents the summary of the stepwise regression analyses
for all three grades together, while Table 25 summarizes these analyses for
grades seven and ten. For all three grades combined, the results for the
full and reduced models are virtually identical with school variables ex-
plaining between 5 and 17 percent of the variance beyond that explained by
socioeconomic variables across test areas. The largest additional variance
exnlained is in writing (17 percent); the next largest in mathematics (10-11
percent depending on the model); and the smallest in reading (5-6 percent,
depending on the model).

17 29

-



TS
\
Ta
.
'
. W

Iv.

The stepwise regression models for the seventh and tenth grades present very
similar results. Again, the results for the full and reduced models are very
similar with school wariables explaining between 8 and 23 percent of the
variance beyond that explained by socioeconomic variables across test areas.
The largest additional variance explained again is in writing (20-23 percent
depending on the model); the next largest in mathematics (15-18 percent
depending on the model); and the smallest in reading (8 percent).

Two points made earlier with regard to the stepwise regression analyses for
third grade are also true for these additional models: (1) the results are
very consistent across the reduced and full models, leading the investigators
to greater confidence in the results; (2) the amount of additional variance
explained in student performance varies consistently by subject area.

There are, however, differences between the results of these analyses and
those presented earlier for the third grade: (1) school variables explain
more variance beyond that explained by socioeconomic variables in these
models than in the third grade models; (2) school variables explain the most
variance beyond that explained by socioeconomic variables on the writing test
for these models, as opposed to the mathematics test for the third grade
models.

Determination of Important School Variable

Dimensions Using Factor Analysis

A. Introduction

As noted in the introduction to this chapter, the secondary analysis section
had as its major purposes to: (1) determine how much variance in state
assessment scores can be exw»lained by secondary socioeconomic and school
variables; (2) compare the relative strength of these socioeconomic and
school variables in explaining variance in state assessment tests; and (7,
determine which school variables are the most important in explaining state
assessment scores. The regression analyses described above accomplished
purposes the first and second, but intercorrelations among the school vari-
ables made it very difficult to accomplish the third purpose. The inter-
changeability of the school variables in explaining variance in student
performance makes it very difficult to state emphatically which secondary
school variables are the most important in explaining that variance.

Having several highly intercorrelated variables may 1lead to faulty con-
clusions about the importance of any single variable. There is, however, a
statistical procedure known as factor analysis, which enables one to reduce a
large number of intercorrelated variables into a smaller set of factors or
dimensions that account for the observed interrelations among the variables.
Factor analysis is a means whereby regularity and order in a complex set of
intercorrelated variables can be discerned.

Factor analysis will be used in the present study to determine a smaller set
of dimensions that can account for the intercorrelations that exist among the
socioeconomic and school variables. Particular attention will be paid to
those dimensions which emerge from the intercorrelated school variables. It
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has been determined through the regression analyses that school variables can
account for a modest, consistent variance in assessment scores above that
accounted for by socioeconomic variables. Factor analysis will now be used
to determine the important, underlying dimensions of these intercorrelated
school variables.

B. Factor Analysis Considering Both Socioeconomic and School
Variables

Re-examining the complex <correlation wmatrix among the thirty-two
socioeconomic and school variables contained in Appendix Two underscores the
potential value in finding a set of dimensions that accounts for the inter-
correlations among the variables. Since the variables can logically be
divided into sets of socioeconomic and school variables, it might be expected
that a factor analysis would result in: (1) one or several dimensions emerg-
ing from the socioeconomic variables; and (2) one or several dimensions
emerging from the schcol variables. However, the correlations that exist
between certain school and socioeconomic variables may lead to dimensions
that include variables from both sets.

The first factor analysis reported here was performed on the sixteen vari-
ables retained in the full regression model for all three grades combined
(see Table 20). This set of variables contained five socioe¢conomic an
eleven school variables. Table 26 contains the results of a factor analysis
of these data. The numbers in this Table are called factor loadings. They
measure which variables are involved in which factor pattern and to what
degrec. They can be interpreted like correlation coefficients: they range
from -1 to +1, and the larger their absolute value, the more they are in-
volved in the factor pattern.

Four factor patterns emerge from this factor analysis. It should be noted
that these four factors are uncorrelated, thus eliminating the correlational
biases among variables found in the regression analyses. Loadings within
each factor pattern larger than .60 have been placed in parentheses; the
variables associated with these high loadings are the ones most involved in
the factor pattern.

The four factor patterns may be described as follows:

(1) Factor one has high loadings on all the socioeconouic variables
(the father's education, the number of siblings, the percentage of
mothers who ave not professionals, the percentage of fathers who
are professionals, percentage of student body that is black) plus
one school variable (the percentage of faculty that is white).

Factor two has high loadings on faculty variables (mean faculty
salary, mean faculty experience in school, mean highest degree
attained by faculty) plus other school variables (the number of
students in the school and the student-teacher ratio). The corre-
lation coefficients among these variables indicate that increases

3The factor analyses reported here utilize the principal axis method with
varimax rotation.

19 31




in school size and student-teacher ratio are associated with
increases in faculty salary, school experience ani highest degree
attained.

Factor three has high loadings in variables associated with teacher
preparation (mean faculty score on NTE Commons examination; mean
faculty score on NTE Area examination; mean prestige of univer-
sities from which faculty graduated).

(4) Factor four has a high loading on only one variable, the prin-
cipal's percentile score on the NTE admin:.s:ration test.

This factor analysis verifies that school and socioeconomic factor natterns
are distinguishable. The socioeconomic variables load on one dimension; the
school variables load on three dimensions. There is slight overlap between
the two sets of variables, in that one school variable, percentage of faculty
which is black, loads on the socioeconomic dimension.

C. Factor Analyses Considering School Variables Only

Further factor analyses of the school variables without the socioeconomic
variables will now be discussed. The investigators ran three separate factor
analyses on the school variables in the full regression models for: (1) third
grade schools only (see Table 27); (2) all three grades combined (see Table
28); and (3) seventh and tenth grades only (see Table 29). These analyses
were undertaken to determine if: (1) the same factor patterns would emerge
across different grade levels; and (2) the same factor patterns would emerge
if socioeconomic variables were deleted from the analyses.

These three separate ractor analyses yield very similar results:

(1) All three factor analyses yield three factor patternms.

The three factor patterns are similar, although the order of the
factors change in one case, and some of the variables load differ-
ently across grade levels.

Factor one on Table 27, factor two on Table 28, and factor two on
Table 29 have high loadings on the same variables mean faculty
score on the NTE Commons examination, and the mean faculty score on
the NTE Area examination; mean prestige of universities from which
faculties graduated; and the percentage of the faculty that is
white. When socioeconomic variables were deleted from the analy-
sis, the percentage of the faculty that is white loaded highly on
this factor, which appears to be associated with teacher prepara-
tion.

Factor two on Table 27, factor one on Table 28, and factor one on
Table 29 have high loadings on variables associated with teacher
experience. Several other school variables show up on each sepa-
rate analysis. For grade three, the three highest factor loadings
are for the mean highest degree attained by the faculty, the mean
total experience of the faculty and the mean number of faculty

absences.
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(5) Factor three on all three analyses has a high loading on principal
percentile score on the NTE administravion test. Few other vari-~
ables load highly on this dimension. This factor appears less
important than the other two factors, based on the amount of
variation in the data described by the factor in the unrotated
factor matrix.

These factor analyses indicate that three dimensions may describe the set of
intercorrelated school variables: (1) a faculty preparation factor, which is
composed of the mean faculty scores on the NTE examinatioms and the type of

university the faculty members attended; (2) a faculty experience factor,.

which in some analyses also includes other school variables such as school
size and student teacher ratio; and (3) a third factor which is. composed
almost exclusively of the principal's percentile score on the NTE adminis-
tration test.

One final regression analysis will be presented in this section. In this
analysis three factor scores, derived from the three factor patterns found
among the school variables, will be entered into & regression model predict-
ing state assessment scores on the third grade level. This analysis will
allow the comparison of the relative strength of three uncorrelated school
variables to student performance. Table 30 compares the standardized beta
weights of the three factor scores across the three tests., Factors one and
two have large beta weights compared to factor three, which is quite small.
Of the three factors that emerge from the factor analysis, the first two (the
faculty preparation variable and the faculty experience variable) are much
more likely to be related to student achievement than the third factor, which
is insignificantly related.
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CHAPTER FOUR
PRETEST OF PRIMARY DATA METHODS

I. Introduction

II.

While the secondary analyses examlned many of the factors that explain
performance onm the state assessment tests, the investigators decided to
further explore variations in the educational environments that exist within
schools with third grade classrooms in Caddo Parish. The veader should
recall that the secondary data, which included socioeconomic and structured
school characteristics, explained between 46 and 64 percent of the variance
in state assessment scores for schools with third grades (see Table 17).
Evidently, other variables are accounting for further variation in scores
among schools. The investigators decided to explore differences that may
exist in the school't educational climate, differences which were not
measured by the structured school characteristics. These school climate
variables, which were discussed in Chapter Cne, include the degree of class—
room structure, the teachers' expectations for classroom performance, and the
students' perceptions of their classroom performance.

In order to explore these educational climate variables, it was decided to
administer questionnaires to students in schools that did better or worse
than expected on state assessment tests. The investigators hypothesized that
these schools may differ with respect to of the educational climates that are
provided for their students. Included in this chapter is a discussion of the
pilot testing and the revision of these questionnaires. Also included is a
discussion of the pilot testing of a time on task methodology, which are
expected to be utilized more extensively in the next year of the study.

Questionneire Development

As was noted above, one of the important tasks of the LSES is the development
of a measure of school educational climate. Toward this end, a set of
questionnaires developed by Brookover et al. (1979) was adopted for use in
Louisiana's schools. This set includes instruments for principals, teachers,
and students, and contains a number of items which Brookover combined into
subscales examining such areas as classroom characteristics, students' sense
of academic futility, students' perceptions of teacher norms, and students'
perceived evaluations in the present and for the future. Teacher and princi-
pal instruments were pretested, and few problems were found with them.
Students' questionnaires underwent more extensive examination, since
Brookover found these to produce the most fruitful items. Before going into
the field, the team expressed concerns over the wording of some of the
questions and the number of response possibilities for the questions. This
was a special concern because the Brookover questionnaire was developed for
use with fourth graders, and its present application is to the third grade.
To address these concerns, a revised form of the Brookover instrument was
developed, in which the number of response options was reduced on approxi-

mately half of the items, and the wording of any question found particularly
confusing was altered,

Both the original and the revised forms of the questionnaire were pretested
in third grade classes in two selected schools of Iberia Parish. The
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origiral form was given in one class in each school, and the revised was
offered to a total of three classes. The researchers administered the
questionnaire to the class as a whole (while the teacher, absent from the
room, completed the teacher instrument), reading each question to the class
and pausing to answer any questions the students had. Iu addition, one
researcher conducted an in-depth discussion with five students, (selected by
their tescher to represent a wide range of abilities), in order to more
completely explore the students' reactions and possible confusions over the
instrument. Several important things were learned from this. Contrary to
expectations, the children did not have difficulty with the maximum number of
response options. In conversation they expressed a preference for the wider
number of options. When the response patterns were examined, it was dis-
covered that all possibilities were utilized for all but six of the items.

Given an open-ended format, students had difficulty providing sufficient
detail about their fathers' occupations and were often unable to spell the
words. Utilizing an open-ended question required that a great deal of time
be by the researcher and that time away from the group as a whole greatly
affected the attentiveness of the rest of the class. Children were confused
by the question "How old were you on your last birthday?" A typical response
was "This birthday I'm eight so last birthday I was seven." The major
difficulty with the instrument, however, was its lepngth, Although the
revised form with the fewer responses needed slightly less time, both forms
required almost the full hour allotted for the administration. One research-
er, encouatering greater difficulties by the students with the questions, was
unable to complete the instrument. In all cases, with both forms; research-
ers found that fatigue occurred by about the fortieth question, and, although
students completed the instrument, it became increasingly difficult to
maintain their attention.

In response to experiences with both forms of the questionnaire, several
changes were made in the instrument. First, it was decided to obtain age
with the simple question "How old are you?" Second, each of the now items
provides the maximum number of response options as presented by Brookover.
Finally, the instrument was shortened considerably from 68 items in the
original to 48 items in the revised form.

Decisions on deleting items from the instrument were made very carefully. As
a first step, frequency distributions and variances were obtained for all
item responses. At the same time, items were combined into the eight sub-
scales developed by Brookover, which are: classroom characteristics, student
sense of futility, student future evaluations and expectations, sStudent
perceived present evaluations and expectations, student perception of teacher
push and teacher norms,’ student academic norms, student self-concapt, and
student self-reliance. A ninth subscale was developed by the researchers,
which consists of items from the Brookover questionnaire not included in the
other scales. This was titled student-teacher commitment to learning. In
considering subscales, if two items were present which asked similar informa-
tion and elicited similar responses, one of the items was deleted. Care was
taken to retain the one with the clearest wording in these cases. Then item
variance was considered. Those items with very low variance, where only one
response was obtained, were also dropped from the instrument. Items which
produced bimodal distributions were also deleted, particularly if another
item in the subscale better discriminated among the respondents. In short,
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the emphasis was to produce a briefer instrument, which both retained the
integrity of the subscales and best produced a range of responses. Appendi-
ces Eight, Nine, and Ten contain the final student, teacher and principal
questionnaires which were administered in Caddo Parish.

Development of Time on Task Methodology

The investigators were interested in developing a2 methodology that would
measure the amount of time students are engaged in academic tasks during a
normal school day. For the pilot year of the study, it was decided to limit
the time on task activities to a pretest, since this methodology required
more time and persomnel than currently available. The investigators hope to
expand this aspect of the LSES considerably next year.

One potentially fruitful way of explering time on task is found in the
measure of academic efficiency developed by R. J. Marzano and C. L. Hutchiuns
(1981) at the Mid-continent Regional Education Laboratory. This method
allows an assessment of the proportion of the school day votentially avail~-
able for academic pursuits. In addition, this procedure allows an assessment
of the quality of that time in terms of student attentiveness. It permits
the computation of "engagement rate," i.e., the average number of students
paying attention during the instructional period.

To use the Marzano-Hutchins procedure, the researchers collect school level
data, such as the total enrollment, the average number absert, and the amount
of time scheduled for out of classroom activities., In addition to this,
observations are made in the classrooms to examine usage of time usage within
the class period ana the attentiveness of the students during instruction.

Since the Marzano~Hutchins methodology was developed primarily as a diagnos-
tic tool for teacher improvement and has only recently been applied as a
research tool, some modifications were required. A telephone conversation
with the authors of the procedure was held March 4, 1982, to discuss tailor-
ing the method to Louisiana's specific newds and considerations. Several
alterations were made. Initially, Marzano and Hutchins spent a great deal of
time in each classroom and often observed six pre-selected students, three
high achievers and three low achievers. The investigators believe that the
most effective unit for observation in our study is the class, which means
the observation of all the students present. Marzano and Hutchins used one
observer per ciass. Since the number of students has been expanded for the
LSES, the number of observers has also been increased to two per classroom.
Since what is sought 18 a measure of time usage rather than an asscssment of
teacher effectiveness, a two hour period of observation was ccusidered to be
sufficient. To allow for comparisons between classes and between schools, a
time sampling method was developed in which observations of the entire class
are made at fifteen second intervals. Observers record in what the class is
engaged at that time and, if it is instructional time, how many students are
performing that task.

Marzano and Hutchins developed a large number of categories for time usage in
order to show their teachers exactly how time was spent in the classroom.
However, fewer categories will meet the needs of the LSES: the categories
used here are time spent in instructional activities and three types of time
usage in noninstructionsl activities {managerial activities, discipline, and

36



all other activities). A coding sheet (see Appendix Eleven), was developed
for recording the number of students present and the type of activity ob-
served at each interval.

This methodology was pretested in one of the same schools in Iberia Parish in
which the questionnaire was pretested. Again, the pretest yielded much
information. The investigators were fortunate to have selected two class-
rooms with very different styles ¢’ instruction. Ohe pair of observers went
into a very traditional, structured classroom in which the teacher worked
with the class as a whole for the entire observation period. In this situa-
tion, the observation was straightforward. It was not a very difficult
matter to glance around the class and count the number of students who were
not paying attention at a given instance. It became easier as the team
gained experience. Categorizing time usage in the class period produced a
few discrepancies between the two researchers, but these were resolved in a
post-observation discussion. Calculations of engagement rates by the two
observers compared favorably at 92.9 percent and 95.4 percent.

Two problems did develop. First, the teacher, in spite of despite in-
structions to conduct on her class as if she were not being observed, seemed
to use the opportunity display her students' capabilities. Several times,
she came and asked one of the team if there were anything else she could have
the class do. Consequently, the need for as "normal" a situation as possible
will have to be more strongly stressed in future observations. Second, at
least in the school in question, there does not appear to be a two hour
uninterrupted block of time available. Therefore, a decision will need to be
made as to whether to 1limit the observation period to one bordered by
non-classroom activities, such as recess and lunch, or to employ a discontin-
uous two hour period of observation.

In the other classroom in which the methodology was pretested additional
problems were encountered. This was a less structured classroom in which the
students were separated into groups, the membership of which sometimes
changed as the class period continued. Because the students were separated
into groups with different activities, it became impossible for the observers
to keep track of each individual. 1In addition, since the teacher went from
group to group, part of the class time was engaged in managerial activities
and some in instructional activities at any given observation time. At
present, tq? team is exploring alternative methods for use in unstructured
classrooms.

L
“One technique used in unstructured classrooms is t» make the observation
intervals much longer. For example, Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974) used
observation intervals of every 15 minutes noting what each pupil is doing
within his/her own group activity.
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CHAPTER FIVE
ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Introduction

Once the questionnaires were pilot tested and revised, the investigators
needed to locate schools in which to administer them. As noted in Chapter
Four, it was decided to administer questionnaires to students in schools that
did better or worse than expected on state assessment tests. Regression
analyses were used to select these schools.

Specifically, the reduced six variable model for schools with third grade
classrooms discussed in Chapter Three was used to predict how well these
schools should perform on state assessment tests. This procedure is very
similar to that used by the Louisiana State Department of Edu9§tion to
predict how well districts should perform on state assessment tests.

The regression models allow the investigators to predict how well each school
should perform based on the socioeconomic characteristics of students and the
structured characteristics of the schools, These predicted scores were then
compared with the schools' actual scores, and a measure of the deviation from
the predicted score to the actual score was made. Sets of schools which
deviated above and below predicted scores were determined.

Five schools were selected from each of these two categories toir inclusion in
the study of educational climate. Thus, there were five schools which scored
better than predicted, and five schools which scored worse than predicted in
the study population. The five schools which scored better than predicted
have scores which are higher over all the three assessment tests than the
five schools which scored lower than predicted. These two sets of schools
will be identified to as those acrually scoring high and those actually
scoring low.

Dividing schools into groups on_ the basis of their actual scores enables one
to compare differences associated with actual performance non state assessment
tests. The investigators also divided the schools into two groups on the
basis of predicted scores in order to compare differences in school climates,
which may result from socioeconomic and structured school characteristi-=s.

|
“For a further discussion of this procedure, see Technical Report, Louisiana
State Assessment Program, 1980-81, available through the Louisiana Department

of Education.




II.

The following figure describes the resultant research design:

Actual Scores

High Low

High
Predicted
Scores Low

Predicted and actval state assessment scores for the ten selected schools are
presented in Table 31.

This research design will be analyzed using a statistical technique known as
analysis of variance. This statistical technique allows one to study the
separate and joint effects of more than one independent variable simulta-
neously. In this research design, there are two independent variables:
whether the school actually scored high or low and whether the school was
predicted to score high or low. There is also an interaction between the two
variables., This interaction may be perceived of as the joint effect of the
two independent variables separate from their individual effects. Analysis
of variance will allow one to stndy all three effects: that for each indepen-
dent variable separately, and that for their joint effect, at the same time.

Significant Predicted Score Main Effects

A. Stulients' Perceptions of Educational Expectations and Personal
Control

Predicted score accounts for significant differences in eleven of the vari-
ables. The overall multivariate analysis, which determines if the effect is
significant across all of the dependent variables in the analysis, was highly
significant [F (41,521)=5.75, p < .0001]. The significant predicted score
nain effects are presented in Table "3. These variables can be conceptually
divided into three groups which will j»e considered separately.

The first group has been termed "Students' perceptions of educational expec-
tations and personal control." Variables i ed in this group assess the
students' perceptions of parents' and frf expectations for them, and
also the students' assessment of the controi y have over their educational
outcomes., Differences in this set of variables may be the result of the
differences In socioeconomic characteristics between those students from
schools predicted to score well (the high group) and those predicted to score
poorly (the low group). Table 32 provides a comparison of these groups of
students and illustrates that students from schools predicted to score well
tend to have better educated fathers, more fathers who are professionals, and
are less likely to be black than those from schools predicted to do poorly.
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Given the socioeconomic differences, it is not surprising that students in
the higher group perceive that their parents expect them to go farther in
school than those gtudents from schools in the lower category. The mean for
the former group is 4.66, while for the latter it is 4.28, w’th 4.00 being
"go to college for a while." As might be expected, the children's per-
ceptions of their peers' expectations closely match that of their parents.
The mean expectation for the higher group is 4.39 and for the lower group it
is 4.17, with the scale values identical to the prewvious. It can be noted
here that the means in all the preceding instances are quite high, particu-
larly when compared to the educational attainment of the students' parents,
whose mean educational level is slightly above high school attainment for the
higher group and slightly below high school completion for the lower. It
should also be noted that both groups of students perceive higher expec-
tations from their parents than from their friends. This may be a function
of the parents' expecting their children to go as far in school as they
possibly can.

Related to these expectation variables is the issue of control over the
educational process and its outcomes. It is logical to assume that children
from more "advantaged" family situations with more highly educated parents
would feel more control over their situation and ascribe more responsibility
to themselves than to chance for their school success. This appears te be
the case here. Students in schools predicted te do poorly respond more often
that "You have to be lucky to get good grades in school" than those from
schools predicted to do well. 1In short, those students in schools predicted
to do well tend not only to perceive higher expectations from their parents
and peers, but also to feel more responsible for their own school perfor-
mance.

B. Students' Perceptions of Teachers and of Class Structure

Items included in this group explore the childrens' perceptions of the
teachers' attitudes and expectations, both for the present and the future.
These items offer a particularly interesting contrast to those of the first
set. Students from the lower schools perceive a stronger push from their
teachers than do students from the higher schools. They indicate that they
feel their teachers have high expectations for them on the question, "Does
your teacher think you could finish college?" Here those students predicted
to do poorly respond more positively than do students from schools predicted
to do welil, in spite of the lower educational level of the parents. While
this rvopears contradictory, there is a plausible explanation. It may be that
these students' teachers are consciously, and more verbally, encouraging them
to achieve at a higher level than might be expected. Teachers of the other
group may not feel the need to verbali: so emphatically their expectations.

Additional evidence for this position is provided by the perceptions of the
lower group children that their teachers are more likely to tell them to try
to get better grades than their classmates and that their teachers do not
care how hard they work as long as they pass. It seems that there is a
stronger emphasis on making passing grades in these schools than in the ones
predicted to do well. Data from questionnaires administered to teachers lend
support to this reasoning. Teachers from schools predicted to do poorly
indicated that they felt it was fair £6 insist on a higher level of achieve-
ment from their students than they presently seem capable of achieving
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[F(3,21)=10.19, p < .01].6 These teachers seem more compelled to push their
students than teachers from schools predicted tn score higher.

Finally, students from schools predicted to do poorly also reported that they
have a more structured classroom environment than those from schools predict-
ed to do well. Specifically, they perceive that they have to sit in the same
seats, next to the same students more often than do students who score more
highly perceive this. If they are correct, it may be that their teachers
feel that a moie structurcd classroom environment will lead to higher student
achievement.

Students' Perceptions of Other Students and Self

Items in this category tap .~he children's perceptions of their own abilities
and motivations and those of their classmates. It differs from the above two
sets, since it deals nejther with expectations for the future nez with
classroom management. Items here concern the students' asscessments of the
present., When asked "If students in this school did not have their work
graded by teachers, how many would study hard?" students from schools pre-
dicted to score poorly vesponded that more of them would continue to study
than did students from schools predicted to score well. This fits into the
overall pattern discussed in the previous section. Those children whose
teachers have been encouragin®g good performance have likely internalized
their teachers' expectations.

Despite their teachers' encouragement, children in the lower group report
that more students tease those who get good grudes than do students in the
higher group. Additionally, ztudents in the lowir

group assert that fewer of them care if they get bad grades. This provides a
picture of students who, although trying to fulfill their teachers'
expectations, feel an inability to earn the tangible symbols of academic
success--good grades. This dichotomy between motivation and aspiration
is not a unique finding. Of particular relevance is a recent article by
Howell and Freese (1981), in which they state that"...educational plans
do not exclusively or even primarily reflect motivation toward academic
success.”" (p. 232) While academic plans are conceived of as "behavioral
intenticns," motivations are defined as '"the level of effort one 1is
willing vo, or actually does, expend toward academic tasks..." (p. 221).
This distinction is one which can be found in the present study. The
persistent encouragement to strive given to the students in the lower
group 1is having a very definite effect on their motivation. This 1is,
however, separate from their expectations of educational attainment and
performance which are strongly affected by socioeconomic factors and the
expectations of their parents and peers.

Y-

"It was decided to limit discussion of the results of the teacher question-
naire data in this report, because: (1) the number of teachers interviewed in
study was quite small (N=25); and (2) the emphasis in this report was stu-
dents' perceptions. The report for the next year of the study will emphasize
teachers' responses more heavily.
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III.

Significant Actual Score Main Effects

A. Students' Perceptions of Educational Expectations and Personal
Control

Actual score main effects, it should be remembered, are those related to the
clagsification of schools as scoring higher or lower on the third graie
Louisiana State Assessment Tests. For this variable the overall multivariate
test was also significant (F(41,521)=2.47, p. < .0001]. The significant
actual score main effects are presented in Table 34. As in the case of
predicted score ef fects, the eleven variavles having significant actual score
main effects will be discussed in three categories. The first category to be
discussed includes not only future expectations for academic attainment, but
also the students' perceived control over their success or failure in life.

Children from schools scoring more highly reported a higher educational
expectation. The mean for this group is 4.65, while the mean for the lower
group is 4.43, with 4.00 "being attend college for a while." These increased
expectations are likely the result of the children's relatively greater
success in the academic world. This success is also probably causally
related to the groups who score more highly, perceiving themselves as having
greater control over their educational and life situations. When asked to
respond to the statement, "People like me will not have much of a chance to
do what we want to in life", students from schools who did well were much
more likely to disagree than were students from schools which scored poorly.
The same pattern emerged with the item "People like me will never do well in
school even though we try hard." Children from the poor performance schools
apparently feel unable to succeed in these situations because of factors at
least partially outside themselves, and they translate these feelings of
helplessness into decreased expectations.

The argument that these feelings are directly the result of the focioeconomic
characteristics of these children is not borne out. An examination of Table
32 reveals that when students actually scoring more highly are compared to
those actually scoring less highly, there is really little difference in the
socioeconomic variables. The differences in the variables in this set can
therefore be ascribed to school climate variatioms.

B. Students' Perceptions of Teacher and of Class Structure

Students from schools which performed poorly reported that their teachers are
more likely to encourage them to try for better grades than do students from
schools which did well. This is likely due to teachers in the better per-
forming schools not feeling the need to offer encouragement to their stu-
dents, since they are performing well to begin with. Teachers from the lower
schools are more 1likely to try to raise the performance leve®l of their
students, and thus are more verbal in pushing their childrem to achieve. In
terms of class structure, students from the lower group performing report
that they are required to keep the same seat in class and that their teacher
is more likely to work with the class as a whole. Again, this may be a
situation in which the teacher believes that a more structured classroom
environment will lead to better performance by his/her students.
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C. Students' Perceptions of Other Students and Self

As might be expected, children from the lower scoring schools respond less
positively to the question, "Do you think you can do school work better, the
same, or poorer than your friends?" than do the children whose school scores
are higher. If items concerning the students in the class are considered,
the same sort of answers are observed. Students from the higher scoring
schools report that students learn a lot more in their school than .n others,
that they enjoy reading, and read even when they are not required to do so,
and that they think it is very important to do well in school work more often
than students from the lower scoring schools. These are all responses which
might be anticipated, given their comparatively better performance on the
state assessment tests. However, one final item in this category deviates
from the pattern. Students from the schools which score poorly answered that
uwore of them worked hard "...to get a better grade on the weekly tests than
their friends do." It may be that this is an acknowledgement of the greater
effort that these students must expend to compete, or it may be that the
encouragement that teachers are apparently giving to the lower group of
students is manifesting itself in an increased effort by their students. It
is interesting to note that although the lower students report working hard,
they also report school grades as comparatively less important to them. It
is 1likely that since academic achievement is not often attainable, its
importance is downplayed and other aspects of life are used in self-concept
formation.

Significant Interaction Effects

In examining the significant effects in an analysis of variance, it 1is
misleading to look only at the main effects if interaction effects are also
present. Such is the case here. A total of fourteen variables showed
significant actual score by predicted score interaction effects. The
multivariate test was again highly significant [F(41,521)=5.29, p < .000i].
These significant interaction effects are found in Table 35. As witb the
previously discussed main effects, the items will be considered in three
groups. And, as with the main effects, very interesting and important
patterns emerge from a consideration of the results.

A. Students' Perceptions of Educational Expectztion and Personal
Control

There are significant interaction effects on three items in this set. All
three items have to do with students' sense of personal control in school and
in life. An examination of the means in each of the four possible combina-
tions of the actual and predicted groupings of these items (presented in
Table 36, 37, & 38) reveals that those students who perform as predicted
(i.e., who are predicted to do well and do so and those who are predicted to
do poorly and do so) are more likely to disagree with the statements. Those
students whose performance did not match the prediction are more likely to
agree with the statements.

Why do students from schools whose performance is consistent with expec-

tations have similar responses? Additionally, why do studeats from schocls
whose performance is inconsistent with expectations have similar responses?
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First, considering the schools with consistent findings, the following may be
happening:

(1) In general, students in schools which perform at the expected level
may be more likely to feel personal control over their performance.

(2) In the case of schools which were predicted to do well, and did
well, these students come from higher socioeconomic backgrounds
with higher expectations, and their performance reflects their
accomplishing what was expected.

(3) In the case of schools which were predicted to do poorly, and did
poorly, these students come from lower socioeconomic backgrounds
and lower expectations, and their poorer performance does not
necessarily reflect on their self-concept, which may be measured in
other than educational terms.

Considering schools with inconsistent findings, the following may be happen-
ing:
(1) In general, students in schools which perform inconsistently with
expectations may be more likely to feel that factors beyond their
control explain their performance.

(2) In the case of schools which were predicted to do well, and did
poorly, these students come from higher socioeconomic backgrounds
with higher expectations and they may need to assign blame for
their poor performance elsewhere.

(3) In the case of schools which were predicted to do poorly, and did
well, teachers may be constantly encouraging students from lower
socioeconomic backgrounds to perform better, and these students may
at some point relinquish personal responsibility for that perfor-
mance.

B. Students' Perceptions of Teacher and of Class Structure

Eight variables in this category showed significant actual score by predicted
score interaction effects. The first four (presented in Tables 39 through
42) have identical patterns. In each case, the two groups of students who
score as predicted respond similarly to each other, and the two groups whose
predicted and actual score are contradictory respond in similar ways to each
other. Furthermore, in each case, those with consistent patterns provide a
higher mean response than those with inconsistent patterns.

This pattern of results is, of course, identical to that found in the previ-
ous section and lends itself to a consistent interpretation. Students in the
inconsistent schools perceive their teachers to be more likely to tell them
to do extra work than students in the consistent schools (see Table 40).
Similarly, students in the inconsistent schools perceive their teachers to be
more likely to help students who do badly than do students in the consistent
schools (see Table 41). This motivational behavior on the part of the
teachers in the inconsistent schools may explain why the students feel less
control of their academic environment.
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Further evidence for this motivetional behavior on the part of teachers in
the inconsistent schools can be found in Table 39, The average respcnse for
students in the inconsistent schools is that theilr teachers perceive them to
be better than most students their age, while students in the consistent
schools report more often that their teachers perceive them to be equal to
students their age. Thus, students in the inconsistent schools perceive
their teachers as praising them more than students from the consistent
schools. Finally, this same group says that they are more likely than the
consistent group to work as a group, all on the same lesson (see Table 42).

What does all this tell us? First, the students in the inconsistent groups
perceive a stronger involvement with their teacher. He/She is, in his/her
attempt to push his/her students on to better achievement, more likely to
offer help in a number of ways, including the offer of extra work. This
extra effort, and the verbal praise which likely accompanies it, translates
into a belief by the students that they are, or can be, performing better
than many of their peers. The last of these items, the class structure vari-
able, simply indicates that teachters of these groups tend to use a more
structured approach than teachers «f the other groups, perhaps in the belief
that the additional structure will be conducive to increased performance by
the students.

The final group of significant interactions in this set reflects a slightly
different pattern of results (see Tables 43-46). In these interactions, the
students in schools predicted to do well, and actually doing well, respond
differently from those in the other three groups. The first item asks the
students to respond to "How many teachers in this school tell students to try
to get better grades than their classmates?" On this item, the mean response
of those who are predicted to do well, and do so, is much lower than the
means for the other three groups, which are remarkably similar. This indi-
cates that the teachers of the high performing, consistent group seem to not
feel the need to encourage better grades, since the students perform well
without the encouragement. Those students who feel the most pressure from
their teachers are, as has been seen before, the group who performs well,
despite a prediction to the contrary. It 1s perhaps this attention freom the
teacher which accounts for a least some of their performance. The means for
the four groups of students for this item are presented in Table 43, The
next two questions (presented in Tables 44 and 45) both tap the structured
nature of the classroom. In both cases, those students from the high consis-
tent group report a less structured situation than do the other groups who
report very similar perceptions of their classes. Thus, those students who
are expected to do well, and who do well, state that they are less likely to
be taught as one large group, and they are less likely to be required to sit
in the same seats without changing. This probably indicates that their
teachers feel the freedom to offer them a less structured situation in their
classes.

The final item in this category requires the students to respond to "Of the
teachers that you know in this school, how many don't care how hard the
student works, as long as he passes?" Here the largest difference is between
the groups who perform well, despite different predicted outcomes. Students
who a%e predicted to do well, and who, in fact, do well, feel the least that
this is the case, while those who perform well, despite more pessimistic
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predictions, feel most strongly in agreement. Possibly, the emphasis on
performance, hence grades, leads the students (in the low predicted, high
performing group) to feel that doing well is what is valued, regardless of
the effort required.

C. Students' Perception of Other Students and Self

The final three significant interactions relate to the students' perceptions
of their schools and class peers. As shown in Table 47, students from
schools whose performance is inconsistent with expectation are more likely to
believe that their peers would work hard, even if their work was not graded.
It appears that the encouragement of their teachers to work hard has been
internalized by these students. The two consistent groups are less corvinced
that they would continue to study if their work was not graded. The group
predicted to do well, and doing well, gives the lowest estimate of the number
of students who would continue to work. Neither of these groups has been, it
is believed, strongly encouraged to perform. This confidence in the perfor-
mance level of the upper group and acceptance of the performance level of the
lower group is reflected in this item, as it has been in others which preced-
ed it.

Despite this response, students in the inconsistent groups are still defen-
sive about their performance. Both of these groups are more likely than the
consistent ones to believe their peers do not perform at their potential
because of fear of unpopularity (see Table 48). This is simply less of a
concern to the consistent groups. It is not a fear for the upper group where
high performance is the status quo, or in the lower group where the emphasis
is simply not on grades. The final illustration of this point comes in the
last item (see Table 49). The low predicted, high scoring group states that a
greater number of thelr peers are unconcerned with poor grades, while the
high predicted, high performance group is most concerned about their grades.
It appears that in the former group, the emphasis is on performance, while in
the latter group, the emphasis is on the tangible rewards of performance.

Summary

The analyses presented in this chapter are based on the pilot year of a
projected longitudinal study of school effectiveness in Louisiana. The
results are, therefore, preliminary and should be treated as such by the
reader. The results from next year's work will be based on a much larger
sample and will utilize a further refined questionnaire. Nevertheless, there
is much to be gained from an examinatioa of the results of the pilot year
study. Among the most interesting findings are:

(1) Significant Predicted Score Main Effects
It was expected that differences in students' responses here would
be explained by differences in socioeconomic backgrounds of the two
groups. As anticipated, this occurred with regard to the students'
perception of parental and peer expectations for them. However,
teachers of the students predicted to do poorly are perceived by
the students as having higher expectations for them. This contra-
diction between perceptions of teacher expectations and of par-
ent/peer gxpectations was explained in terms of the teachers from
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the lower predicted group being more willing to push their stu-
dents. Although this push "to try" is internalized by the stu-
dents, they still feel more likely to be teased for good perfor-
mance.

(2) significant Actual Score Main Effects

There was a difference between student expectations and sense of
personal control between students in schools which actually did
well and those which actually did poorly. These differences are
explained by srchool climate, rather than socioeconomic background.
Students from schools actually scoring more highly report a better.
learning environment: they feel that they learn a lot more; they
enjoy reading more; and they feel it is more important to do well
in school. Students from the schools scoring less highly have a
more Structured environment.

(3) Significant Interaction Effects

The overall pattern of results which explains the interactions is
one in which consistent schools score simiiarly, and inconsistent
schools score similarly. The school environment in schools scoring
as predicted may be more accepting of the performance level of
students: in the high consistent group, the students do well, @and
this is anticipated; in the low consistent group, the students do
poorly, and the teachers seem resigned to the situation. 1In
schools scoring inconsistently with performance, there is evidence
of a greater push on the students to perform. This push has
several repercussions for these students in the inconsistent
schools: (1) they feel less of a sense of personal control in their
school work; (2) they perceive a more structured classroom environ-
ment; and (3) they internalize the teachers' push, yet may not feel
capable of meeting their teachers' expectations.
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m
497
376
305
U8
810
667
402
194
578
609
199
387
430
278
257
382
500
760
rs
993
517
409
34
13
1,058
603
559
507.79

There vere initielly 46 echoole with

Student
Tescher
Ratio
22.41
28.82
20.86
29.08
3314
25.63
26,20
26.59

23.67
19.17
29.11
20.78
22.41
23.00
21.03
21.8¢
26.62
23.07

2.8
1.3
27.61
31.33
21.9%
1.1
25.31
26.68
23.63
19.40
22.23
27.68
18.09
23.80
30.71
*8.53
18.36
25.47
7.7
5.3
18.90
29.21
23.73
29.21
24.13
24.68
26.45
24.12
26.62
24.19

6coTs one etendsrd deviezion
that ochool had to ecore ons etenderd devietion

ons~~leas thae Bachelor's degree; two-~Bachalor'e degres;
Lducational Specisliet} eix--Doctorel degree (Kd.0 or Ph.D).
their Bachelor'e degrees; and (b) the percantegs of grad:qiee

B .
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Tenle 3.

Statistical Means of All Variables in

Relation to the Parish's Average Score on State Assessment Tests,

Caddo Third Grade Schools

Above Equal To Below
Average Average Average
Number of Schools 7 29 9
Mothers'
Educational Level 4,26 3.81 3.74
Fathere'
Educational Level 4,31 3.83 3.73
Number of
Siblings 2.64 3.10 3.40
Percentage of
Fathers Who
Are Professionals .40 .18 .07
Percentage of
Mothers Who Are @
Not Profesgsionals .21 .32 .49
Percentage of
Students Who
Are Black .25 .50 94
Faculty's Average .
Score on NTE
Commons 564.39 544,35 534.99
Faculty's Average
Score oun NTE
Area 613.13 587.35 586.71
Percentage of
Faculty that
Is White .61 .52 .43
Average Number
of Faculty
Absences 7.28 7.64 8.62
Mean Total
Faculty
Experience 11,04 10.04 10.01
Average Highest o
Degree Faculty
Received 2.75 2.62 2.63
Average Prestige*
of Institutions
Faculty Attended 2.03 2.07 2.25
Number of
Students 404 .57 507.79 463,00
Student
Teacher
Ratio 26.59 24,19 23.07

*These data were based on the following: (a) where the faculty received
their Bachelor's degrees; and (b) the percentage of graduates from that
institution who passed the NTE. Values of one, two or three were

assigned to these universities. A value of one indicates the highest

prestige; a value of three indicates the lowest prestige.
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Tsble 4. Socioeconomic Chsrscteristics of Schools Scoring Above,
Below, or Equal to the Psrish’e Aversge Ascasament Score on Stste Asgessment Tests,
Caddo Seventh Grsde Schools, 1980-81 School Yesr

Table 4A. Schools Scoring Above the Psrish's Aversge Score on Stste Assessment Tntnl

Percentege Percentsge Percentsge
Mothere' Fsthers' Number Of Fathers 0f Mothers Of Students
School Educstional . Rducstional of Who Are who Are Not Who Are
Number Lsvel Level Siblings Professionsls Professionals Blsck
Al 4,21 4.28 3.12 A7 .26 .11
A2 3.92 3.7% 2.96 .19 .29 .27
A3 4.47 4.61 3.18 .67 .13 .21
Mesn 4.20 4.22 3.09 44 .22 .20

Table 4B. Schools Scoring Below the Psrish's Aversge Score on Stste Assessment Tests?

Bl 3.91 l.88 3.99 .16 42 +95

B2 3.92 3.85 3.98 .12 .4l .98

B3 3.50 3.29 3.84 04 .28 .59

B4 3.78 3.52 4.21 .11 44 .98

Mean 3.78 3.64 4.00 .11 .39 .88

Table 4C. School Scoring Equal to tbe Psrish's Aversge Score on Stste Assessmant Tests

L) 3.98 4.06 3.36 .38 .25 Sl |

W2 3.91 3.70 4,15 .11 .55 1.00 |

w3 3.18 2.64 4.28 .03 .28 .98 |
o~ Wo 3.93 3.99 l.88 .11 49 92 |
- W5 3.67 3.65 3.81 .12 .37 .57

w6 3.88 4.01 3.81 .13 3 .57

LY 3.37 3.43 2.97 .20 A7 .11

W8 4.03 4.11 3.30 .26 .23 +26

w9 3.80 3.96 3.43 .21 34 .36

w10 3.56 3.23 4.04 .22 .15 .26

Wil 4.00 4.04 3.49 a1 34 .34

Mesn 3.75 3.71 3.68 .19 .32 53

lli’or e school to be clsssified ss scoring sbove the psrish's sversge sssessment score, that school hsd to score one standsrd devistion

above the parish'a svarsge assessment score on st lesst two of the sesessment teats.

For e school to be clsssified se scoring below the psrish's sversge sssessment score, thst school had to score one stsndsrd devistion
below the paxish'e svarsge essessment score on st lesst two of the sssessment teets.

The scale values for mothers' snd fathers' educstion sre ss follows; one——completed less than eight yesrs of school; two--completed
eighth grade but did not sttend high school; three—-went to high school but did not grsdusate; four-——grsdusted from high school;
five--went to college.

Noa-professionsl mothers include thoss who sre unskilled workers, semi-skilled workere, sud skilled crsftsuomen. These do not
include mothers who sre professional workers or who stsy at home.

b5l 50
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Teble 5. Selected School Charsctaristics of Schools Scoring Above
Bslow, or Equsl to the Psrish's Aversge Score on Stete Assessment Taats,
Caddo Seventh Grsde Schools, 1960-81 School Year

Teble SA. Schools Scoring Above the Pexrish's Avercge Scors on State Asseasment ‘l'ut.l

. 3 4 Averago
Avarage Average Number
Faculty's Paculty's Pircentsgs Aversge Mean Highest Prastige of of Days
Average Average 0f Fsculty Nusbaer of Totsl Degres Inatitutione Suspended Nusbar
School Scoras on Score on That is Paculty Faculty Fsculty That Faculty per of Teachar
Number NTE Commous NTE Aras White Absences Experience Received Attended Student  Students Ratio
Al 566.08 511.52 .66 6.80 11.02 3.03 2,11 34 808 38.48
A2 546.85 596.41 .66 1.86 1.59 2.44 2.99 .36 913 24.68
Al 565.70 571.83 .65 6.10 9.94 2.92 1.92 .97 734 30.58
Mean 559.54 579.91 .66 6.92 9.52 2.80 2.04 56 818.33 31.28

Table 58. Schoola Scoring Below the Parish’s Avarsge Scors on Stste Asseasmant Tests?

Bl 529.71 556.32 34 8.34 10.80 2.90 2.23 .86 575 26.14
B2 527.16 539.47 .40 8.26 13.21 2,89 2.15 .81 803 29.74
B3 498.91 560.00 .50 9.85 1.95 2,31 2.31 12 194 19.40
Bb 528.19 549.00 .34 8.86 9.98 2.69 2.16 1.05 910 28.44
Hesn 520.99 551.20 .40 3.84 9.52 2.70 2.21 .1 620.50 25.93 1
Teble SC.  Schoole Scoring Equal to the Parish's Aversge Score on State Assessmant Tests :
&~
g Wl 565.63 510.53 .55 6.60 11.58 3.14 1.93 1.05 474 29.63 ]‘
W2 495,67 $36.67 .28 10.75 13.28 2,81 2.24 .95 370 28.46
W3 546.78 591.11 47 8.10 10.80 2.67 2.07 .03 182 20.78
U1 510.24 $38.57 1) 6.86 9.72 2,88 2.2 1,08 662 31.52
W5 580.74 605.26 A7 8.21 11.89 2.86 1.92 1.59 631 30.05
W6 524,06 555.56 .53 5.43 12,67 2.69 2.23 3] 580 34.12
w7 554.43 596.57 279 5.79 8.05 2,75 2.00 .10 is? 23.80
w8 545.17 510.00 .59 5.53 12.19 2.75 2.03 .95 1,588 41.79
W9 533.82 582.94 .39 6.56 12.59 312 1.96 l.00 487 30.44
W10 556.25 $91.73 60 1,24 6.28 2,50 1.7 Jhb 2178 18.53
| Wil 547.36 595.37 .54 8.70 9.19 2.58 2.03 .12 1,058 26.45
} Mean 541.83 576.03 .51 1.25 10.75 2.80 2.04 .70 606.55 28.69
‘ .
| ll?ol' a school to ba clsssified ss acoring sbove the parish's avarsges sssessment score, that school had to score one stendard devistion
above the parish's avarsgs sssessment score on st lesst two of ths assessment tests.
| For a school to be clsssified as scoring below the psrish's sversge sssassment score, that school had %o scors one standard devistion
} 3bclou the pariah's everage saseasment scors on st lesat two of the sssessment tasts. )
| Scales valuea for svarsge highest degree feculty recaived are as follows; ona~—less than e Bachelor's degree; two—Bachelor's degrae;
‘chru-—uunr'. degree; four--Haster's degres plus thirty houre; five-~Educational Specialist; six—Doctorsl degrees (E4.D or Ph.D),
Thesa date were bssed on where the fsculty recaived their Bachalor'a degras. Valuas of one, two or three were sssigned to these
universities . A velue of ona indicates the Fighest prestige; e velue of thres indicstes the loveat prestigs. .
A .
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Table 6. Statistical Means of All Variables in
Relation to the Parish's Average Score on State Assessment Tests,
Caddo Seventh Grade Schools

Above Equal To Below

Average Average Average
Number of schools 3 11 4
Mothers' . .
Educational Level 4.20 3.75 3.78
Fathers'
Educational Level 4.22 3.71 3.64
Number of
S:.blings 3.09 3.68 4.00
Percentage of
Fathers Who
Are Professionals AN .19 11

Percentage of
Mothers Who Are
Not Professionels .22 .32 .39
Percentage of

* ¢ Students Who
Are Black .20 .53 .88
Faculty's Average
Score on NTE
Commons 559.54 541.83 520.99
Faculty's Average
Score on NTE
Area 579.91 576.03 551.20
Percentage of
Faculty that
Is White .66 .51 .40
Average Number
of Faculty
Absences 6.92 7.25 8.84
Mean Total
Faculty
Experience 9.52 10.75 10.49
Average Highest
Degree Faculty
Received 2.80 2.80 2.70
Average Prestige*
of Institutions
Faculty Attended 2.04 2.04 2.21
Average Number of
Days Suspended

Per Student .56 .10 .71
Number of

Students 818.33 606 .55 620.50
Student

Teacher

Ratio 31.25 28.69 25.93

*These data were based on the following: (a) where the faculty received
their Bachelor's degrees;. and (b) the percentage of graduates from that
institution who passed the NTE. Values of omne, two or three were
assigned to these universities. A value of one indicates the highest
prestige; a value of three indicates the lowest prestige.

“ 55




v

Teble 7. Socioeconomic Charsctsxistics of Schools Scoring Above, Below or Iqual to
the Parish's Avarags Scors on Ststs Asssssment Tssts, Caddo Tenth Grade Schools, 1980-81 School Yesr

Tabls 7A. Schools Scoring the Above Averags Parish’s Score on Ststs Asssssment ‘l'uml

3 3 Psrcentsgs Pcrcmtnu‘
Mothers' Fathare' Number of Fsthers of Mothers
School Educational Educstional of . Who Ars Who Are Not
Neme Levsl Levsl ; Siblings Profsssional Professionals
Al +4,38 4.38 3.54 «350 2)

Tsble 7B. Schools Scoring Below ths Aversge Parish’s Scors on Ststs A sment TCltlz

Bl 3.7 3.59 4.51 A4 42
B2 3.51 .y ¢.81 .09 .38
Mean 3.61 3.48 4.66 12 .40

.

Tebls 7C. Schools Scoring Equal to the Aversge Parich's Score on Ststs Assessment Tssts

Wl 4.04 4.10 4.05 34 +26
w2 4.21 4.30 n A7 $22
v 4.00 4.01 3.75 .28 .28
Wh 3,58 3.46 4.01 .19 .16
W 3.9 3.82 3.70 .32 «24
L[] 4.15 4.20 3.36 .38 .21
w7 3.59 3.40 4.31 .15 .49
L L 3.83 3.82 3.69 .17 .3
Mesn 3.92 3.89 3.82 .29 27

1rox- a school to bs classified ms scoring shove the parish's sversge score ssscssment 2cors, thet school had to scors ons standerd devistion

2thc parish's sversgs asssssment score on st lesst tvo of the ssssssment tasts.

ths perish's sversgs asssssment scors on at lesst two of the ssscssment tssts.

Percentsgs
of Students
¥ho Are
Blsck

A3

84
99
92

.50
.39
46
A3
.26
A7
1.00
Al
A5

Yor a school to ba clsssified as scoiing below parish'e sversgs asscessient scors, that school had to scors one standerd dsviation bslow

the scale veluss for mothers' and fathsrs' education ars ss follovs; one--comwplsted lses then eight yessxs of school; two--comspletad
sighth grade, but did not sttend high school; three--went to high school but did not grsduate; four——graduated from I_ush school 3

‘ﬂvc-vcnt to collegs.
No

n-professionsl mothers include those who sre unskilled workers, semi-gkilled vorkers, snd skilled crsftesvomen. These do not include

mothsrs wvho ars professional worksrs or who stay at home,
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Table 8. Selected School Charsctaristics of Schoole Scoring Above,
Below or Equal .. the Parish'e Average Score on State Asseesment Teat,
Caddo Tenth Grade Schools, 1980-81 School Yesr

Teble BA. School Scoring Above Pardish's Avarsge Score on Stats Aeseasment Tunl

3 " Average
Average Average Number
Average Average Percentage Aversgs Mean Highest Prastigs of of Days
Yaculty Taculty of Peculty Nusber of Total Degree Institutions Suspended Nusbar Student
School Score on Score on That 1s Faculty ¥aculty Faculty Faculty per of Teacher
Number NIE Commona NIE Ares Whits Absancas Experiencs Received Attended Student Students Ratio
Al 612.26 611.70 63 3.15 8.97 2,94 1.65 .01 442 17.00
Table 83, Schoole Scoring Below Parieh’a Averege Score on Stats Assesement Tasts?
Bl 509.29 * 533.97 .38 7.58 11.44 2,79 2.18 .87 1,937 41.21
B2 554 « 24 573.05 39 1.46 11.75 2.90 2,11 1,09 1,512 34.36
Hean 531.7 553451 39 1.52 11.60 2,85 2.15 .98 1,724.50 37.78
Table 8C, Schoole Scoring Pqual To Parish's Avarage Score on Stste Asssssment Teate
Wl 519.37 598.76 62 7.01 12.47 2,91 1.87 .10 1,879 41.7
w2 5713.170 585.83 .61 5.22 13.66 2.89 1.87 .82 2,073 40.65
w3 555 .0 564,07 ok 6.25 11,37 2.91 2.06 J12 1,932 42.93
wé 526 .90 563.93 Sk 5.63 12,17 2,57 2.23 12 1,006 34.69
WS 545.17 510.00 59 5.53 12.19 2,75 2.03 .95 1,588 41.79
wé 554 . 85 567.05 32 6.65 12,28 2.97 2.10 .85 2,885 37.47
w7 553.73 574 .15 .35 9.00 12.92 2,65 2.13 1,04 1,473 33.48
w8 562 .53 586.82 .62 6.61 14,18 3.10 1.91 .13 2,22 33.70
Mean 556 .50 576.33 S4 6.49 12.66 2.85 2,02 .82 1,882.50 38.3

l!cn' a school to be classified as acoring above parish'a aversge ssseasment acors, that echool had to acore one standard davistion above
the parish'e sversge asacssment acore on st leeat two of the ssseasment tests.
For a school to be classified as acoring below parish's aversge ssaessment acors, that echool had to score one atandard dsviation below
the parish’e sversge eassssment acore on st leaat two of the sasessmants taste.
Scale valuee £Or average higheet degree faculty recaived srs as followa: one--leas than a Bachelor's degree; two~-Bachelor's degree;
three--Master's degree; four—-Master's degree plus thirty hours; five--Educationsl Specialiat; eix--Doctoral degree (2d.? or PhD),
These data were based on the following: (a) where the faculty received their Bachelor's degrsas; and (b) ths percentage of graduates
from that inatitution who passed the NTE, Values of one, two or three were sasigned to these universities, A vslue of one indicatse
the higheat praastige; s value of three indicates tha lovest prastige.
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Table 9. Statistical Means of All Variables in
Relation to the Parish's Average Score on State Assessment Tests,
Caddo Tenth Grade Schools

Above Equal To Below
Average Average Average

Number of Schools ' 1 8 2
Mothers' ’
Educational Level

Fathers'
Educational Level 4.38 3.89 3.48 -

[

oy

Number of
Siblings 3.54 3.82 4.66
Percentage of
'Y Fathers Who
Are Professionals .50 .29 .12
Percentage of
Mothers Who Are
Not Professionals .23 .27 .40
Percentage of
Students Who
Are Black 43 .45 .92

l Faculty's Average

TR ey
3 - .

Score on NTE

Commons 612.26 556.50 531.77
Faculty's Average

Score on NTE

Area 611,70 576.33 553.51
Percentage of

Faculty that

Is White .65 .54 .39
Average Number

of Faculty

Absences 3.15 6.49 7.52
Mean Total

Faculty

Experience 8.97 12.66 11.60
Average Highest

Degree Faculty

Received 2.94 2.85 2.85
Average Prestige*

of Institutions

Faculty Attended 1.65 2.02 2.15
Average Number of

Days Suspended

Per Student .01 .82 .58
Number of

Students 442,00 1882.50 1724.50
Student

Teacher

Ratio 17.00 38.31 37.78

*These data were based on the following: (a) where the faculty received
their Bachelor's degrees; and (b) the percentage of graduates from that
institution who passed the NTE. Values of one, two or three were
assigned to these universities. A value of one indicates the highest
prestige; a value of three indicates the lowest prestige.
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Teble 10. Socioeconomic Cherecteristice for Schools Scoring Above, Below or A”mlu:,ly
As Predicted on Stete Assessment Test®, Caddo Third Crede Schoels, 1980-81 Ochoel Yeer
Teble 10A. Schoole 8coring Above Predictad cn Stets Asssssment ‘l‘unz
N Py Parcentage hrc-nnus Percantoge
3 3 3 Mothera' Pathers* Yumber of Tethars of Mothers of Studente
+ School Hath Reading Writing Bducotional Uucetional of Vho Are Vho Are Bot  Who Are
Musber Score Score Score Lavel . Level Siblinge Prafsssionsle Professionsls __ 8leck
AU +2 *2 +) 3.28 3.8 6 .03 Y] 3]
A2 *2 ) 2 3.62 3.06 3.60 .07 20 1.00
A *2 *2 L2 3.8 3.0 2.76 o4 3 3]
[ ) +1 L7 ] 2 (Y21 AN 2.42 2 .30 Y
AS ) o} 2 4.09 (1Y 2.76 24 27 23
A6 +) L2 +) 3.0 3.0 3.0n .09 ) 9
A 2 » 2 . 3.62 3. .09 oS4 97
A8 +) *2 2 3.3 3.1 3.7 10 52 1.00
A 2 *) *h 4.3 (Y3 ) 2.52 36 1) q7 «
AlO *) +1 *? 3.61 3. 2.9 .08 )] .28
Mesn 3.80 1 3.05 3.6 13 %13 62
Table 108. Schools Scorin:’ Bel=y Predicted on State Asssssment Tests
1] -3 -2 -2 4.0% 3 2.9 1) 1) 68
[ ] -4 -4 -2 346 Al 3.6l .07 oS4 86
[ 3} -1 -2 -l .1 3.3 3.60 00 A5 90
BA -2 -2 -1 415 424 3.40 23 29 30
[}) -2 -2 -4 4,09 3,98 3.70 .07 62 99
» -2 -3 -2 3.0 3.50 3.5 .25 Q3 26
[ )] -0 -2 -2 3. 3.0 2.70 07 WA 98
» -1 -2 -3 3N 3.64 3,18 .08 28 w7
[ 1] -2 -1 -3 4,03 4,05 2.66 .29 2 17 |
Nean .n 3.8 3.25 R%) ) %)
Teble 10C, Schools Scorisg Approxnimatsly As Predicted om Stats Asscssasnt Tests
) +0 0 O]} 4,51 [ 2.65 68 08 06
w2 0 L7 ] [} 3.5 3.5 N 09 A0 87
) 0 [} -l 3.9 &1 2.7 16 33 21 Ll
v 0 -2 -1 wn 3.82 3.4 .00 A KT J—
us 0 *l [} .n 3.3 3.56 12 % J W52 m
w 0 0 0 %1} 4,54 2,85 54 .19 03 <C
w7 -3 0 [} 3.6 3.8 2.9 .07 «27 59 |
w 0 +1 0 3.58 3.66 3.0 04 +52 1,00 o
1 1] [} -1 -1 4.0) 3.9 2.55 17 +30 87 <
w10 0 0 0 3.55 3.58 3.4 .08 .38 .00 >
il o 0 0 3.60 348 2.3 .8 .29 NTR
w2 [} 0 0 4,04 4.08 2.8 30 .20 %)
V1) -2 0 0 3.9 3.89 3.20 .10 et a0 2=
viA 0 "2 0 3.68 3.9 3.46 Ja Wl 9y O
s 0 0 0 1.0 an 4,10 .06 ) e O
vie 0 -1 0 n 3.90 3.00 .16 A2 99 (b |
w7 [} -1 -l 4.0 4.4) 2.6) 51 20 .07
vis -2 -1 0 3.9 3.3 3.9 .04 a3 100 B
vi9 " 0 -1 a2 327 2.3 3 22 0 N
v20 0 0 0 4.10 .24 2.4 Y .20 08 Ll
w2l " . ol 4.0 4.20 2.0 32 N o A
w22 41 0 [} 4,16 416 2.3 .20 27 01
w2) -l 0 0 .00 418 2.6) $22 .19 06
N2A -1 [} [} [ 1)) 4.3 2.81 .64 1 . .08
ws -1 0 0 4.08 4.03 kY Jd4 23 I8
w26 +1 0 +1 3. n2 an 2.84 Jdé N 31
Mean 3.9 1,93 3.0l W23 I e
! Thess 45 schools with third grede classrcoms include € schools with greds lavels K-8, Thare vere initielly 46 schoole with third grede
| 2 Claserooms, but ons school vas alisinated beceuss of sissing date.
| Tor s school to ba clessifisd ee scoring ebove pradicted on the etete ssssssment tasts, 3t had te scors +4 or wore scross the three
; sessesment tests} for e echool to be cleseified se scoring delow predicted, 1t had to scors 4 or lees scross the thres sssssesent
teste.
| 3 Thesa scores indicets the nusber of atsndardizad residusl veluse sbova of belov their predicted ecores that the schoola scored on the 6 1

respactive stete asenent teetes. Esch scors of ons corrasponds to @ renge of .5 stendardized residual veluss. For exemple, e score
of zeto indicetes s gcors of 2.5 stenderdized res'dual veluss from the predicted acors; e score of t1 isdicetes & score of .3 to tl
lurdud!ud residual velues from the predicted scors; o acors of 22 tndicetes & acore of 2l to 21,5 stenderdizad ceeidusl veluss from
@ rdicted scora.
E l “la veluss for mothera' and fethers® sducetion ers ss fellovet ons--cempleted less thin aisht years af school; tvo--coepleted
grede, but did not ettand high school; thres--went to high school but did mot grad ; four-—graduated from high achool} five—-
QIR » collega. "
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Teble 11. Ssluctsd School Charscteristice for Schools Scoring Above, Sslow or Approxlutily As Predictsd On State Asecssmait Teste,
Cadilo Third Creds Schools, 1980-81 School Yeer
Teble 11A. Schools Scoring Abovs Pradicted on Scetye Asssssment Tests’ 3 "
Heon Aversge Avereage |
Faculty's Paculty’s percentegs Avarsge Totsl Highset  Prestige of |
Aversge Aversge of Faculry Nusber of Yuors Degree lestitutions Nuaber Student
School Score on Score on That e Feculty Feculty Feculty Peculty of Tescher
Nusber NIE_C. NTE Arss White _ Abssnces 2xperiencs Received Attended Student s Rstio |
Al 573.63 596.88 ] 8.21 9.68 7.55 1.85 m 21.31
A2 509.4) 564.29% .18 10.15 .85 2.47 P 3% )] e 1.y
A) 514.00 560.6) S 6.15 10.45 2.88 2.41 m 28.82
Ab 562.68 614.55 .66 6.41 9.17 2,467 1.85 459 20.86 i‘
AS 550.82 595.00 N} 8.9 9.41 2.78 2.3 38 29.08 |
AS 526.56 570.44 A8 10.71 1.48 2.4) 2.11 508 21.96
Al 553.20 60).89 52 9.98 ’.1) 2N 2.08 402 23.6)
AS 534.30 569.00 40 6.90 10.20 2.5) 2.29 199 18.09% |
AY 549.00 588.3) 54 7.58 13.6) .17 2.0% 410 25.6)
AlO 546.85 596.41 . 1.86 1.59 2.44 2.09 n 4,68
Meon 541.05 585.94 A9 8.29 2 $.58 2.6) 2.14 423.60 24.54
Table 118. Schools Scoring Below Pradictad on Stets Assstsment Tests
81 Ss.n 96.6 .50 & 3.8 10.27 2.80 2.29 69 23.67 |
2 535.17 587.178 .51 9.56 1.95 2.57 2.14 262 29.11 |
| 3] 546.78 591.11 40 8.10 10.80 2.67 2.07 187 10.78
B4 $35.10 572.10 .64 6.58 12.0) 2.6) 1.8) 667 26.68
. | 3] 537.80 588.3) 40 9.49 9.00 2.60 2.67 6;‘ 2).00
| ] $56.25 591.75 .60 1.24 6.28 2.50 1.717 278 18.5)
»? 589.29 611.92 51 1.46 $.97 2.48 1.9 318 18.90
1] 529.15 587.14 A5 .22 5.95 2.52 2.09 N4 24.15
1] 547.22 341.00 A5 5.41 16.48 2.8) .21 559 26.62
Mean 547.84 585.31 .50 1.76 .86 2.62 2.06 410.89 23.49
Teble 11C. Schoole Scoris roximately As Predictad ou Stste Asssssment Tests
38a.00 37.22 W15 10.86 2.81 1.81 b1 22.41
w2 $34.82 573.75 NY) 5.42 11.2) 2.76 2.6 556 21.38
W) 557.70 589.09 52 5.96 11.04 2.40 2,08 497 27,61
we 515.00 590,56 A5 6.82 9.07 2.45 ) A} 19.17
| H 542.62 605.)9 57 8.00 8.52 2.6) 2.0% us 1.7
wé 554,44 .b.62 .57 6.50 12.17 2.64 2.09 810 & 2501
Ll 498.91 560.00 50 9.85 1.95 2 .31 194 19.40
s $70.6) 61).89 1) 9.32 11.56 an 2.11 518 22.2)
v 501.19% 559.38 .38 6.79 10.8) 2.67 2,10 609 27.68
wio 522.08 $71.67 35 T 11.35 2.0 2.22 5°8 22,41
wil 554.4) 598.57 .19 5.719 8.05 2.715 2.00 357 23.80
wi2 549.8?7 615.32 54 6.8) 9.91 2.62 1.95 430 30.71
w1 533.81 605.3) 1) 8.47 12.69 2.66 2.34 547 21.0) |
wlé 579.00 576.15 42 8.58 2,42 2.86 2.14 257 18.36
L8 553.71 60).85 .28 8.30 .47 2.60 2.04 382 25.47
wlé 518.12 537.65 40 8.49 9.24 2.8 .30 676 21.81
w7 554.95 598,50 .60 9.71) 9.9) 2.68 1.08 500 a.n
vis 552.44 611,25 N1} 10.10 9.67 2.62 2.1 359 26.62
w19 617.7) 666.20 .78 10.26 N a8 2.57 1.85 232. .14
w20 521.20 566.09 .68 5.62 10.4) .97 2.16 160 25.3)
w2l 555.6) 600,67 . b8 6,68 10.13 2.50 1.91 99) 29.21
w22 538.95 515.19 .61 1.82 12.84 2.69 1.68 7 23.71)
w2) 591,82 630.00 .67 1.66 11.88 2.61 2.14 409 29.21
w24 $12.47 630,00 .6) 4.89 14,26 2.81 1.88 655 26.20
w2s 547.22 595.3? 54 8. 70 9.19 2.58 2,04, 1058 26.45
w26 537.9) 560.00 hb 6.2) 12.90 2.84 1.97 60) 24.12
Heon 546.19 595,32 .5) 1.59 10.54 2.66 2.10 $03.42 24.55

1l thess 45 schools witn third grode clessrcoms includs 6 schoole with grede lovels K-8, Thers vers tnttielly 46 echoole vith third grede

classrooms, but onn echool wie siieicated beceuse of wmissing date.
? For & school to be clessifird 88 ecoring shove pradictsd ecores co the stets ssvsssment tests, it had to scors +4 or wmore scross the
- -gg ssssesmest teerl: fir @ school to be clessifisd se scoring b2low predicted scores, it had to scote =4 or less ecross ths thres

o epamant toste
E lC‘l‘ valuse (og'ov.u.. highest degres feculty received ste es follove: ons~~lsse than Bachelor's Dejres} tvo--Bachelor’s degres;
'u-&uet'o degres; four—-Haster's degres plus thirty houre} five~~Educetionsl Spacieliet; six~-Doctorel degres (Z4.D or th D).

i ihese data wers besad on the following: (s) whare tha feculey received their Bachelor's degrees; and (b) the percentage of gradustes
trom that institutioa vho passed the WIL. Veluse of one, two oF LhFee Vers sssigned to thaes Untvereitise. A valus Of cne fndicetes




Table 12.

Number of Schools

Above
Predicted

10

Statistical Means of All Variables in
Relation to Predicted State Assessment
Scores, Caddo Third Grade Schools

Approximately
As Predicted

26

Below
Predicted

9

Mothers'
Educational Level

3.80

3.94

3.72

Fathers'
Educational Level

3.85

3.95

3.75

Number of
3iblings

3.01

3.25

Percentage of
Fathers Who
Are Professionals

.15

.23

.13

Percentage of
Mothers Who Are
Not Professionals

.35

.31

37

Percentage of
Students Who
Are Black

.62

.49

63

Faculty's Average
Score on NTE
Commons

542.05

546.19

547.84

Faculty's Average
Score on NTE
Area

585.94

595.32

585.31

Percentage of
Faculty that
Is White

.49

.53

50

Average Number
of Faculty
Absences

8.29

7.76

Mean Total
Faculty
Experience

9.58

10,54

9.86

Average Highest
Degree Faculty
Received

2.63

2,66

2.62

Average Prestige*
of Institutions
Faculty Attended

2.14

2.10

2.06

Number of
Students

423.60

530.42

410,89

Student
Teacher
Ratio

24.54

24,55

23.49

*These data were based on the following: (a) where the faculty received
their Bachelor's degrees; and (b) the percentage of graduates from that
institution who passed the NTE.
assigned to these universities,

prestige; a value of three indicates the lowest prestige.

63

49

Values of one,

two or three were
A value of one indicates the highest

«
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lThenl 28 achools include one achool that has both seventh snd tenth grada clsssrooas. The dete from this school i

from the savanth

2

grade classrooms only.

e, . - . i 0
Table 13. Sociosconomic Cherscteristice for Schools Scoring Abovs, Below, or Approximately
. ' As Pradicted on Stats Asssssment Scorss, Caddo SlYlnth and Tenth
. Grade Schools, 1980-81 School Yesr
Tabla 13A. Schools Scoring Abovs Predictsd On Stats Assssswent T--tnz
sPltclntlgl
4 " Parcentags Percentags of
) Mothere' Fathers' Numbar Of Yathare 0f Mothers Studante
. School Hath Reading Writing Educational Bduzetional of Who Are Who Ars Not Whe Ars
. fumbar Scors Score Score Level Level Siblings  Profssaionalas Profsssionsls 3lack
- Al +* KIS Y 4.38 4.8 3.54 .50 .23 .43
. A2 +3 +3 +3 3.91 3.70 4.15 5% .55 1.00
Al 0 +3 +1 3.18 2.64 4.28 .03 .28 «98
Ab +2 +3 +3 4.21 4.28 3.12 47 .26 .11
AS +3 +1 +2 3.92 3.76 1.96 .19 .29 .27
Hesn 3.92 2 3.75 3.61 26 $32 .56
Tabls 138. Schools Scoring Below Predicted on Stats Assessment Tauis
Bl ~3 -2 0 3.91 3.8 3.99 .16 A2 .95
B2 0 -3 -3 3.98 4.06 3.36 .38 25 31
B3 -3 -1 0 4.21 4.30 3.1 Ry .22 <39
.1 0 -3 -2 3.50 3.29 kY 11 04 .28 59
BS 0 -2 -3 4.00 4.0l 2.75 .28 .28 46
86 -1 0 -3 3.87 3.43 2.97 .20 .17 .11 wd
Hesn 3.83 3.83 3.61 «26 .27 .50 ]
Tabls 13C. Schoola Scoring ss Predictsd on Stats Asssssment Teats o
Wl 0 0 +1 4,04 4.10 4,05 .34 .26 +30 <
w2 -1 0 0 3.92 3.85 3.98 12 A1 .98 —
w3 0 -2 0 3.71 3.59 4.51 .14 42 84 <
wn wa +1 +1 +1 3.51 3.7 4.81 .09 .38 .99 s
o w5 0 +1 +1 3.93 2.99 2,88 A1 .49 .92 <C
wé =2 0 +1 3.78 3.52 4.21 .11 N1 .98 —
w? 0 0 -1 3.67 3.65 3.81 .12 .37 .57 o ‘
w8 -1 +1 0 3.88 4.02 3.82 .13 .38 57 D
w9 +3 +1 -3 3.58 3.46 4.01 .19 .16 .43 <D
w10 -1 +1 +2 4.03 4.11 3.30 .26 .23 .26
il -1 -1 0 3.80 3.96 .43 .21 .34 .36 "c;‘)
w12 -3 0 +3 3.56 3.23 4,04 .22 .15 .26 ad
w13 +1 [} 0 4.15 4.20 3.36 .38 .21 .17 o
wlé 0 -1 +2 4.00 4.04 3.49 .31 .34 o34
wis 0 0 -1 3.59 3.40 4.31 .15 49 1.00
w16 +2 0 0 3.83 3.82 3.69 .17 J1 .41
wl? -1 0 0 447 4.61 3.18 .87 . W13 .21
Mean 3.85 3.82 3.88 022 © .32 .58

sssesyment teats;} for s school to ba clsssified as scoring bslow predicted on ths atsts sssesssent tests, it had to scors -4 or .
Jlell across the three sssessment tests.
These scores indicate the number of standsrdized residusl veluea sbovs or balow their predicted acorss thst thes schools scored on the
respective state sssessment teats. Fach scors of one corrssgonds to s renge of .5 standsrdized residusl velues. For exsmple, a scors
of zero indicates s acore of £.5 stendsrdized reaidusl values froa the predicted acore; a scors of t.1 indicates c acore of .5 to ¢l |
standerdized residual values from the pradicted score; s score of t2 indicates 8 scors of +l to t1.5 standerdized residual values from ths ‘
|

|
For a school to be clasaified as acoring sbove predicted on stats sssessment tests, it had to score +4 or wore scross the three i
|
|

the predicted scors.

Y )
¥ v .
| [EIQ\L(: é’ The scale values for mothers' and fathera' educstion sre ss follows; one--completed less than sight years of school; two--completad

B i eighth grade, but did not attend high school; three--went to high school, but did not graduste; four—gradusted from high school; five—
- suen: to collsge.
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Table 14. Selected School Charscteristice for Schools Scoring Abovs, Below or Approximately As
Predicted on State Assessment Scorss, Ceddo Slvtnth snd Tenth Grads
Schoole, 1980-81 School Yssr

Table 14A. Schoole Scoring Above Pradictsd on Srate Asssssment ‘l‘uu2

Ave rlg|3 AVll.’l]l‘

Faculty's Raculty's Percentage Avarage Naan Highest Prestige of Days

Average Average of Taculty Number of Total Degres Institutione Suspendsd Nusber Sty tent
school Scors on Score on That 1s Paculty Faculty Paculey Paculty per of Teachsr
Numbsr  NTE Commons NTE Arsa Whits Absences Experience Raceived  Attendsd Student Students Ratio

.

Al 612,26 611.70 .65 3.15 8.97 2.94 1.65 .01 442 17.00
A2 495.67 536.67 .28 10.75 13.28 2.81 2.24 .95 370 28.46
A3 546.78 591.11 A0 8.10 10.80 2,67 2.07 .03 187 20.78
Ab 566.07 571.52 .66 6.80 11.02 2.1 3.0 34 808 38.4
AS 546.85 596.41 .66 1.86 1.59 2.44 2,09 .36 913 24.68
Henn 553.53 581.48 .53 7.33 10.33 .77 2.03 .34 554.00 25.88

Tabls 148, Schoole Scoring Below Pradicted Scores on State Asessament ‘hltlz

1 1 529.71 556.32 JI4 8.34 10.80 2.90 2,23 .86 515 26.14
82 565.63 570.53 .55 6.60 11.58 - 3.4 1.93 1.05 74 29.63
»3 573.70 585.83 61 5.22 13.66 2.89 1.87 .82 2,073 40.65
A 498.91 560.00 .50 9.85 7.95 2,31 2.3 .12 194 19.40
s 555.80 564.07 Ab 6.25 11.37 2.91 2,06 72 1,932 42,93
36 554.43 598.57 .79 5.79 8.05 2,75 2.00 .10 357 23.80
Mean 546.36 572.55 54 1.01 10.57 2.82 2.07 .61 934.17 30.42
Tabls 14C. Schools Scoring Approximately As Predicted on State Asssssment Tests

Wl 579.37 598.76 .62 7.01 12,47 2.91 1.87 .70 1,879 41.76
w2 527.16 539.47 A0 8.26 13.21 2.89 2.15 e .81 803 29.74
W3 509.29 533.97 .38 1.58 11.44 2.19 2,18 .87 1,937 41.21
WA 554.24 573.05 .39 1.46 11.75 2.90 2.11 1.09 1,512 34,36
w5 510.24 538.57 32 6.86 9.72 2.88 2.24 1.08 662 J1.52
wb 528.19 549.00 <34 8.86 9.98 2.69 2,16 1.05 9lo 28.44
Wl 580.74 605.26 A7 8.21 11.89 2.86 1.92 1.59 631 30.03
ws 524.06 355.56 .53 5.43 12,67 2.69 2.23 o 45 580 .12
w9 526.90 563.93 .54 5.63 12.17 2.5 2,23 .72 1,006 34.69
ulo 545.17 570.00 59 5.53 12.19 2.75 2.03 .95 1,588 41.79
Wil 533.82 582.94 59 6,56 12.59 3.2 1.96 1.00 - 487 30.44
w12 556.25 591.75 .0 1.24 6.28 2.50 1.77 ohé 218 18.53
Wil 554.85 567.05 52 6.65 12,28 2.97 2,10 .85 2,885 31.47
Wik 547.36 595.3? .54 8.70 9.19 2.58 2.0 .12 1,056 26.45
W1s 553.73 574.15 35 9.00 12,92 2.65 2.13 1.04 - 1,473 33.48
w6 562.53 586.82 .62 6.61 14.18 3.0 1.91 .73 2,224 33.70
w17 565.70 571.83 .65 6.10 9.94 2.92 1.92 .97 134 30.58
Mean 544.68 570.44 .50 1.16 11.46 2.81 2.06 .85 1,215.53 32.84

< |
32heas 28 schoole include one school that has both saventh snd tenth grade clsssrooms. The dats from this echool ie from ths seventh
zgudc claseroome only. |
For a school to be clsesified se scoring sbove pradicted on the state assssamant tests, it had to scors +4 or mors acroes the three |
ssscasment tests) for & school to be claseified ss scoring below predicted, it had to score -4 or lese scross the threc assscsément |
tests. '
38::1. values for aversge highest degrss faculty received are se follows; one—~leas than Bachaloc's degree; two--Bachelor's degrese;
‘thru-uunr'c degree; four—Master's degres plus thirty hours; £ive~~Educational Spscislist; six~-Doctorsl degres (Ed.D or Ph.D).
‘ Q s vere bseed on the folloving: (a) where the faculty receivad their Bachelor's degress; and (D) the percentsge of gradusces
!E . institution who passed the NTE. Valusa of one, tvo or thrss wars sssigned to thsea universities. A value of one indicats

e et preatige; a valus of thres indicates the lowest prestige. |
LT - N wE am am 1 ta X
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Table 15. Statistical Means of All Variables in
Relation to Predicted State Assessment Scores,

Caddc jeventh & Tenth Grade Schools
Above Approximately Below
Predicted AS Predicted Predicted

Number of Schools 5 17 6
Mothers'
Educational Level 3.92 3.85 3.83
Fathers'
Educational Level 3.75 3.82 3.83
Number of
Siblings 3.61 3.88 3.61
Percentage of
Fathers Who
Are Professionals .26 W22 .26
Percentage of
Mothers Who Are
Not Professionals .32 32 .27
Percentage of
Students Who
Are Black .56 .58 .50
Faculty's Average
Score on NTE
Commons 553.53 544 .68 546 .36
Faculty's Average
Score on NTE

Area 581,48 570.44 572.55
Percentage of
Faculty that
Is White .93 .50 .54
Average Number
of Faculty
Absences 7.33 7.16 7.01
Mean Total
Faculty
Experience 10,33 11,46 1C.57
Average Highest
Degree Faculty
Received 2.77 2.81 2.82
Average Prestige*
of Institutions
Faculty Attended 2.03 2.06 2.07
Average Number of
Days Suspended
Per Student .34 .85 .61
Number of
Students 544.00 1214 .53 934,17
Student
Teacher
Ratio 25.88 32.84 30.42

*These data were based on the following: (a) where the faculty received
their Bachelor's degrees; and (b) the percentage of graduates from that

institution who passed the NTE.
assigned to these universities.

Values of one,

prestige; a value of three indicates the lowest prestige.

™

»*

2 67

two or three were
A value of one indicates the highest



Variables in Full Fifteen Variable
Multiple Regression Model, Third Grade Schools Only

Socioeconomic
Variables

School
Variables

Father's Education

Percentage of Faculty
that is White

Number of Siblings

Mean Faculty Score on NTE
Commons Exam

Percentage of Mothers Who
Are Not Professionals

Mean Faculty Score on NTE
Area Exam

Mear Jighest Degree Attained
By Faculty

Percentage of Fathers Whe
Are Professionals

Percentage of Student Body Mean Faculty Absences

That is Black

Mean Total Faculty Experience

Number of Stadents

Student Teacher Ratio

Administration Test

Mean Prestige of Universities*

Principal Percentile Score on
| Faculty Attended

*These data were based on the following: (a) where the faculty received their
| Bachelor's degrees; and (b) the percentage of graduates from that institution who
| passed the NTE. Values of one, two or three were assigned to these universities.
| A value of one indicates the highest prestige; a value of three indicates the

lowest prestige.
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Table 17

Proportion of Variance Explained Using Multiple
Regression Models, Third Grade Schools Only

A. Full Fifteen Variable Model

Socioeconomic School Variables Both Sets
Subject Area Variables Alone Alone Toge ther

Mathematics J4490%%* JA414% S5546%
(.3802) (.2772) (.3242)

Reading 6523%k%k% 4995%% .6961%%%
(.6201) (.3523) (.5389)

Writing 5843%k%k% 5340%% .6508%*
(.5323) (.3969) (.4701)

B. Reduced Six Variable Model

Socioeconomic School Variables Both Sets

Subject Area Variables Alone Alone Together

Mathematics 4 158%%% L3567 %%% 5354%%%
(.3886) (.2940) (.4639)

Reading 6604%%* .1005 .6869% %%
(.6273) (.0587) (.6388)

Writing 5666%%% .1795% 6416%%%
(.5357) (.1208) (.5865)

* p < .05
*% .01
*kk p .001

A A

* The first number iy each cell is the unadjusted E?; the number in
parenthesis is the r  adjusted for the number of independent variables
and the number of cases in the model.

o 69
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Table 18

Proportion of Variance Explained Using

Stepwise Regression Models, Third Grade Schools Only

Subject Area

A. Full Fifteen Variable Model

Socioeconomic Additional
Socioeconomic Plus Variance
Variables Alone School Variables Explained

Mathematics

Reading

Writing

Subject Area

L4482 .5546 .1064
.6652 .6961 .0309
.5832 .6508 .0676

B. Reduced Six Variable Model
Socioeconomic Additional
Socioeconomic Plus Variance
Variables Alone School Variables Explained

Mathematics

Reading

Writing

L4158 .5354 .1196

. 6504 .6869 .0265

.5666 .6416 .0750
55
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Table 19

Variables Retained in Reduced Six Variable

Multiple Regression Model, Third Grade Schools Only

Test Socioeconomic School
) Variables Variables
Mathematics Father's Education Mean Faculty Score on NTE
Percentage of Mothers Common Exam
Who Are not Mean Number of Faculty
Professionals Absences
Student Teacher Ratio
humber of Students in School
Reading Father's Education Mean Faculty Score on NTE
Number of Siblings Area Exam
Percentage of Mothers Number of Students in School
Who Are not
Professionals
Percentage of Students
Who Are Black
Writing Number of Siblings Mean Faculty Score on NTE
Percentage of Fathers Commons Exam
Who are Professional Mean Faculty Score on NTE
Percentage of Students Area Exam
Who are Black Number of Students in School

71
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Table 20

Variables in Full Sixteen Variable
Multiple Regression Model, All Three
Grade Schools Combined

Socioeconomic
Variables

School
Variables

Father's Education

Percentage of Faculty That
is White

Number of Siblings

Mean Faculty Score on NTE
Commons Exam

Percentage of Mothers Who
Are Not Professionals

Mean Faculty Score on NTE
Area Exam

Percentage of Fathers Who
Are Professionals

Mean Faculty Absences

Percentage of Student Body

Mean Faculty Salary

That is Black

Mean Faculty Experience in School

Number of Students in School

Student-Teacher Ratio

Principal's Percentile Score on NTE
Administration Test

Mean Highest Degree Attained By
Faculty

Mean Prestige of University*
Faculty Attended

*These data were based on the following: (~) where the faculty received
their Bachelor's degrees; and (b) the perc tage of graduates from that
institution who passed the NTE. Values of one, two or three were
assigned to these universities. A value of one indicates the highest
prestige; a value of three indicates the lowest prestige.

-
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Table 21

Variables in Full Seventeen Variable
Multiple Regression Model, Seventh and
Tenth Grade Schools Combined

Socloeconomic School
Variables Variables
Father's Education Percentage of Faculty That
is White
Number of Siblings Mean Faculty Score on NTE
Commons Exam
Percentage of Mothers Who Mean Faculty Score on NTE
Are Not Professionals Area Exam
Percentage of Fathers Who Mean Highest Degree Attained
Are Professionals By Faculty
Percentage of Student Body Mean Faculty Absences

That 1s Black

Mean Faculty Salary

Mean Total Experience of
Faculty

Average Number of Days Suspended
Per Student

Number of Students in School

Student Teacher Ratio

Principal Percentile Score on NTE
Administration Test

Mean Prestige of Universities*
Faculty Attended

*These data were based on the following: (a) where the faculty received
their Bachelor's degrees; and (b) the percentage of graduates from that
insticution who passed the NTE. Values of one, two or three were
assigned to these universities. A value of one indicates the highest
prestige; a value of three indicates the lowest prestige.
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Table 22

Proportion of Variance Explained Using Multiple
Regression Models, All Three Grade Schools Combined

A, Full Sixteen Variable Model

Socioeconomic School Variables Both Sets

Subject Area Variables Alone Alone Together

Mathematics «5726%%% .4380%%* 6847%%x
(.5382) (.3256) (.5839)

Reading e 1348%%% +4915%%x .7986% %%
(.7134) (.3898) (.7342)

Writing 6427%%% . 5884% %% 8197%%x%
(.6139) (.5061) (.7620)

B.Reduced Six Variable Model

Socioeconomic School Variables Both Sets
Subject Area Variables Alone Alone Together
Mathematics +3637%%% 23940k ** .6656%%%
(.5503) (.3555) (.6327)
Reading . 7315%%% .28206%* % 1861 % %%
(.7144) (.2606) (.7651)
Writing ,6360%%* +4359%*% .8092%%%
(.5189) (.4095) (.7904)
* p < .05
** p < .01

*kk P < ,001

1The first number in,each cell is the unadjusted r2, the number in
parenthesis is the r~ adjusted for the number of independent
variables and the number of cases in the model.

| Q '741
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Table 23

Propor:ion of Variance Expla‘ned Using Multiple
Regression Moaels, Seventh and Tenth Grade Schools Combined

A. Full Seventeen Variable Model

Socioeconomic School Variables Both Sets
Subject Area Variables Alone Alone Together
Mathematics . 7690%**% .8466%*% . 9504 %%
(.7165) (.7238) (.8661)
Reading 8672%*%% .8066%**% « 9461 %%*
(.8370) (.6518) (.8543
Writing .6836%%* .7092% .8808%
(.6116) (.4766) (.6781)

B. Reduced Six Variable .fodel

Socioeconomic School Variables Both Sets
Subject Area Variables Alone Alone Together
Mathematics .7370%%% 5667%%% .8895%%%
(.7041) (.5126) (.8574)__
Reading .8425% %% LA919%%% L 9185%%%
(.8151) (.4513) (.8953)
Writing L6184 %%% 4889%* .8529%%%
(.6038) (.3728) (.8109)
* p < .05
* % .R < .01

k%% p < ,001

The first number iB each cell is the unadjusted E?; the number in
parenthesis is the ¥~ adjusted for the number of independent variables and

the numpe: cf cases in the model.
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Table 24

Proportion of Variance Explained Using Stepwise
Regression Models, All Three Grade Schools Combined

A. Full Sixteen Variable Model

Socioeconomic Additional

Socioeconomic Plus Variance
Subject Area Variables Alone School Variables Explaired
Matheratics 5764 6847 .1083
Reading .7388 .7986 .0598
Writing +6455 .8197 1742

B. Reduced Six Variable todel

Socioeconomic Additional

Socioeconomic Plus Variance
Subject Area Variables Alone School Variables Explained
Mathematics 5637 6656 .1019
Reading .7315 .1861 .0546
Writing .6360 .8092 1732
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Mathematics

Reading

Writing

Subject Area

Mathematics

Reading

Writing

Teble 25

Proportion of Variance Explained Using Stepwise
Regression Models, Seventh and Tenth Grade Schools

A. Full Seventeen Variable Model

Socioeconomic
Socioeconomic Plus Variance
Variableg Alone School Variables Explained
.7690 .9504 L1814
.8672 ,9461 ,0789
.6836 .8808 .1972
B. Reduced Six Variable Model
Socioeconomic Additional
Socioeconomic Plus Variance
Variables Alone School Variables Explained
.7370 .8895 .1525
8425 .9185 0760
.6184 .8529 . 2345




Table 26

Rotated Factor Hatrix,1
School and Socioeconomic Variables,
All Three Grades Combined

._
o
w
-
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Factors
Variables
Father's Education (-.81) .17 17 .10
Number of Siblings (.78 .3 -.07 -.19
Percentage of Mothers

Who Are not Professional (.76) -.09 -.18 .40
Percentage of Fathers

Who are Professional (-.79) .24 .31 -.13
Percentage of Student

Body That is Black (.86) -.08 -.23 22
Percentage of Faculty

That is White (-.66) -.06 52 -.20
Mean Faculty Score on NTE

Commons Exam -.23 .11 (.91) -.06
Mean Faculty Score on NTE

Area Exam -.19 -.34 (.83) .05
Mean Faculty Absences .52 -.32 .05 A7
Mean Faculty Salary .05 (.85) -.09 17
Mean Faculty Experience

in School -.08 (.80) -.08 .13
Number of Students in ‘

School .01 (.78) .04 -.19
Student-Teacher Ratio -.07 (.80) -.02 -.14
Principal's Percentile

Score on NTE

Administration Test -.10 -.16 19 (-.78)
Mean Highest Degree -

Attained by Faculty -.20 (.72) .07 .09

Mean Prestige of
Universi&ies Faculty
Attended .28 -.09 (-.71) .36

1This factor analysis employed the principal axis technique, with
factoring stopping at eigenvalues less than 1.00. The factor
loadings reported here are based on a varimax rotation of the
unrotated factor matrix.

2These data were based on the following: (a) where the faculty received
their Bachelor's degrees; and (b) the percentage of graduates from that
institution who passed the NTE. Values of one, two or three were
assigned to these universities. A value of one indicates the highest
prestige; a value of three indicates the lowest prestige.
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Table 27. Rotated Factor Matrix 1, School Variables,
Third Grade Schools
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Factors
Variables
1 2 3

Percentage of

Faculty that is

White (.75) .34 -.07
Mean Faculty

Score on NTE

Commons Exam (.89) -.01 Jd4
Mean Faculty

Score on NTE

Area Exam (.89) -.20 .05
Mean Highest

Degree Attained

By Faculty .28 (.85) .18
Mean Faculty

Absences ~-.01 (-.90) A7
Mean Total

Faculty Experience -.04 (.63) .49
Number of Students -.02 .38 .56
Student Teacher Ratio .26 -.04 (.64)
Principal Percentile

Score on NTE
Administration Test .25 .05 (-.61)
Mean Prestige of
Universifies Faculty
Attended (.-74) -.26 .18

lThis factor analysis employed the principal axis technique, with

factoring stopping at eigenvalues less than 1.00. The factor loadings
reported here are based on a varimax rotation of the unrotated ractor
matrix.

2These data were ba.ed on the following: (a) where the faculty received
their Bachelor's degrees; and (b) the percentage of graduates from that
institution who passed the NTE. Values of one, two or three were
assigned to these universities. A value of one indicates the highest
prestige; a value of three indicates the lowest prestige.
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Table 28. Rotated Factor Matrixl, School Variables,
All Three Grades Combined

Variables Factors

1 2 3

Percentage of
Faculty that is
White -.01 (.73) -.40

M=an Faculty
Score on NTE
Commons Exam .13 (.92) -.05

Mean Faculty
Score on NTE

Area Exam ~-.31 (.86) .09
Mean Faculty

Absences .33 -.09 (.82)
Mean Faculty

Salary (.85) ~.15 1
Mean Faculty

Experience

in school (.82) -.08 -.04
Number of Students (.77 .05 -.03
Student Teacher Ratio (.80) .02 .03

Principal Percentile
Score on NTE
Administration Test -.20 .21 (-.64)

Mean Highest Degree
Attained by Faculty (.72) .06 -.18

Mean Prestige of
Universiiies Faculty
Attended -.08 (-.75) .37

1This factor analysis employed the principal axis technique, with
factoring stopping at eigenvalues less than 1.00. The factor loadings
reported here are based on a varimax rotation of the unrotated factor
matrix.

2These data were based on the following: (a) where the faculty received
their Bachelor's degrees; and (b) the percentage of graduates from that
institution who passed the NTE. Values of one, two or three were
assigned to these universities. A value of one indicates the highest
prestige; a value of three indicates the lowest prestige.
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Table 29. Rotated Factor Matrixl, School Variables,
Seventh and Tenth Grade Combined

Variables Factors
1 2 3

Percentage of Faculty

that is White -.16 (-.85) ~-.15
Mean Faculty Score

on NTE Commons Exam .12 (~.87) .27
Mean Faculty Score

on NTE Area Exam -.26 (-.81) .25
Mean Highest Degree

Attained by Faculty (.79) -.34 -.09
Mean Faculty Absences -.22 (.77) .15
Mean Faculty Salary (.20) .25 .11
Mean Total Experience

of Faculty (.89) .15 .06
Average Number of Days

Suspended Per Student (.65) .35 .46
Number of Students
Student Teacher Ratio (.86} .01 ~.18

Principal Percentile
Score on NTE
Administration Test -.15 -.32 (.74)

Mean Prestige of
Universiﬁies Faculty
Attended .01 (.85) -.35

1This factor analysis employed the principal axis technique, with
factoring stopping at eigenvalues less than 1.00. The factor loadings
reported here are based on a varimax rotation of the unrotated factor
matrix.

2These data were based on the following: (a) where the faculty received
their Bachelcr's degrees; and (b) the percentage of graduates from that
institution who passed the NTE. Values of one, two or three were
assigned to these universities. A value of one indicates the highest
prestige; a value of three indicates the lowest prestige.
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Table 30

Standardized Beta Weights for Three Factor
Scores Predicting State Assessment Tests,
Third Grade Schools Orly

Factor Test
Mathematics Reading Writing
Factor 1 . 43 b 47
Factor 2 .32 4l .40
Factor 3 .01 .07 .02
82
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3 Table 31
' l Predicted and Actual State Assessment Scores
for Schools Included in Questionnaire Study
¥
Condition Predicted Scores
j School -
‘ ' Numbier 1 2
Predicted Actual™ Mathematics Reading Writing
’ 1 H H 89.63 93.14 89.33
' 2 H L 86.49 88.58 88.77
3 H H 85.75 88.92 87 .02
4 H L 83.93 84,21 82,63
. 5 H L 81.13 82.88 82.95
6 L H 79.49 79.40 81.75
7 L L 77.88 81.62 81.27
8 L H 81,97 80.91 77 .37
9 L H 75.82 76.83 76 .73
l 10 L L 76.19 75,22 17 .40
Condition Actual Scores
School
Number Actual Predicted Mathematics Reading Writing
|
1 H H 96.21 98,54 96.78
' 3 H H 92.83 92.90 91.67
6 H L 84.75 83.88 87.08
8 H L 86.2 86.44 81.67
' 9 H L 84.51 84,00 83.02
: 2 L H 79.99 85,41 83.69
: 4 L H 717,73 79.12 80.27
B 5 L H 79.61 79.41 79.79
7 L L 70,77 76.07 76 .66
, ' 10 L L 70.13 70,69 68.78
L H = high predicted score; L = low predicted score.
. 2 H = high actual scorej; L = low actual score.
: ¥y
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Table 32
Selected Socioeconomic Characterist}cs
of Schools in Questionnaire Study

Actual Score

High Low
POPED 4,32 POPED 4,00
High PCTFPRO .302 PCTFPRO .204
Predicted PCTBLACK .213 PCTBLACK .485
Score
POPED 3.69 POPED 3.95
Low PCTFPRO .063 PCTFPKO .101
PCTBLACK .869 PCTBLACK .834
1

POPED is father's educational level. Scale values range from l
(completed less than eight years of school) to 5 (went to college).

PCTFPRO is the percentage of fathers who are professional. PCTBLACK is

the percentage of students who ave black.
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Table 33 1
Significant Predicted Score Main Effects

Variables F-Vajue

1. Students' perceptions of educational expectations
and personal control:

a. Educational expectations of parents 13,6 1%%%
b, Educational expectations of friends 7.29%%
c. You liave to be lucky to get good grades. 7.32%%

2. Students' perceptions of teachers and of class structure:

a. Does you teacher think you could finish college? 5.07*%
b. Teacher tells students to try for better grades. 9,32%%
c. Teacher doesn't care how hard student works, as

long as student passes. 10.07%*
d. Teacher cares that students learn work. 4,30%
e. Student always sits in same seat. 19,7 3%%*

3. Students' perceptions of other students and self:

a. How many would study hard if work wasn't graded? 8.47%%
b. How many tease students who make good grades? 19,.82%**%
¢. How many don't care if they get bad grades? 16,52%%%
*p < .05
*%k .P_ < 01

*x p < 001

The overa.l multivavriate test for the predicted score main effect was
significant [F (41,521) = 5.75, p < .0001}.
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Table 34 1
Significant Actual Score Main Effects

Variables F-value

1. Students' perceptions of educational expectations
and personal concrol:

a. Educational exrzctations of student. 7.86%%
b. People like me do not have a chance in life. 13.38%%*%
¢. People like me never do well in school. 5.77%

2, Students' perceptions of teachers and of class structure:

a. Teacher tells student to try for better grades. 3,98%
b. Student always sits in the same seat. 4,36%
¢. Teacher works with the class as a whole. 6,29%

3. Students' perceptions of other students and self:

a. How much do students learn in this school? 7.69%

b. How does your work compare to friends? 4,45%

¢. How meny think reading is fun? 7.12%%

d. How important is doing well in schooiwork? 4,50%

e. How many work hard to get better grade

than friends? 6.22%

B
***'E )

p < .001

The overall multivariate test for the actual score main effect was
significant {F(4i,521) = 2.47, p < .0001].
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Tab le 35 1
Significant Actual Score X Predicted Score Interaction Effects

Variables F-value

1. Students' perceptions of educational expectations
and personal control:

f a., People like me do not have a chance in life. 33,31 %%%
| b. People like me never do well in school. 44 68% %%
c. You have to be lucky to get good grades. 34 ,31%%%

2, Students' perceptions of teachers and of class structure:
a. Teachers perception of how well ycu do school work 31,77%%*

b. Teachers tell students to do extra work. 10, 11%*
c. Teachers help students who do badly. 12.61%%%*
d. Students always work on some lesson. 11, 84K %
| e. Teachers tell students to try for better grades. 12,.59%%%
| f. Students alway sits in same seat. 14, 15%%%
| g. Teachers work with the class as a whole 4,43%
| h. Teachers don't care how hard student works,
as long as student passes 6.42%

3. Students' perceptions of other students and self:

a, How many would study hard if work wasn't graded? 22, 14%%%
b. How many don't do well because others won't
i like them? 12, 43% %%
| c. How many don't care if they get bad grades? 9, 20%%
\
} *p < .05
i E 33 P < ,01
| k%% p < ,001

e B e M O A e oy A G R G S N an

The overall multivariate test for the actual score x predicted score
interaction effect was significant [£(41,521)=5.29,.2 < ,0001]1.
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Comparison of the Means for Significant Interaction Effects:
Students' Perceptions of Educational Expectations
and Personal Control

Table 36
People like me do not have a chance in life*

Actual Score

High Low

Predicted High 2,93 2.10
Score

Low 2,44 2.62

* The scale values range from l(strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree).

Table 37
People like me will never do well in school®

Actual Score

High Low
Predicted High 3.29 2.47
Score Low 2,53 2,91

* The scale values range from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly
disagree).

Table 38
You have to be lucky to get good grades*

Actual Score

High Low
Predicted High 2.85 2.30
Score Low 2.05 2.60

* The scale values range from 1 (strongly agree) to &4 (strongly
disagree).
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Comparison of Means for Significant Interaction Effects:
Students' Perceptions of Teacher and of Class Structure

Table 39
Teachers' perception of how well you do in school work*

Actual Score

High Low
High 2.45 1.97
Predicted
Score
Low 1.94 2.50
* The scale values range from 1 (better than all people your age) to 5
(poorer than all people your age).
Table 40
Teachers tell students to do extra work*
Actual Score
High Low
High 2.71 2.18
Predicted
Score
Low 2.24 2.49

* The scale values range from | {(almost all the teachers) tov 5 (none of

the teachers).
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Comparison of Means for Significant Interaction Effects:
Students' Perceptions of Teacher and of Class Structure (cont.)

Table 41
Teachers help students who do badly*

Actual Score

High Low
Predicted High 2.01 1.63
Score Low 1.53 1.88
* The scale values range from | (always try to help) to 5 (never try to
help).
Table 42
Students always work on same lesson?
Actual Score
High Low

Predicted High 2,77 2.38
Score Low 2.39 2.74

* The scale values range from 1 (always) to 5 (never).
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Table 43

Comparison of Means for Significant Interaction Effects:
Students' Perceptions of Teacher and of Class Structure (Cont.)

Teachers tell students to try for better grades*

Actual Score

High Low
Predicted High 2.97 3.72
Score Low 3.87 3.66

of the teachers).

Table 44

Students always sit in same seats¥*

Actual Score

* The scale values range from 1 (none of the teachers) to 5 (almost all

High Low
Predicted High 2.96 2.29
Score Low 2.90 2.19

« ey
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* The scale values range from 1 (always) to 5 (never).




Comparison to Means for Significant Interaction Effects:
Students® Perceptions of Teacher and of Class Structure (cont.)

Table 45
Teacher works with the class as a whole*

Actual Score

High Low
Predicted High 3.11 2.61
Score Low 2.76 2,71

* The scales range from 1 (always) to 5 (never).

Table 46
Teachers do not care how hard student works as long as student passes*

Actual Score

High Low
Predicted High 3.29 2.90
Score Low 2,50 2,79

* The scale values range from 1 (almost all the teachers ) to 5 (none of
the teachers).
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Comparison of the Means for Significant Interaction Effects:
Students' Perceptions of Other Students and Self

Table 47
How many would study hard if work wasn't graded*

Actual Score

High Low

Predicted High 3.53 2.80
Ccore

Low 2.52 3.05

* The scale values range from 1 (almost all of the students) to 5 (none
of the students).

Table 48
How many don't do well because others won't like them*

Actual Score

High Low
Predicted High 3.59 3.29
Score Low 2.99 3,52

* The scale values range from 1 (almost all of the students) to 5 (none
of the students).

Table 49
How many don't care if they get bad grades*

Actual Score

High Low
Predicted High 4.05 3.65
Score Low 3.26 3,53

* The scale values range from 1 (almost all of the students) to 5 (none
of the students). T
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Data Elements Included in the Louisiana School Effectiveness Study
I. Faculty Characteristics

Total count

Sexual composition

Racial composition
Experience -- total
Experience -- parish
Experience -~ outside parish
Experience -- current school
NTE common score

NTE area score

NTE composite score

NTE common percentile

NTE area percentile

NTE composite percentile
Highest degree attained
Explained abssr.ces
Unexplained absences

Annual salary amount

Daily salary amount

Age

Average prestige of institutions that faculty attended

II. Principal's Characteristics

Acministrator interview ratinrg
NTE administrator subtest score
Race

Experience -- current school

III. Students' Characteristics

Total count

Sexual composition
Percentage that dropout

Mean number of days suspended

Cther School Variables

Student teacher ratio
Percentage in special education

Students' Socioeconomic Characteristics

Mother's education
Father's education
Number of siblings
Racial composition
Percentage of professional mothers




V. Studerts' Socioeconomic Characteristics (cont)

Percentage of professional fathers
Percentage of nonprofessional fathers

VI. Dependent Variables

Score on math test from Statewide  Assessment
Score on reading test from Statewide Assessment
Score on writing test from Statewide Assessment
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VARIABLE

nIotEXP
MAGE
BICHEXP
NONED
POPED
8188
PGINPRO
PCTMNPRO
PCYFPRO
PCIFUPRO
SCHSEX
SCHRACE
SCHSPEED
SCHOROP
SCHDYSUS
YCOUNT

. SCOUNT

100

46
a6

S8 &K

L1
L1
L1
&6
L 1]

STATISTICAL

MEAN

0.07281257
9. 48933856
0.71799135
Sk, 99258314
590.TuN63286
1.090410%45
2.32494352
T1.78584121
0.04951876
1T137. 11713899
10. 18069349
38.26973537

5.23018369.

3.86256284
3.88156M19
3.09082873
0.25769975
0.33336313
0.19085376
0.60052132
0.4080862231
0.55854620
0.05315082
G. 05028949
0.07988684
19.95652 74
185,17391304

S70 OEV

0.08473107
0.13142921
2.00187599
24.14570112

25.00009594

0.09060613
0.24425043
1.49%25622
0.09893550

451.25938872

2.00747385
2.36797540
1.19{52361
0.32785801
0.36019050
0. 45932252
0. 13824676
0.12374670
0. 16549578
0, 120465747
0.02292748
0.37823058
0.07223925
0.00081281Y
0.10029819
7.77133608

205,66194212

ARALYS IS

SUM

3.33097817
22,50938957
4G3.78760221
25069.65882428
27174,25338737
$0. 15888087
106.94740212
358. 14869574
2.27786311
788314, 9883935%
468. 31190060
1760.40782717
240. 77060981
177.72849087
178. 55195283
142, 15972159
11.85418851
15. 33470379

8, 77927369
27.62674095
22.87662624
25.69312522
2.44493702
0.01331539
3.67MT9442
918, 00000000
22318.00000000

SYSTYEMN

O oo T ot T TE e T T e N : N N N T e
¢
T S S BN U S-SR BE R 2 0 EE P O B G B W am

15:18 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1582

0
0.21052632
&. 50000000
498. 90309091
337.6523461Y
1.00000000
1.5757157158
§.088571829

0

16121. 17687059
5 .95450545
31.38095238
3.45454545
3.10526316
3.18181818
2.32981176
0.03571429
0.07547170

0
0.26415094
0.37022901
0.013“2?02

0

0

0
1.00000000

187.00000000

BEST COPY AVAuL.--

0.20000000
0.81818182
13.06896552
€17.73333333
666.20000000
1,80000000
277182887
10. 71423571
0.56521739
16260, 18518519
16.48275862
NN 38482759
9.1034%828
450943396
N.68150943
4.09859155
0.67928528
0.61971831
0.67924520
0.85000000
0.55277281

1. 00000000

¢ 0,37022%01
0.00381679
0.43525180
40, 00000000
1058. 00000000
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TETT A e
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SYSTEM 15:18 FRIDAY, JURE 11, 1982
VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV sUM NINIIUM HAX 190UK
STUTEAR %6 2%. 34461321 3.81968797 1119,85220743 17.714285T71 33.1828571%
PRSCHEX s 6.2huNN0NN 5.56023036 26100000000 1.00000000 23.60000000
PRADRCER L} ] 3. hiaGNY 3.07692806 15500000000 0 9.00000000
LDEDECRE L1 2.6k538606 0.15i70117 121.62775897 2.31250000 2.97297291
SCHPREST 46 2.10193769 0. 17344574 96.68913357 1.772727127 2.811768T1

CORRELATION COEFFICIENYS / PROB ¥ IR! UNOER HO:PHO=0 / WUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
-
HSEX MRACE MCADDEXP MNTECMSC MNTEARSC MADPERAT MHIDEGRE MABSEXP MABSUNEX MSALANT WTOTEXP NAGE NRSCHEXP

MSEX 1.00000 -0.00819 ~0. i0ﬁ05 <0.30282 =0.17918 0.04402 -D.06576 =0.07266 -0.31753 -0.27641 -0.12616 -0, 11548 0.02278
0.0000 O. 9569 0.4913 0.0408 0.233%5 O0.771% 0.6642 0.63'3 0.0315 0.0630 0.4034 0.4447 0.8805
L 1 a6 &6 &6 L[] 46 46 &6 46 46 46 46

MRACE «0.00319 1.00000 0.0%524 -0. 55116 «0.51823 ~0.08899 -0.88602 0.208557 -0.12589 0.25597 0.00621 -0.05710 0.06251
6.9569 0,0000 0.5290 0.0001 0.0002 0.5565 0.0006 0.05%& 0.%085 0.0860 ©.9673 0.7062 0.6798
&6 8 &6 46 L1 46 &6 &6 &6 46 &6 &6

MCADDEXP -0.10405 0.0952% 1.00000 0.12t07 <0.10839 =0.11256 0.52433 ~0.46218 -0.16514 0.76487 0.96119 0.8075% 0.81576
0.4913 0.5290 0.0C00 O©.4228 O0.4887 0.034% 0.0002 0.0012 0.2728 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
46 &6 46 46 L] &6 46 6 46 N6 46 6

WNTECHSC -0.30282 -0.55776 0.12107 1.06000 0.82825 -0.03652 0.25766 -0.0088% 0.30988 0.14598 0.16432 0,32622 0.08014
0.0408 0.0007 0.%228 0.0000 0.0001 0.8096 0.0839 0.9556 0.0361 0.3330 0.2752 0.0269 0.7911
46 46 6 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 &6

MNTEARSC -O. 17918 <0.51823 -0.10469 0.82825 1.00000 0.07390 0.11498 0.32730 0.30036 -0.09401 -0.05988 0.11786 -0.17390
0.2335 0.0002 0.4887 0.0001 0,0000 -:0.6255 C.uL67 0.3992 0.0425 0.5343 0.6926 0.4354 0.2477
46 46 46 u6 u6 U6 46 &€ L[] L[] 46 46 46

MADPERAT  0.04NO2 -0.08859 =0.31256 =0.03652 0.07390 1.00000 0.00400 «0.17012 -0,03953 ~0.38680 ~0.31696 -0.39908 -0.36297
0.77'& 0.5565 0.03uk 0.8096 0.6255 0.0000 0.9790 0.2584 O0.7982 0.0079 0.0319 0.9060 0.0132
46 L] u6 u6 46 ue u6 46 L[] N6 46 46 u6

WHIDEGRE -0.06576 -0.48602 0.52433 0.25766 0.11498 0.00400 1.00000 «0.66157 -0.08189 0.33339 0.53532 0.30974 O.384A7
0.5642 0.0006 0.0002 0.0839 0.4467 0.9790 0.0000 0.0001 0.5885 0.0236 0.0001 0.0362 0.0083
46 k6 46 46 46 &6 46 46 L[] 46 %6 L] 46

102 MABSEXP =-0.07206 0.28557 -0.46218 -0.00844% 0.32730 -0.i7012 ~0.66157 1.00000 0.30803 -0.14571 ~0.43586 -0.18119 -0,33778

98

0.6313 0.05u8 0.0012 0.9556 0.3992 0.2584 0.0001 0.0000 0.0373 0.3339 0.0025 0.2282 0.0217
46 &6 w6 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 45 46 46
MABSUNEX -0,31753 -0,12589 -0.16514 0.30988 0.30036 -0,03953 ~0.08139 0,30803 1.00000 O. 13645 -0.08059 0.02381 -0,18650 1 O 3
0.0315 0.404W5 0.2778 0.036! 0.0425 0.7942 0.5885 0.0373 0.0000 0.3659 ©0.59uk4 0.8752 0.2146
(T3 46 "6 ué 46 46 46 46 4o 46 We u6 46
HSALAMT  -0.2760% 0.25597 O0.78h87 0.11598 =0. 09“01 ~0.38680 0.33339 -0. 14571 0.13645 1.00000 0.77761 0.71217 0.61838
0.0630 0.0860 0. 0001 0. 33']((: 0.0079 0.0235 3339 0. 30);)’ 0. 00‘:2 0. 002; 0. 003; 0. 00::;
1

g 0
3\____---5-& CE R EE T Y




STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SYSTEMN 15: 18 FRIDAY, JUME 11, 1982

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS /7 PROB § 1R1 UNDER HO:RHOcO / NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
HSEX MRACE MCADDEXP MNTECHSC MNTEARSC MADPERAT MHIOEGRE MABSEXP MABSUNEX MSALANT NTOTEXP MAGE  NSCHEXP

MTOTEXP -0.12616 0.0062) 0.9621% 0.16432 -0.05988 -0. 31696 0.59532 =0.43586 -0.00059 0.7776% 1.00000 0. 75468
0.%034 0.9573 0.000 0.2752 0.6926 0.031 0.0009 0.0025 O0.5%9k 1,000 0.0000 0.0001 0.000%
k6 N6 86 &6 &6 h6 %6 46 &6 46 &6 L3 a6

«0.11588 -0.05710° 0.8075% 0.32622 0.11786 -0.39908 0.30974 -0.18119 0.02381 4,79217 0.84238 0. 88002
0.48%7 0.2062 0.0000 0.0269 O0.435% 0.0060 0.0362 0.2282 0.8752 0.000% 0.0001 0.0001
86 N6 &6 L 1] 46 86 &6 86 &6 46 %

0.02278 0.06251 0.81576 0.04018 -0.1739) -0.36297 0.38447 -0.33778 -0.18650 0.61838 0. 15'5“- 1.00000
0.8805 0.6798 0.0000 0.7931 0.2477 0.0132 0.008) 0.0217 0.2  0.0001 0. 0.0000
&6 L1 &6 &6 L1 86 &6 86 &6 &6 “ L3

-
HOMED -0.26336 -0.3922% 0.20091 0.27049 6.32155 ~C.11263 J.3>7223 -0. 12523 0.94943 9.15728 0.40289 0.22439 0.16863
0.0770 0.0070 0.0586 0.06%0 0.0293 G.8561 0.0001 C.8070 0.3236 0.2963 0.0056 ©.133) 0.2626
86 a6 L L) L L] a6 &6 &6 &6 &6 &6 e

POPED -0.27805 -0.43185 0.30600 0.33529 ©.31930 -0.17027 0.60185 -0.21822 0. 13648 0.19437 0.83069 0.227717 0.1831€
0.0653 0.0027 0.0386 0.0227 0.0305 0.2579 0.0001  0.9431 0.3659 0.1957 0.0028 0.7279 0.2231
e &6 86 L) &6 &5 * 46 &6 &6 &6 &6 86

46

$i8s 0.00718 0.32219 =0,29270 -0.22339 ~0.12041 0.07811 -0.65727 0.42409 «0.012%8 -0.12252 -0.36783 -0.15532 ~0.28430
0.9622 0.0002 0.088% 0.1356 0.4254 0.6059 0.0000 0.0033 0.9339 0.8173 0.0119 0.3027 0.0535
L1 86 &6 L] 86 86 86 86 &6 6 &6 &6

o]
~ PCTINPRO -0.20797 -0.42630 0.31040 0.29558 0.2538% 0 0396h 0.67566 -0.40486 O0.01845 ©.705%1 0.3542% 0.20663 O©. 16420
0.165% 0.003%7 0.0338 0,046 0.0764 7937 0.0000 0.0053 0.9032 D.N657 0.008% 0.1682 0.2753
&6 a6 L 1] &6 46 46 46 N6 46 86 &6 %6 a6

PCTMNPRO -0.04037 0.52310 -0. 14368 -0.25932 -0.22242 0.09403 -0.5064% 0.38857 0.09108 0.07565 -0.18661 0.00739 -0.04286
0.7900 0.0002 O0.3%08 0.0813 0,137 0.53%2 0.0003 0.0076 0.5472 0.6173 0.2183 0,96t 0.7773
&6 46 &6 &6 46 46 46 &6 &6 46 86 L 1 46

PCTFPRO -0.2176% -0.59905 0.26523 O©.40415 0.37310 0.02653 0.65593 -0.35900 0.08722 0.911732 0,3%832 0.20938 0.06552
0.1859 0.000% 0.07%8 0.0053 0,0107 0.8611 0.0001 0.083 0.5644 ©0.8375 0.0145 0.1625 0.6653
&6 46 46 46 46 46 46 &6 46 &6 46 L1 &6

PCTFNPRO O.38177 0.15902 -G.23%92 -0.28305 -0.28766 -0.03829 -0.19723 0.08146 <0.09567 =-0.12605 -0,28389 -0.22779 0.00503
0.0207 0.3230 0.1161 0.0566 0.0526 0.8006 0.1889 0.7644 0.5270 0.4039 0.0559 0.1279 9.9735
46 46 6 L[] ué 46 46 86 46 46 &6 &6 46

SCHSEX -0.04581 0.11476 0.2965) -0.00752 -0.14756 ~0.09083 0.27232 =0.32032 -0.12270 0.08460 0.29172 0.07093 0.3%n58
0.7624 0.4N76 0.0454 0,9605 0.3278  0.5483 0.0670 0.0300 O.8166 0.7685 0.0492 0.6395 0.0206
46 &6 46 t6 46 46 46 46 46 46 ) 46 46 46

SCHRACE  ©.02508 0.76405 -0.17835 =-0.39853 -0.2724> 0.09363 -0.67670 0.45733 =0.00173 0.02341 -0.25852 ~0.12766 ~0: 11763
0.863% 0.000% 0.2357 9.0061 0.0670 0.5360 0.0001 0.001% 0.9909 0.8773 0n.0828 0.3978 0.8363
L1 46 46 u6 u6 u6 46 &6 46 46 46 46 &6

SCHSPEED -0.25255 -0.3540k =0,07759 0.38344 0.36264 =0.11125 -0.01930 0.21003 0.28596 0.06363 =0.07029 0.16199 -0.09781

0.0904 ©0.0158 0.6083 6.0089 0.U133 0.4617 0.8933 0,310 0.0540 0.6744 0.6420 0.2824 0.5178
46 "6 hé hé 46 46 6 46 46 46 46 46 46

; | BEST COPY
| 104 AVAILABLE 105




[°
o2}

HSEX

SCHOROP  0.01620
0.9!::

SCHOYSUS 0.15774
0.2951

TCOUNT  -0.04807
0.751
L1

SCOUNT  -0.08976
0.5532

STUTEAR  -0.29803
o.ou:z

PRSCHEX =0.10579
O.szg

PRADNPER ~0.00197
0.9822

LDEDI.GRE -0.08698
0.56::

SCHPREST 0.17422
0.2469
L 1)

HOMED

NSEX «0.25336
0.0770
L1

MRACE -0.39225
0.0079

(13

MCADDEXP 0.28091
0.0%86

46

MNIECMSC  0.27049
0.0622

ETLL Q3ha VAYITY

STATISTICAL

ANALYS IS

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB § !R! UNDER HO:RHO=0 /
MRACE MCADDEXP MNTECHSC MNTEARSC MADPERAT KiiDEGRE

=0.24908 ~0.01233
93

0.0951
13

=0.03096
0.4382
L] ]

-0.09541
0.5282
46

~0.13463
0.3724
k6

0. 11679
0.4396
&6

«0.005%9
0.9709
N5

«~0,1289
0.4266
L

-0.04306
0.7763
46

0.60629
0.0001
46

POPEOD

-0.27405
0.0653
46

~0.43185
0.6027
46

0. 30600
9.0386
W6

0.33529
0.022!
W6

0.11381
0.4514
46

=0.16455%
0.27%5
L[]

=0.14169
0.3876
a6

-0.09928
0.51%5
46

0.17989
0.2316
&6

-0.0098%
0.9%88
45

0.18195
0.2316
%5

-0.00304
0.9840
46

~0.47017
©.0010
u6

PCTMNPRO

-0.0u037
0.7900
46

0.52310
0.0002
u6

-0.14368
0.3408
u6

-0.25932
0.0818
W6

n.08034
0.59%6
L1

0.16398
0.2762
6

«0.02025
0.8937
L[]

=0.05545
0,714k
u6

~0.18095
0.2288
a6

=0.04317
0.7783
&5

-0.20486
0.1770
"5

~0.03833
0.8001
ué

~0.16590
0.2705
46

PCTFPRO

-0.21784
0.1459
ué

-0.59905
0.000?
L6
0.26523
0.0748
u6
0.u40415

0.0U53
h6

0.03429
0.8210
46

=0.1207%
0.4201
46

0.24518
0. 1005
L1

0.29226
0.0437
46

0.18378
0.2215
T

=0.03199
0.8347
85

=0.00656
0.9555
5

0.50938
0.0001
L L

=0.32734
0.0264
u6
PCYFNPRO
0.38177
0.0201
L1

0. 14902
0.3230
46

=0.23492
0.1161
ué

-0.28305
0.0566
ué

-0. 002“5
0.5859
46

«0.04839
0.748k
&6

«~0.21982
0. 1421
L[]

~0.21880
0. 1480
&6

0.05422
0.7204
&6

=0.01433
0.9256
85

«0. 14496
0.34821
¥

-0.33917
0.0211
&6

0.219%0
0. 1420
L[]

SCHSEX

~0.04581
0. 7624
a6

0.11476
0.4476
a6

0.29651
0.0454
hd

~0.00752
0.9605
a6

SYSTEM
NUMBER OF OBZERVAT (OWS
MABSEXP HABSUREX

-0. 18967
0.2596
a6

-0.23279
0.1195
L1

=0. 19584
0.1921
L1

=0. 15837
0.2932
46

0.2572%
0.0804
&6

=0.17935
0.2384
L} ]

0.13252
0.3855
5

-0, 10749
o.a7TN
&6

~0.03646
0.8099
&6

SCHRACE

0.02608
0.863%4
&6

0. 76405
0.0001
&6

-0.17835
0.23517
46

=0.29853
0.0L61
hé

NSALANT

=0.04531
8.7589
46

~0. 27195
0.9576
&6

-0.05239
0.7295
L L)

=0.02224
0.8834
hé

0.17822
0.2360
a6

0.2119%
0.1622
&5

=0.19916
0.1897
85

0.54398
0.0001
L[]

0.153713
0.3141
a6

SCHSPZED

=0.25255
0.0904
L1

-0, 35404
0.0156
L1

~0.07759
0.6083
("3
0.38144

0.0v089
46

15:18 FRIBAY, SUNE 11, 1852

HTOTEXP

0.01%00
0.9232
L1

-0, 25901

0.0216€
L[

0.23527

3,155
1)

0.27629
0.0632
L1

0.17%98
0.2820
k5

0.16336
0.2689
&5

~0.25004
0.097%
85

0.5116%
0.0003
a6

«0.02580
0.8649
L1

SCHDROP

0.01620
0.9149
46

~0.24908
0.0951
LT

-0.01233
0.9352
u6

0.09567
0.5211
46

MAGE  MITHIXP
9.59%66 ~0.03800

0.3102
&5

3. 21850

0. 1akh
L1

0. 12068
0. 1283
£S

0. 14933
0,.3212
RS

0.1052%
0.4863
N6

0.22317
0.139%
k5

-0.21760
0.1510
a3

0. 34990
0.0171
a6

-0.01005
0.9471
46

SCHDYSUS

0.15778
0.2951
L1

-G.03096
0.8382
46

-0. 18356
0.2167
u6

-0.05347
o.1202
u6

c
— ’ |
: |
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REAYE

HONED PoPED

MNTEARSC 0.321%5
0.0293 O. 0305

MADPERAT -0.11263 ~0.17027
0.4561

0.2579

(73

MNIDECRE 0.57223 0.6018%
0.0001  0.0001

13

T MABSEXP <-0.12523 ~0.21822
0.3070 0. 1451

13 13

MABSUNEX O0.14943 0.13644
0.3216 0.36%9

~h6 3

MSALAMT  0.15728 0.19431
0.2965 0.1957

- “ 1]
O uTOTEXP 0.40249 0.43069
0.0056 0.0028

13 "3

MAGE 0.22439 0.22777
6.1338 0.1219

13 13

MSCHEXP 0.16865 0.18316
0.2626 0.2231

56 13

NOMED 1.00000 0.91929
0.0000 0.000)

46 u6

roPED 0.9192% 1.00000
0.0001 0,0000

46 u6

SIBS -0.57713 =0.63953
0.0001 0.0001

“6 u6

PCINPRO 0.77259 0.74381
0.00010 0.0001

u6 u6

0.31930 'O.lzohl
254

0.07811
0.6059
86

=0.65727
0.0001

0.42409
0.0033
&6

=90.01258
0.9339
46

=0.12232
0.8173
L[]

-0.3678)
0.0119
L[]

-0.15532
0.3027
L[]

-0,28430
0.0555
a6

«0.57713
0.0001
46

«0.6395}
0.0001
46

1.00000
0.0000
46

-0.57u81
0.000}
46

STATISTICAL
CORRELATION COEFFICIERTS / PROB ¥ IRl UNDER HO:RHO=O /

ANALYSIS SYSTEMN

PCTMPRO PCTHNPRO PCTFPRO PCTTNPRO  SCHSEX SCHRACE SCHSPEED
0.26384 -0.222%2 ©0.37310 =0.28766 =0.14756 -0.27243 0.36264
0.0768 0.137& 0.0107 0.0526 0.3278 0.0670 0.0133
a6 73 46 T3 a6 LT 46
0.03968 0.09%03 O. ozsss -0.03829 -0.09083 0.09363 -0.11125
0.7937 0.5342 0.8611 0.8006 0.5483 0.5360 0.4617
13 8 46 T3 46 6 46
0.67566 -0.5064% 0.55593 -C.19723 0.27232 -0.67670 -0.01938
©.0001 0.0003 0.0001 0.1889 0.0671 0.0001 0.8983
3 46 46 46 13 T
-0.40446 0©.38851 -0, 35900 0.08146 =0.32032 O0.845733 0.21014%
0.0053 0.0076 ©.01k 0.7688 0.0300 0.0014% 0.t510
13 73 hs %6 6 (13
0.01885 0.09108 ©.08722 -0.09567 =0.12270 -0.00173 0.28396
0.9032 0.5872 0.5648 0.5271 0.4166 0.9909 0.0540
86 %6 %6 73 46 '3
0.105%1 ©.07565 0.11732 -0.12605 0.04460 0.02341 0.06363
0.4857 0.6173 0.4375 0.403¢ 0.7685 0.8773 0.6744
13 73 L 86 13 6 46
0.38424 -0.18661 0,35832 -0.28389 0.29172 ~-0.25852 -0.07039
0.0084 0.2143 0.0185 0.0559 0.0492 0.0828 0.6%20
86 "6 (73 &6 46 a6 46
0.20665 0.00739 0.20938 -0.22779 0.07093 -0.12766 0.16191
0.1682 0.961) 0.1625 0.1279 0.6395 0.3978 0.2824
46 46 46 46 46 L] L)
G.16420 -0.04286 0.06552 0,00503 0.34058 ~0.11763 -0.09781
0.275% 0.7773 0.6653 0.9735 0,0206 0.4363 0.5178
a6 u6 73 46 46 T3
0.77250 -0.50789 0.7456% =0.51156 0.21169 -0.52398 0.07010
0.0001 0.0003 0.00G1 0.0003 0.1579 0.0002 0.6k34
46 u6 a6 '3 a6 &6 46
0.74381 ~0.60759 0.79670 ~0.50020 0.24629 -0.640AT 0.12361
0.0001 0.000f 0.0001 0.0008 0.0989 0.0001 0.4131
u6 46 46 13 13 13 "
-0.57481 0.57768 -0.59266 0.15056 -0.17183 0.66745 -0.09572
0.000) 0.0001 0.0001 0.3179 0.2:3*  0.0001 0.5269
u6 ué u6 a6 13 '3 46
1.00000 -0.61994 0.83u2k ~0.51074 0,31340 -0.55808 0.01071
0. 0000  0,0u001 0.000) 0.0003 0.0339 0.0UD) 0.9u37
u6 u6 u6 u6 a6 - '3 ué6
BEST COPY AVAILABLE

15:18 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982
NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS

SCHOROP SCHOYSUS  TCOUNT
0. llSll -0.‘6&55 «0. 10149
0.3476

0.451%

0.08034
0.5956
L)

0.03%29
0.08210
)

-0.08203
0.5059
85

«0.16%67
0.2596
46

«0.04651
0.7589
46

0.01500
0.9212
46

0.09360
0.5102
46

-0.05808
0.7014
46

0.05304
0.7263
46

0.07123
0.6380
&6

0.01085
0.9429
hé

0.07049
0.6416
46

743
i&

0.16398 -0.02023

0.27162 0.0937
86 L)

=0, 12078 0.20518
0.4281 0.1003
L) 86

-0.04859 -0.21902

0.7488 O.1821
N6 a6

«0.23279 -0.1958%4
0.119% 0.1921
L] L1

-0.2718% -0.05239
0.0676 0.7295
&6 46

0.23527
0.115%
6

~0.25951
0.0816
46

0. 12068
0.4243
46

-0.21860
0. 14kk
&6

-0.06620
* 0.6620
&6

0. 10297
0.4959
6

-0.41851
0.0038
46

-0.3%269
0.0162
&6

0.29100
0.0498
4é

0.32319
0.0285
6

0.100%5 -0.16761

0.5078 0.2655
46 L)
~0.25308 0.12418
0.0897 0.4110
u6 u6

109
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STATISTICAL ARALYSIS SYSTEMN 15: 18 FRIDAY, JURE 11, 1982 1
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB ¥ IRI UNDER HO:RHO=0 / NUMBER OF OBSERVAT IONS l
MOMEC POPLD $I1BS PCTMPRO PCTMNPRO PCTFPRO PCTENPRO  SCHSEX SCHRACE SCHSPEED SCHOROP SCHOYSUS  TCOUNT

PCTMNPRO =0.50789 =0.60739 0,.57768 -0.61%9% 1.00000 -0.78701 0.46411 =0,18%00 0.81528 =0.06265 -0.08332 -0.06266 <0.03300
0.0003 0.000§ 0.0001 0.0001 0.0000 0.0001 0.0012 0.2209 0.0001 O0.6791 0.5820 O0.67%91 0.7980 |
A ] L1 L 1) L6 46 46 &6 L 1 &6 &6 L1 L

PCTFPRO  O0.7436% 0.79670 -0.59266 0.83424 -0.74701 1.00000 -0.65221 0.07832 -0.74183 0.22318 0,20895 -0.200%% 0.18212
0.0001 0.0001 ©.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0000 0.0001 - 0.6049 0.0001 0.1360 0.163% 0.1806 O.361
L1 L] L1 &6 &6 &6 &6 . 46 &6 &6 - 46 6 e

PCTFNPRO -0.51156 =0.50020 0.1%056 -0.51078 0.46411 -0.65221 1.00000 -0.09639 0.26479 -0,12172 =0.19723. 0.20083 -0.07767
0.0003 0.0008 0.3179 0.0003 0.0012 0.0001 0.0000 0.7097 0.075) 0.%203 0.1089 0.1720 0.60
L 1) &6 &6 &6 &6 a6 46 L1 46 . N6 86

SCHSEX 0.21169 0.248629 -0.17183 0.31380 -0.18800 0.07832 -0.3%639 1.00000 -0.31219 -0.62383 -0.N6581 -0.17811 0. |20‘.
0.1579 0.0989 0.2535 G.0339 0.2209 0.6049 0.7097 0.0006 0.4579 0.0001 0.0011 0.2872 .
&6 46 &6 &6 &6 &6 46 46 &6 86 L] 56

4234

L

SCHRACE =0,52398 =0.68047 0.66745 -0.55808 0.81528 -0.74183 0.26479 =0.11219 1.00000 -0.22961 -0.14262 -0.08693 -0.13529
0.0002 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0753 0.84379 .0000 ©.1248 O.344k  0.3657 +2996

. &6 &6 &6 &6 &6 86 * 46 46 &6 46 L] L

SCHSPEED 0.07010 0.12361 =0.09572 0.01071 -0.06265 0.22318 -0.12172 =0.62383 -0.22961 1.00000 0.45382 0.1860% -0.19109
0.6834 0.8131 0.5269 O0,9437 0©.6791 0.1360 0.4203 0.0001 0.128 0.0000 0.00¥5 0.2157 0.203
L &6 &6 &6 &6 &6 &6 6 &6 46 &6 (14 L

\o .

© SCHDRCP 0.05304 0.07123 0.01085 0.07049 -0.08332 0.20895 -0.19723 -0.46581 -0.14262 0.85382 1.00000 0.42777 0.0k001
0.7263 0.6380 0.9%29 0.68%6 0.5820 0.163% 0.1889 0.0011 O0.38& 0.0015 ©0.0000 0.0030 0.7918
(19 &6 b6 L 14 &6 L1 &6 &6 46 86 6 N6
SCHOYSUS -0.81851 =0,35269 0.10015 -0.25308 ~0.06266 -0.2009% 0.20485 =0.1781t -0.0869% O©.1860% 0.42777 1.0000) =0.03629
0.0038 0.0162 0.5078 0.0897 0.6791 0.1806 0.1720 0.2872 0.5657 0.2157 0©0.0030 0.0000 0.8005

L1 &6 &6 46 46 hé &6 L1 &6 46 86 6
TCOUNT 0.29100 0.32319 -0.16761 0.12418 ~0.03080 0.14212 -0.07767 0.12081 =0.1362y =0.19109 0.04001 -0.03829 1.00000
0.0M98 0.0285 0.2655 0.4110 0.7980  0.3u61 0.6079 0©.825% 0.2996 0.2033 ©0.7918 0.8005 0.0000
&6 46 L1 &5 u6 L L] &6 &6 46 &6 46 46
SCOUNT 0.39358 O.8¥547 =0.23784 0.2C143 -0,15422 0.28112 =0.12216 0.08180 -0.28952 -0.07362 0.07168 -0.04515 0.95177
0.0068 0.0019 0.1121 0.1795 0.3062 0.1065 0.4187 0.5889 0.0510 0.6268 ©0.6359 0.7657 0.000!
&6 &6 46 L 46 U6 46 N6 &6 &6 46 46 M6
STUTEAR  0.82512 0.505%0 -0.30871 0.23967 -0.3366! 0.33889 -0.16543 =0.15399 -0.39%04 0.45347 0.14177 -0.02291 =0.02271
0.0032 0.0003 0.0368 0.1087 0.0222 0.0212 0.2719 0.3069 0.0067 0.0016 O0.373 0.8799 0.8309
AG &6 &6 46 u6 46 L1 &6 &6 6 \.6 a6 a6

110 PRSCYEX -0.11835 =0.06788 -0.00699 -0.14070 0.2437) 0.02927 0.16123 =0.27015 0.02807 0.21900 0.14096 -0.04165 0.:03626 1 11

0.4388 0.6577 0.9637 0.3566 0.1067 0.8486 0.2900 0.0727 0.8753 0.0542 0.3557 0.7859 0.5732
L} 45 &5 b5 u5 u5 &5 85 &5 b5 45 45 L]

PRADMPER -0.03427 ©.04095 -0.09344  0.12466 -0.27852 0.06654 -0.02730 0.04265 =0.17090 0.0u782 -0.04431 0.04581 -0, 19142
0.8232 0.789% 0.5u15 0.4  0,0639 0.6641 0.8587 0.7809, 0.2617 O. 7561 0.7726 0.7651 0.2078
L] "5 u5 u5 u5 u5 45 &S . us 45 45 45 45

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

- 3



o ~ B e
-

HOMED
LDEDEGRE  0.25259
0.0902

SCHMREST -0.23052
0. tzzg

SCOUNT

MSEX -0.08976
0.5530
86

HRACE =0, 13463
0.3728
a6

NCADDEXP ©.21035
0.1602

MNTECHSC -0.03%40
0. 79:6

MMTEARSC -0.09928
O.Sl:z

16

HADPERAT -0.05545
0. 1‘:2

WHIDEGRE 0.29226
0.0&:;

| MABSEXP -0.21860
0.1840
%6

MABSUNEX -0.15837
0.29:2

HSALAMT -0.02224
0.8834%
W6

Q NIRRT 0.?271620
: (TP g
h6

POPED

0.20043
0. l.l?

=0.20626
G.0538
86

STUTEAR

=0. 29803
0.0443
85

-0. 11679
0.439%6
86

0.13238
* o.ms
&6

0.10670
0.2'81
&6

0.17989
0.2316
86

-0. 18095
0.2288
L1

0.18378
0.2215
46

0.05822
0.7204
46

0.25725
0.084Y
46

0. 17822
0.2360
46

0.171598
0.2020
L]

-0.25277
0.0901
&6

0.23651
0.1135
&6

PRSCHEX

-0.1057%
0.4892
85

=0.00559
0.9709
L}

0.20082
o‘ ‘oso
45

0.02435
0.871%)3
45

«0.00984
0.%488
85

-0.08317
0.7783
45

-0.03199
0.8347
45

~0.0t433
6.9256
45

-0.17935
0.2384
L))

0.21195
0.1622
05

0.16836
0.7689
0

STATISTICAL
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB § §RI UNDER HO:RHO=0 / NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
PCTFPRO PCTFNPRO  SCHSEX SCHRACE SCHSPEED SCHORGP SCHOYSUS  TCOUNT

0.31983 =0,11503 -0.12118 ~3, 18049 0.05940 0.05101 -0.13762 0.07688
0.73& 0.36!7 O.Clg

FCTHPRO
0.37548
0.0101
L1
=0.39679
6.006)
N6
PRADHPER

-0.00197
0.9898
85

=0.12149
0.4266

85

~0.27043
0.0724
85

0.09504
0.5346
5

0.18195
0.2316
85

=0.20406
0.1770
45

~0.00856
0.9555
45

~0. 14496
0.342})
45

0.13252
0.3855
45

-0.19916
0.1897
"5

-0.25004
v.u9 I6

ll

PCTMNPRO

=0.Y0922
0.4700
46

0.44805
0‘ w"
46

LOEDEGRE

=-0.08698
0.5654
L 13

=0.08306
0.7763
L 13

0.53523
0.0001
L 13

0.035T
0.8137
L[

=0.00304
0.9840
ué

-0.038138
0.8001
46

0.58918
0.0001
b6

<0.33917
0.0211
46

~. 10749
0.477
46
0.54398
0.0001
46

0.51161
0. 003
lo‘L.

0.0303
46

=0.4%kb¥9
0.0018
L1

SCHPRESTY

0.17422
0.2469
N6

0.60629
0.0001
46

0.02772
0.803%
&6

=~0.579%1
0.0001
46

=0.47017
0.0010
L1

«0.16590
0.2705
46

-0.3273%
0.0264
46

0.21990
0. 1420
46

~0.03646
0.8099
46
15173
0.3
46
=0.02%00

0.8064Y
[T

ANALYS IS SYSTEMN

NN65  0.8226 G.21300 ©.6950
46 N6 &6

15:18 FRIDAY, JUNE 1, 1982

0.26408 -0.004%% 0.87336 -0.17584 -0.25217 -0.10633 -0.03/06

0.0762 0.9740 0.0009 0.2424
&6 46 &6 L1

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

00909 0.4818
L1
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SCOUNT

MAGE 0.149%%
0.3212

86

MSCHEXP 0.11912
0.8308

N6

NWOMLD 0.3935:

POPED 0. 44507
0.0019
a6

sies =0,23788
0.v12¢
)

PCTHPRO  0.20183
0.179%
L1

FCTMNPRO -0, 1322
0.3062

86

pCIFPRO  O.20112
0.106%

86

PCTFHPRO -0. 12216
g.m87

86

SCHSEX 0.08180
9.58089

ué

SCHRACE  -0.289%2
0.0510
46

1 1 4‘ SCHSPEED -0.07362
0.6268

SCHDROP  0.07168
0.6359
ho

} & R U BN @Bn & =X =&
\

STUTEAR
0.1632%
0.40863
46

0.09671
0.5226
86

0.82512
o. wsz
L1

0.5054%0
0.0003
46

-0.3007?
0.0360
45

0.23967
0.1087
46

-0.33661
0.0222
L1

0. 33889
0.0212
46

«0. 16543
0.27119
46

-0. 15399
0.3069
&6

=0. 39404
0.0067
k6

0.45307
0.0016
&6

o.W 77
0.3
¢

0.22377
0,139%
L})

0.24822
0.1002
L}

-0.1183%
0.4388
L}

-0.06708
0.6577
85

«0,00699
0.9637
&5

-0, 14070
0.3566
85

0.2037%
0.1067
85

0.02927
0.3486
85

0.16123
0.2900
45

=0.27015
0.0727
L))

0.02407
0.8753
45

0.20900
0.05%42
45

0.14096
0.35%7
L}

STATISTICAL
CORRELAT1ON COEFFICIENTS / PROB % {R! UNDER HO:RHO=0 / WUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
PRSCHEX PRAOMPER LOEDEGRE SCHPREST

«0,.21760
0.1510
L}

-0.25090
0.05%8%
5

=0,03827
0.8232
85

0.04093
o. z.’.
85

-0, 09344
0.5415
&5

0.12466
0.8146
85

-0.27852
0.0€39
5

0.06654
0.6641
¥

~0,02730
0.8587
5

0.04265
0.7809
45

«0.170%90
0.2611
L}
0.04782
0.7551
L5

-0, 04431
0.71?6
"5

0. 34950
0.0171
86

0.33598
0.022%
86

0.25259
0.0903

0.20003
0.1817
u6

-0.25277
0.0%01

0.37%48
0.0101
86

-0, 10922
0.4700
46

0.3198)
0.0303
46

-0, 11503
0.4465
L6

-0, 12114
0.4226
ué

-0. 18049
0.2300
46

0.059“0
0.6950
u6

0.05101%
0.7364
ho6

-0.01005
0.9471
46
0.16863
0.2624
46

~0.23052
0.1232
46

=0.20628
0.0538
&6

0.23651
0.113%
86

=0,39679
0.0063

0. 44805
0.0018
46

-0,t40899
0.0L.18
46

0.26404
0.0762
46

-0, 00494
0.9740
46

0.47336
0.0009
46

-0. 17584
0.2u424
u6

-0,25217
0.0909
46

1y

Ay

ANALYS IS SYSTENRN 15:18 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SYSTEM 15:18 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1962
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB 1 IR1 UNDER HO:RiO=0 / NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
SCOUNT STUTEAR PRSCHEX PRADMPER LOEDEGARE SCHPREST

SCHOYSUS -0.0451% -0.02291 =0.04165 0.04581 -0.13762 -0.10633
0.7657 O©.8799 O0.7859 0.7651 0.3617 0.u818
&6 L}] 85 46 46

TCOUNT 0.95%17 -0.02271 0.08626 -0.19142 0.07688 -0.03706
0.0001 0.8809 0.5732 0.2078 0.6116 0.8068
L 1 &6 8 &5 46 46

SCOUNT 1.00000 O©.2614% 0.12649 -0.18333 0.09146 -0.06128
0.0000 0.0793 O.8077 0,2280 0.5455 0.6658
&6 a6 85 L} 46 46

STUTEAR ©0.26144 1,00000 0.16903 0.02822 0.08972 -0.01998
0.0793 0.0000 O©.2670 0.85% 0.5532 0.895!
L1 L[ 5 &5 46 46

PROCHEX 0.12689 ©.16903 1.00000 =0.39281 ©0.26367 0.10966
0.8077 ©0.2670 ©0.0000 0.0076 0.0801 0.4733
k5 85 85 1 5 u5

PRADNPER -0, 18333 0.02822 -0.39281 1.00000 -0.19169 ~0. 18005
0.2280 O0.8540 0.0076 0.0000 0.2071 0.2366
L} ) 5 85 %5 45

© .

W LDEDEGRE 0.09146 0.08972 0.26367 -0.19169 1.00000 0.01601

0.545% 0.5532 0.0801 0.2071 0.0000 0.959

&6 &6 85 &5 46 46

SCHPMESTY -06066;';’0 -0.01998 ©.10566 ~0.18005 0.01601 1.00000
.6858

0.895% O.4733 0.2366 0.9159 0.0000
&6 85 L)) u6 46

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 117
116
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STATISTICAL ANALYS|IS SYSTEMN 15:22 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1932

119

"-CEB8T copy AVAILRELE

VARIABLE L] MEAN STD DEV SUN MINTNUM RAX Il
APCMATH &6 81.62694845 6.63036652 3754.83962891 67.94682857 96 . 21093750
APCREAD 13 83.72502323 6.9712593}3 3851.3%106858 £8.847098214 96.93%1362%
APCWRIT LT $2.76556311 5.93392915 3807.37230320 68.77976130 96.77738375
MSEX L 1) 0.07281257 0.04473107 3.33097817 1] 0.20000000
MRACE 13 0.48933456 0.13142921 22.50938957 6.21052632° 0.81818182
NCADOEXP L1 8.77799135 2.00187599 403, 78760221 %.50000000 19 .Q‘O“Sﬁ!
MNTECHSC &6 Skl . 99258314 28. 14570112 25069 .65382428 498.9090909* §17.73333333
MNTEARSC &6 590. TW8E 3886 25.00009594 27174.25338737 537.65388615 666 . 20000302
MADPERAT 13 1.0908 1045 0.09060613 50. 128480087 1. 00600000 1.%0000000
WHIDEGRE &6 2.32098352 0.24N82504) 106. 94740212 1.575757158 2.77182857
MABSEXP L1 7.70584121 1.49%925622 358. 14869574 §.88%71420 10. 828571
© MABSUNEX L 1) 0.049510876 0.09893550 2.27786311 (1] 0.56521739
V' msALAMT L1 17137. 71713899 451.25938472 788334 . 98839354 16121, 17647059 18260. 1551859
NIOTEXP L1 10. 13069349 2.00747385 468, 31190060 5.95458545 16.82275862
MAGE 6 38.26973537 2.36797540 1760.40782717 31.38095238 4N, J0N082759
NSCHEXP L1 5.23814369 1.19152367 240 .77060981 3. 45456549 9.10350020
NOMED 46 3.066366284 0.32785801 177. 72849047 3.105263%6 §.509431398
POPED ug 3.88156419 0.36019050 178.55195283 3. 18181818 4.68150543
siss U6 3.090u2873 0.45932252 1W2.1591215¢ 2.32981176 §.0985915%
PCTHPRO &6 0.25769915 0.1382u676 11.85418851 0.03571429 0.67924528
PCTMNPRO L1 0.33336313 0.12974670 15. 33470379 0.07547170 0.6197183¢
PCTFPRO 46 0.19085376 0.16549576 8.77927309 . 0 0.671924528
PCTFRPRO 46 0.60058132 0. 12665707 27.62678095 0.26415094 '0. 85000000
SCHSEX 46 0.48862231 0 03292748 22.47662624 0.37022901 0.55277281
SCHRACE u6 0.55854620 0.3708230%8 25.69312522 0.013422082 1. 00000000
SCHSPEED hé 0.05315082 0.07223925 2.4h4937062 0 0. 37022901
'SCHDROP 16 0.00028949 v 0.00381679
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SYSTEMN 15:22 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982
VARIABLE N MNEAN 870 OEV SUM MINIWN MAX | UM
SCHDYSUS N6 0.0798868% 0.10029819 3.67479042 0 0.435251800
TCOUNT 46 19.95652174 7.77733608 918. 00000000 7.00000000 %0 .00000000
SCOUNT 46 485, 17391304 205.66T94212 22318.00000000 187.00000000 1038 .00000000
STUTEAR a6 28,3006 1321 3.81560797 1119.85220745 17.714208571 33. 0205718
PASCHEX L} 6. 20400000 5.56023036 281. 00000000 1.00000000 23.00000000
PRADMPER (1] 3. ey 3.07892806 135, 000000C0 o 2.00000000
LDEDEGRE 46 2.64538606 0.15170317 121. 68775897 2.312%0000 2.91291291
SCHPREST 46 2.10193769 017344574 96.68913357 1. 71272727 2.01767

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROS § IRI UNDER HO:RHO=0 / NUMOER OF OBSERVATIONS
. APCMATH "APCREAD APCWRIT

HSEX  -0.28837 -0.18213 -0.1896!
_0.0520 "0.2237 ~0.2069

96

MRACE «0. 44104 -0.55784 -0.5%01N
0.0022 0.0001 0.000)
46 46 k6

NCADDEXP 0.16382 0.23809 0.23266
0.2157 o.M} O0.M197
46 46 k6

MNTECNSC 0.37i14l 0.35583 0.M1008
0.0110 0.0152 0.0046
46 46 46

MNTEARSC 0.29439 0.29236 0.28048
0.0470 0.0486 0.0590
46 46 6

MADPERAT -0.02260 -0. 14002 =0.07845 1 2 2
0.2815 o.ssgg 0.6043

121 46 46 ) !

MRIDEGRE O0.47886 0.55468 0.55236
0.0008 0.000) 0.0000
46 46 46

MABSEXP -0, 30869 -0.30585 =0.32344
0.036Y 0.0387 0.0283
46 46 &6

Ax ]
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SYSTEM 15:22 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1962
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / pROB ¥ IR! UNDER HO:RHO=0 / NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
APCMATH APCREAD APCWRIT
MABSUNEX O. 11904 -0.00339 -0.02951
0.4307 0.9822 0.8456
%6 6 6

MSALANT  0.09340 O0.11611 0.11736
0.5370 0.4423 0.4373
46 46 . &6

RTOTEX? 0.19249 0.27737 0.26827
. 0.202(6) 0.0620 0.07:2

46
h )
MAGE 0.07459 .15349 0.21132
0.6223 0.3085 0.1586
46 46 &6

MSCHEXP 0,0%676 ©,15901 0.16558
0.7079 0.2912 0.2715
LT A6 46

MONED 0.40892 0,5543% 0.4K678
0.0048 0,000t 0.0019
&6 46 &6

POPED 6.52959 0.62391 0,525
0.0002 0,000t 0.0002
46 46 &6

SiBs =0.53873 -0.67612 -0.62535
0.002; 0.0001  0.0001

PCTMPRO  0.58283 0.63206 0.61626
0.0001  0.000% 0.0001
46 46 &6

PCTMNPRO =0.61396 -0.73681 -0,66968
0.0001 0.002; 0.002;

PCTFPRO 0.5837% 0,68110 0.66138
0.0028 0.002; 0.0001

6
PCTFNPRO =0.40653 =0.39954 ~0.42963 :

0.0051 0.0059 0.0029

46 46 6

SCHSEX 0.17513 0.1567% 0.10006
o.2u4s 00,2962 0.5082
ho 6 6

o BEST COPY AVAILABLE [ 23 |
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STATISTICAL ANALYS IS SYSTEH 15:22 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 19062
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROS § 1R1 UNOER HO:RNHO=0 / WUMBER OF OBSERVATIOHS
APCMATH APCREAD APCWRIT
SCHRACE =0.60260 =0.74480 =-0.70192
©.0001 0.0001 9.0001
N6 a6 a6

: SCHSPEED 0,13832 0.12478 0.21%67
0.3593 0.%087 0.2k
N6 L1 L[]

SCHDROP =-0,04629 -0.04768 C.06978
0.7600 0.7532 0.6049
6 &6 46

SCHOYSUS =0.13069 =0, 15870 ~0,07808
0.3867 0.2922 0.6060
N6 &6 L[]

TCOUNT  =0.15067 0.00179 -0.09623
0.3175 0.9906 ©0.5246
L[ &6 6

SCOUHT  =0.05031 0.09310 ~0.01548
0.7398 0.5383 0.9186
N6 &6 6

STUTEAR  0.33891 0.30661 0.25102
0.0212 0.0382 0.C92%4
6 &6 a6

PRSCHEX =0.08567 =0.00847 -0,02960
0.5758 0.9560 0.8469
a5 &5 L))

PRADMPER 0.233u8 0.22093 0, 16451
0.1227 0.1447 0.2802
45 L+ L))

LDEDEGRE 0.19663 0.25681 0,25292
0.1903 0.0849 0.08%9

46 &6 A6

SCHPREST -0. 35426 =0.35205 <0.39980
0.0157 0.0164 0.0059

46 &6 6

124
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VARIASLE

MSEX
MRACE
NCADDEXP
MNTECHSC
MMTEARSC
WADPERAT
MHIDEGRE
MABSEXP
MABSUNEX
HEALANT
NTOTEXP
MAGE
MSCHEXP
NOMED
POPED
siss
PCINPRO
PCTHNPRO
PCTEPRO
PCTENPRO
SCHSEX
SCHRACE
SCHSPEED
SCHOROP
SCHOYSUS
JCOUNT
SCOUNY

126

282285

68

22228

66
68
68
68
68
68
68
68
68
68
60
68
68
68
68

MEAN

0.15896133
0.49515099
9.17333080
545.94841113
583.54756070
1,.09123722
2.43480702
7.51402827
0.04428660
17351.62108602
10. 71179941
38.70586250
5. 73181891
3.88564218
3.88324540
3. 34785626
0.27418479
0.33034410
0.21393226
0.58214507
0.%9089436
0.56950295
0.05990446
0.01373u18
0.3284u7934
2u.m11760T
710.33823%29

STATISTICAL

™~

ANALYSI S
STD DEV SUN
0.13930289 10.809370%
0. 12842169 33.6702667
1.67292587 623.92249%4
25.21680250 371284919567
25.98193758 39681.2341279
0.0833946! 7h. 2081312
0.27198706 165.5669048
1.56664432 511.0083226
0.08505%28 3.0114890
533.95097938 1179910.2338495
1.96771923 728.%023597
2.15931916 2631.9986499
1. 35684506 389.7364857
0.30160689 264.2236679
0.36579099 264.0600878
0.56806310 227.65N2259
0.12772813 18.6445655
0.12267037 22.4633987
0. 16490207 14.5473939
0.12259674 39.5858645
0.03005556 33.3808162
0. 35495134 38.7262003
0.06533015 N.073503%
0.03315858 0.933924%
0.40990776 22.3365954
13, 159452908 1660.0000000
515, 72691794 48303. 0000000
BEST COPY AVAILABLE

SYSTENMN

T S - - B v . B - B Ko kS B B El

15:18 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982

0
0.21052€32
&, 50000000
495.665666667
$33.974350897
1. 40000000
1.57575758
3. 1870508382

9

16121, 17647059
5. 95454545
31.38095238

3. 45058545
3.14893617
2.92857143
2.32941176
0.03571429
0.07547170

0
0.2641509%
0. 3702290
0.01342282

"o

0

o
7.00000000

187, 00000000

HAX UM

0.48076%23
0.81818182
15.06896352
617.73333303
666 . 200M0000
1.50000000
3.;~!~102‘
10.75000000
0.96521739
10260. 18518519
16.40275862
NN, 30402739
9.1034802°
§.50943396

8.68130943 .

5.80733945
0.567928528
0.61971831
0.67928528
0.81707317
0.55277281
1, 00000000
0.37022901
0. 14156466
1.58637084

77.00000000
2885. 00000000
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VARIABLE ] MEAN ST0 DEV soM HIN IR PAX | MUK
STUTEAR 68 27.30106917 6.37059396 1056. 4727035 17.00000000 §42,93333333
PRSCHEX 61 5. 76119403 5.09036390 386.. 0000000 1.00000000 23.00000000
PRADNPER 61 3.48776119 3.06635497 231.0000000 0 9.00000000
LDEDEGRE 8 2.72071880 0.18551905 185.0088782 2.31250000 3.13793103
SCHPREST s 2.08718637 0.16898870 141.9286735 1.64705882 2.8117687Y
CORRELAT 1ON COEFFICIENTS / PROS § IRI UNDER HO:RHO=G / MUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
»
WSEK  MRACE MCADOEXP NNTECHSC WNTEARSC MAOPEWAT WHIDEGRE MABSEXP MABSUKEA NSALANT NTOTEXP  NAGE NICHEXP
HSEX 1.00000 0.05285 0.28308 0.00821 -0.38081 0.02273 9.52259 -0.26383 -0, 19026 0.49745 0.36780 0.2706% 0.54225
SO0 Up0%ps 0.0193 ©0.9728 0.001h  0.85%0 0.0001 0,02 0.1202 0.0001 ©0.0020 0.0256 0.0J01
68 68 68 68 68 68 6 s 68 68 s 6
WRACE  0,05205 1.00000 0.09498 -0.58958 -0.53959 0.01270, -0.35668 0.40269 =0.10077 0.19964 0.02102 -0.06893 0.01679
03283 1500000 D.ak10 .0001 0.0001 0.9181 0.0028 0.0007 0.8133 0.1026 0.8643 0.5754  0.8919
68 68 7 68 68 68 6 68 68 68 8 68 .
. NCADDEXP ©0.26308 0.09498 1.00000 0.03341 -0.21498 -0.21660 0.53990 -0.31492 -0.19301 0.78829 0.95806 0.81722 0.79326
) 520309 02710 '0.0000 ©0.7868 0.0783 0.0759 0.0001 0.0089 0.1148 0.0001 0.009) 0.0001  0.000)
= ST (] 63 68 68 68 68 “ P 68 68 68 1)
WNTECHSC 0.00421 -0.58958 0.03341 1.00000 0.74879 -0.12299 0.20883 -0.2090 0.Z3641 0.02779 0.09299 0.28312 0.06486
020328 %0000 0.7868 0.0000 0.0001 0.3177 0.0N07 0.0866 0.0523 0.8220 0.8591 0.0193  0.5992
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68
MNTEARSC =0.38081 =0.53959 -0,21498 0.7H879 1,00000 0.00595 -0.11608 0.05078 0.21239 -0.32843 -0.19557 0.00496 -0,2820)
o000 "% 0007 0.0783 ©0.0001 0.0000 0.9616 0.3u60 0.6809 0.0246 0.0063 0.1199  0.958% 0.0198
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 11 68
WADPERAT 0.02273 0.01270 =0,21668 -0.12299 0.00595 1.00000 -0.01008 -0.05315 -0.03238 -0.21689 -0.21291 -0.30857 =0.19510
(02213 0.0028% “’o-0759 ©0.3177 0.9616 0.0000 0.9350 0.8669 0.6702 0.0737 0.083 0.0105 0.1107
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 8 68 68 68
WHIDEGRE 0.52259 -0.35668 0,55900 0.24883 -0.11604 ~0.01008 1.00000 -0.57762 -0.10825 0.55080 0.6u819 0.42777 050520
22239 <00 3oess 620001 ©0.0u07  ©0.3u60 0.9350 0.0000 0.0001 0.3796 0.0001 0.0001 0.0603  0.0001
8 68 68 68 68 68 [ 68 68 68 68 &8
HABSEKP -0.26583 ©.E0269 -0.31492 -0,20940 0.05078 -0,05315 -0.57762 1.00000 0 23676 - 0. 1434} -0.33106 -0.17567 -0,34325
(28588 O O 000080 | 0.0866 0.6809 0.6669 0.0001 0.0Mm0 ©.05}9 0.2363 0.0038  0.3313 o.0052
128 68 8 68 68 8 66 68 8 68 68 66 68 68
MABSUNEX -0. 19026 ~0.10077 =0.19301 0 21641 * 1.3y =0.05258 -0.10825 0.23675 1.00000 0.0113 -0. 12004 -0.02527 -0.19022 ,
0.1202 0.413% o0.1tin ey 00206 0.6702 0.3796 0.0519 0.0000 0.9048 0.3295 0.83719 0.1202 1 29
6h 0 ot 66 68 68 66 68 68 68 68 68 68
@ wemsMr o 0.n0Mm%  0.1996% 0.78829 0.02779 -0.3284D -0.21GA8  0.55080 -0. 14341 " 0.01478 1.00000 0.80653 0.70698 0.73573
0. 000 0.1026 0.0001 0.8220 0.0063 0.01%1 0. 0000 0. 2368 0.90h8 0. 0010 000018 0.0001 0.000%
08 68 68 08 c8 68 68 68 68 68 68 68
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SYSTEMN 15:18 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB ¥ IR! UNDER HO:RHO=0 / MUMBER CF OBSERVATIONS
MSEX MRACE MCADDEXP MNTECHSC MNTEARSC MADPERAT MHIDEGRE MABSEXP MABSUNEX MSALAMT NTOTEXP MAGE NMSCHEXP

MTOTEXP 0.36780 0.02102 0.95806 0.09299 -0.19557 -0.21291 0.64819 -0.33106 -0.12004 0.80653 1.00000 0.8488% 0.00708
0.0020 O0.86689 0.0001 O0.8507 O0.1100 0.0813 0.002; 0.003 0.32:3 0.002; 0.002.‘ 0.002; 0.002;

69 68 69 68 68 68
NAGL 0.2706% -0.06895 0.81722 0.28312 0.00§96 -0.30857 0.42777 -0.17567 -0.02527 0.70698 0.84889 1.00000 0.70807
0.0256 0.576% 0.0001 0.0193 0.9680 0.0105 0.0003 0.15'9 0.8379 0.0001 0.000f 0.0000 0.0001
68 68 68 68 68 60 68 . 68 68 63 68 68 68

MSCHEXP 0.5422% 0.01619 0,79526 0.06486 -0.28201 -0.19518 0.58520 -0,34323 -0.19022 0.73573 0.40708 -0.70807 1,00000
0.0007 0.8919 0.0001 0.%5992 0.0198 0.1107 0.0001 J.0082 0.1202 0.000% 0.0001 0.0001 0,.0000
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 8 - 68 68

. N
WOMED  =0.00892 -0.42642 0,19207 0.33381 0.24029 =0.11796 0.49367 -0.24571 0.11909 0.09197 0.27650 0.18589 0.10%22 |
0.9476 0.0003 0.1166 0.005% O.0N8N 0.3380 0.0001 O0.0438 0.3334 0 4557 0.6225 0.1291 0.3733 |

68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 6 |

POPED «0.07T1£0 -0.48212 0.19966 0.36203 0,25279 -0.15627 0.N7364 -0.32523 0.13431 0.C7904 0.2679% 0.16302 0.13173 (
056';: 0.0001 0.1026 0.002% 0.0375 0.2052 0.0001 0.0068 0.27:: 0.5217 0.0272 0.18%1 0.2842 |

68 68 63 68 1 * 68 68 68 68 68 68 |
L 31 0.61225 0.48999 0.00151 =0.21189 -0.38121 0.08053 -0.05920 0.20738 -0.08459 0.26827 0.0:170 0.06377 0.173%
0.0001 0.0001 9.9902 0.0828 0.0013 0.5139 0.6315 0.0897 0.4928 0.0270 0.8606 0.603%  0.1561
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 60 68 68 68 68 '

PCINPRO  0.09037 ~0.49213 ©.22665 0.38933 0.21741 -0.0089t 0.56747 -0.49882 C.00270 0.09099 0.28737 0.19891 0.17014
0.4636 0.0001 ©0.0631 0.0010 0,079 0.9425 0.0001 0.0001 .9826 ©.%606 O.u1 4 0.1039 0.1654
68 68 6¢ 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68

PCTMAPRO -0.05889 0.61955 -0.09133 -0,37363 -0.27062 0.13279 -0.40692 0.50658 0.09584 0.01878 -9,13103 -0.04683 -0.06550
0.6566 0.0001 0.8589 0.0017 0.0256 0.280% 0.0006 0.0301 0.4369 0.8792 0.2869 0.7045 0.5956
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 63 68 68 68 68

PCTFPRO  ©.100M8 -0.62666 0.18338 0.49073 0.29148 -0.04152 0©.55576 -0.45066 0.03580 0.09753 0.24451 0.21333 0.100M1
0.4149 0.0001 O0.1344 0.0001 0,015 0.7367 0.0001 0.0001 0.7719 0.k238 0.0445 0.0807 0.4153
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 63 68 68 68 68 68

PCTENPRO -0, 13568 0.26060 -0.23824 -0.42708 ~0.21382 -0.00379 -0.34874 0.24547 -0.05849 «0,17925 ~0.28037 -0.28300 -0.13019
0.2699 0.0318 0.0508 0.0003 0.0800 0.9756 0.0036 0.0436 0.6356 C.W36 0.0206 0.01% 0.2900
68 68 68 638 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68

SCHSEX 0.06288 0.05849 ©0.22731 0.07792 -0.08244 -0.05916 0.28K817 -0.2962% -0.06601 0.00779 0.21344 0.05992 0.23557
0.6107 0.6356 0.0623 0.5276 0.5039 0.6318 0.0189 0.0142 0.5928 0.9497 0.0805 0.6274 0.05)1
68 68 68 63 68 68 68 68 ce 68 ] 68 68

SCHRACE  0.05210 0.7963% -0.11807 -0.43072 ~0.32377 0.12953 =0.49128 0.4866% -0.0089% 0.01697 -0.17318 -0.1204%& -0.08929
0.6730 0.0001 0.3376 0.0002 0.007% 0.2924% 0.0001 0.0000 0.5425 0.8908 0.1579 0.3279 0.4690
68 60 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68

SCHSPEED 0.00305 -0.34629 -0.00572 0.31357 0.21286 -0.10365 0.10354 0.12166 0.22921 0.15711 -0.00447 0.19585 0.01327

0.9803 0,008 0,963 0.0092 0.081h  0.4003 0.4008 0.3230 0.0601 0.2007  0.971 0.1095 0.9145
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 . 68 (. 68 68 60
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CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS /7 PROB ¥ IRI UNDER HO:RHO=O / NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
MSEX MRACE MCADDEXP MNTECMSC MNTEARSC MADPERAT MHIDEGRE MABSEXP MABSUMNEX MSALANT ATOTEXP MAGE MSCHEXP

SCHOROP  0.69627 0.00318 0.2%0t2 0.07707 -0.19346 -0.05622 0.36684 -0.16702 -0.08430 0.8698% 0.35832 0.2986% 0.043A71
0.0001 0.9797 0.016% 0.5322 0. H39 0.6489 ©0.0021 O0.173% 0.8%32 0.0001 0.0027 0.013%  0.0001
(2] ¢ 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 60 68

SCHOYSUS 0.75892 0.15843 0.28626 -0.02762 -0.41028 0,.02026 0.57593 -0.09063 -0.09%00 0.54590 0.32992 0.24837 0.%872)
0.0001 0.1968 0.0180 0.8231 0.0005 0.8697 0.0001 0.462) O0.8458 0.000! ©0.0060 0.0410 0.0001
2] 68 2] 68 68 68 68 68 (7 ] 6 68 (1) st

TCOUNT 0.57059 -0.05449 0.279%0 0.10168 -0.139821 -0.10794% 0.46312 -0.25860 ~0.13036 0.35774 0.38372- ©.31139 0.8295%
0.000t 0.6589 0.0208 0.8093 0.1032 0.3809 ©.0001 0.0332 0.2093 0.0027 0.0012 0.0097 0.0003
68 L2 2] 68 68 68 68 68 6% 68 - 68 (2 ] 6

-
SCOUNTY 0. 65855 «0.0508% 0,31819 0.10227 -0.22997 -0.10767 0.50128 =0.2%520 ~0.0994¢ 0.47223 0.8179% 0.33887 O.89476
0.0001 0.6805 0.0082 0.%066 0.0592 0.3821 0.0000 0.0357 0.8197 0.0001 0.000% 0.0047 9.0001
“® 68 689 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 L]

STUIEAR  2.60958 -0,04853 0,.35158 0.07971 «C.23043 =0.10910 0.87617 -0.16837 0.05316 0.60031 O.42478 0.319% 0.3008¢
0.0001 0.69%) 0.0033 0.5182 0.0587 0.3758 0.0001 O0.1859% 0.6668 0.000% 0.0003 0.0079 0.000%
. 68 68 68 68 68 68 *+ 63 12 ] 68 68 68 68 6

PASCHEX ~0.18%06 ~0.02374 0. 15819 -0.08159 0.02817 0.04942 -0,07647 0.00876 ~0.1225% 0.05732 0.11079 0.16930 0.16897
0.2848 0.8888 ©0.2005 0.7383 0.846!} 0.6912 0.5385 0.9439 0.3232  0.6850 0.372% 0.1708 0.1822
67 67 67 67 67 67 67 11} 67 67 67 67 67

= .
8 PRADMPER ~0.02249 =0.23313 =0.20537 0.24732 0.25704 -0.21645 0.004C0 ~0.236M9 0.10231 «0.13473 -0.19758 -0.15100 -0.18332
0.8566 0.0576 0.0955% 0.0836 0.0357 0.0785 O, 91“ 0.050 0.4100 0.2770 0.1090 0.2226 0,1376
67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67
LDEDEGAE  0.88700 -0.08602 0.50224 0.15940 -0.17054 -0.05824 0.7h6k2 «0.37235 -0.12178 0.61286 0.52187 0.4Nk33 0.50911
0. 0001 0.4855 ©0.0001 0.1941 0. 15Uk 0.637¢ 0.0001 0.0018 0.3225 0.000% 0.0001 0.0006 0.0001
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68
SCHPREST -0,072%6 0,61928 0.02021 -0.67436 ~0.46982 ~0.0kk38 -0.364UN 0.34309 <0.0168% ©.0821% -0.04%40 -0,07032 0,01712
0.5543 0.000% 0.870% 0.000% 0.0001 0.7193 0.0022 0,0042 0.8916 0.5055 0.6891 0.5688 0.8898
68 68 608 69 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 . 68 68
MONED POPED S18S PCTHPRO PCYMNPRO PCTFPRO PCIFNPRO  SCHSEX SCHRACE SCHSPEED SCHOROP SCHOYSUS TCOUNY
NSEX -0.00812 -0.07160 0.61225 0.09037 -0.05u89 0.10048 -0.13568 0.06284 0 05210 0.00305 ©.69627 O. 15592 0.5705%9
0.9476 0.5618 0.000% 0.4636 0.6566 0,149 0.2699 0.6107 6730 0.9803 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001%
68 68 68 68 68 68 . 68 60 68 68 68 68 68
MRACE -0.82682 -0.462%2 O0.4899¢ -0.19213 0.6195%5 ~0.62666 0.26060 0.05849 0.79634 -~0.3u629 0.00314 O, 15843 -0,05449
132 0.0003 0.0000 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0318 0.6356 0.0001 0.0036 0.9797 0.i%68  0.855%
68 68 68 68 69 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 1 3

MCADDEXP  0.19207 0.19966 0.00151 0.22665 -0.09133 0.18338 -0,23824 0,22731 -0, 11807 =0.00572 0.2901> 0.28626 0.27990 3
0.1166 0.1026 0.99902 0.0631 0.4%19 0. 1344 0.0504% 0.9623 0.3376 0,960 0.0164 0.0180 0.0208
68 (4.} 68 (A} 68 68 68 68 68 68 08 68 68
Q  MNI[CHSC 0.33381 0,3620) -0.21189 0.38933 -0,37363 0.49073 -0.42108 0,07792 -0, 43072 0.31357 0.07707 -0.02762 0.10168
]:K 0.0 o002 0.0878 o.tml: 0. !mll 0.0001 0.0003 5276 0. 002? 0. 002: .)ng 0. a?é ; 0. uogg

68 ot

68 6
- am )
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%01

MONMED
MNTEARSC 0.24029
0.0404

MADPERAT -0.1179%6
0.3300

MHIDEGRE  0.89367

RABSEXP -0,20571
0.0434

MABSUNEX O, 11909
0. 332:

NSALANT  0.09197
0.43%7
[ <

NTOTEXP  0.27630
0.0225
68

MAGE 0. 18589
0.129¢
68

NSCHEXP 0. 10922
0.3753
68

HONED 1. 00000
0.0000

68

POPED 0.94227
0.0001

68

£11. 13 -0, 86352
0.0001

68

PCINPRO  O.79982
0.0001

68

POPED

0.252719
0.0373
68

-0, 15627
0.2032
(<]

0.4736%
0.0001
(<

-0,32323
0.0068

0. 13431
0.2749
(<

0.0790%
0.5217
68

0.267%
0.02712
68

0.%6302
0,681
68

0.13173
0.2882
68

0.94227
o‘ m‘
68

1.00000
0.0020

-0.55495
0.C.0%
68

0.76031
0.000¢
68

t 11 2
-0.38121
0.0013

0.08053
0.51)9
(]

-0.05920
0.631%
]

0.20738
0.0897
68

=0.08459
0.4928
68

0.26827
0.0210
2

0.02170
0.8506

0.06377
0.605%
68

0.173%
0. 1561
68

=0.4%61352
0.0001
68

-0. 55'95
0.0001
66

1. 00000
0.0000
68

-0. 39963
0.0007
68

STATISTICAL ANALYS IS SYSTEA
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB T IR! UNOER HO:RNO=0 / WUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
SCHRACE SCHSPEED SCHOROP SCHOYSUS  TCOUNT

PCTRPRO
0.21781
0.0749
68

«0.00891
0.9425
(2]

0.50747
0.0001
(2]

=0.0%082
0.0001

0.170%
0.1654
68

0.79982

0.0001
68

-0, 39963
0.0007
68
1.00000

0.0000
68

PCTMNPRO PCTFPRO PCTENPRO  SCHSEX
-0.27062 ©.29148 ~0.21382 -0.08244 ~0.32377
0.0256 0.0159 0.0800 0.5039 0.0071

68 It [
0.13279 ~0.04152 ~0.00379 -0.03916 0.12933
0.2808 0.7367 0.9756 . 0.6318 0.292%
68 1 68 68
-0.40692 0.55570 -0.3487% 0.28417 -0.49128
¢.0006 ©0.0000 0.0036 0.0189 0.000%
&8 “ )
0.50658 ~0.45066 0.74547 =D.29623 0.4866%
0.0001 0.0000 0.0436 0.01%2 0.000!
r 68 P P
0.0958% 0.03580 ~0.05849 -0,06601 -0.00391
0.4369 O.7719 0.6356 0.5920 0.9423
4 @ . 68 ] [
0.01878 0.09753 -0.17925 0.00719 0.01697
0.8792 ©.n288 0.1436 0.9497 0.8908
64 It 63 H
-0.13103  0.24851 =0.28037 0,213 -0. 17318
0.2869. 0.0M¥5 0.0206 0.0803 G.1579
68 68 _ 68
<0.04683 0.21333 =0.28300 0.03992 -0.1204N
0.7045 0.0807 0.019% 0.627% 0.3279
68 8 68 68 P
<0.06550 0.10041 =0.13019 0.23557 -0.08929
0.5956 0.4153 0.2900 0.0531 0.4690
68 8 68 Y 68
-0.48437 0.70573 -0.60312 0.26490 ~0.53398
0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 0.0290 0.000%
68 68 68
<0.55199 0.7989% =0.60989 0.29303 =0.63206
0.0001 ©0.0001 0.0000 0.0153 0.0001
60 8 68 8 68
0.43850 =0.4D316 0.08427 -0.08287 0.58578
0.0002 ©0.0007 0.k945 0.5037 0.000%
(4.1 (1.} 68 68
-0.65331 0.85286 -0.60748 0.3379% ~0.60405
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.004% 0.0001
68 68 68 68 G8
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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9.21286 -0. |93“ -0.81028 ’o ".2‘
0.0814 0.1 0.0005 1052
68 o
-0.1036% =0.05622 0,02026 -0.707%
0.4003 0.6489 0.8697 0.3009
68 68 68
0.10358 0.36684 - 0.47593 0.048312
4008 0.0021 0.0001 0.800)
A ]
0. ‘2‘“ -0. 16702 '0.0’0‘3 *om
0.3230 O.1734 0.8623 0.0332
68 68 68 (2]
0.22921 -0.08450 ~0.09400 -0.13036
0.0601 0.%932 0.858 0.2093
68 6 63 L2
0.15711 0.%698% 0.5459C 0.33774
0.2007 0.0001 0.0001 0.0027
68 €8
-0.00847 0.35832 0.32992 0.38372
0.9 . 0027 . 0.00%2
68 68
0.1458% 0.29868 0.28857 0.31139
0.1095 0.013% 9.0410 0.0097
68 68 68
0.01327 O0.45871 0.84725 0.829%%
0.9145 0.0001 0.0001 0.0003
68 68 68 68
0.12570 ~0.02930 -0.07295 O. 17806
0.307T" 0.812% 0.5544% 0.1463
68 63 68 6t
0.19249 ~0.06485 -0.10476 0.15679
0.1158 0.599) 0.3952 0.2017
68 68 68 68
-0.080587 0.46535 0.58537 0.25290
0.4863 0.0001 0.000V 0.0375
68 68 €8 68
0.08016 0.08706 0.03072 0.20696
0.5158 0.h802 0.8036 0.0904
68 608 68 68

135
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STATISTICAL ANALYSI S
CORRELAT ION COEFFICIENTS / PROB ¥ {R1 UNDER HO:RHO=0 /
HOMED POPED $I1BS PCTMPRO PCINKPRO PCTFPRO PCTFNPRO  SCHSEX
PCTIMIPRO -0.48437 =0.55199 0.43830 ~0.65331 1.00000 -0.74588 0.846876 -0.13536
0.0001 0.0001% 0.0001 0.0000 0.0007 0.0001 0,.2039
68 68 68 [ ]
PCIFPRO  0.7¢573 0.7989% -0.40316 0.85286 «0,784588 1.00000 -0.74304 0. 13403
0.0001 0.0001 ©.0007 0.000) 0.0001 0,0000 0.0001 0.20%8
68 68 68 (1 68 . 68
PCIFNPRO ~0.60312 -0.60989 0.08427 ~0.60748 0.46476 -0.78304 1.00000 -0.13883
0.0001 0.0001 0.89:5 0.000) 0.0001 0.000) 0.0000 0.2508
68 &8 68 68 68 68 68

SCHSEX 0.26490 0.29308 -0.08247 0.33794 -0.15536 0.15403 -0, 13885 1,00000
0.0296 0.0153 0.3037 0.0048 0.2059 0.2098 0.2588 0.0000
68 68 68 68 68 68

2
SCHRACE -0.33398 -0.63206 0.58578 ~0.60%05 0.8208% «0.72907 0.3180& -0.10584
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.000! 0.0001 0.0080 O0.3%03
68 6 6 68 * 68 68

L J

SCHSPEED 0.12570 0.19249 -0.08537 0.00016 ~0.10270 0.28808 ~0.19687 -0.8%9032
0.3071 0.1158 O0.8863 0.5138  0.M0Aé 0.0172 0.108) 0.0001
68 68 68 68 68 68 65

SOT

SCHOROP ~0,02930 ~0,06485 0.46535 0.08706 «0.07356 0.08286 -0.16637 =-0.04699
0.8125 0.5993 0.0001 0.4802 0.551) 0.5017 0.1751 0.7036
63 68 68 68 68 63 68 (2]

SCHDYSUS =0.07295 -0.10476 0.58537 0.03072 0.05155 0.02761 -0,0851% 0.06339
0.55kk 0.3952 ©0.0001 0.8036 0.6763 0.8232 0.4900 0.6076
68 68 60 68 68 68 60

TCOUNT 0.17806 0.15679 0.2%290 0.20696 -0.08849 0.1944n -0.22761 0.05836
0.1463 0.2017 0.0375 0.0904  0.4730 0.1120 0.0619 0.6598
68 68 68 68 68 © 68 68 68

SCOUNT 0.17053 0.15213 0.32357 0.22088 -0.1376! 9.21731 -0.24947 0.00%76
0.1644 0.2155 0.0071 0.0703 0.263) 0.0751 0.0402 ©.9628
68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68

STUTEAR  0.23328 0.25026 0.28559 0.22973 -0.21657 0.27048 -0.25564 -0. 12008
0.0556 0.0396 0.0182 0.0595 0.076) 0.0257 0.0358 0.2979
68 68 68 68 63 68 68 68

PASCHEX =0.16397 -0.0726% -0.07382 -0,18797 0.19428 -0.09118 0.19135 -0.28650
136 0 38%9 0.5580 0.5527 0.1277 0,1152 0.4633 0.1209 0.0188
61 61 61 67 6 67 67 67

PRADMPER 0.0759% 0.12919 -0.12627 0.21575 -0.31353 0.20280 -0.10808 0, 12966
0.54ik 0.297h 0.3u86 ©0.0795 0.004  0.0998 0.3840 0.2957
61 67 6! 67 61 67 67 6

7.

SYSTEM 15:18 FRIDAY, SUNE 11, 1982
NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS

SCHRACE

SCHSPEEC SCHOROP SCHOVSUS  TCOUNT

0.82089 -0, 10270 -0.07356 0.03153 -0.08049
0.0001 O.4046 0.551* 0.67 .N730

=0, 72987
0.0001
68

0. 31088
0.0080
68

=0, 10584

0. 14240
00,2464
68

«0.21950
0.0721
68
0.02456
0.0436
67

-0.23347
0.0572
67

0.28008 0.08286 ©.02761 0.19048
0.0172 0.5017 0.e232 0.1120
68 ] ] 68

0. 19647 =0, 16637 ~0.0838 -0.22761
0.1083 0.1751 0.4900 0.0619
68 * 68 68 60

-
-0, 49032 -0.04699 0.06339 0.05836
0.0001 0.7036 0.6076 0.65%8
68 68 [ 2 68

|
«0.26240 -0.00506 0.09870 =0.11497
0.0306 O0.9673 0.%24 0.3303
69 68 [ 2

1.00000 0.00077 0.18687 -0.11692
0.0000 0.9950 0.1270 0.3482%
(2] 68 68 [ ]

0.00077 1.00000 0.51723 0.72901
6.9950 0.0000 0.0001 ©.000!
68 68 68 s

0.18687 0.51723 1.00000 0.42083
0.1270 0.0001 0.0000 0.000%
68 68 68 68

-0.11692 0.72901 0.42085 1.00000
0.342% ©.0001 0.0008 0.0000
68, 68 68 68

-0.01614 0.83932 0.525713 0.95500
0.8960 ©.0001" 0.0001 0.0001
68 68 68 68

0.32305 0.7045% 0.61827 0.53112
0.0072 0.000) 0,000 0.0001
68 68 68 68

0.20399 ~0.06963 ~0.18520 ~0.'00456
0.09;% 0.5745 0.l32% 0.9708

67 67 137

0.06975 0.03705 0.01866 -0.11238
0.5Th9  0.76%9 0.88u8 0.3653
67 67 67 6"
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SYSTEN 15: 18 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982
CORRELAY 10N COEFFICIENTS / PROB § {R1 UNDER HO:RHO=0 / NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS

138

67

MOMED POPED  SIBS PCTNPRO PCTMNPRO PCTFPRO PCTFNPRO  SCHSEX SCHRACE SCHSPEED SCHOROP SCHOYSUS  TCOUNT
LDEDEGAE 0.29181 0.26173 0.1084% 0.1G1N -0.138184 0.36584 <0.31146 0.0A703 -0 16270 O, 20309 0.28396 0.4%0%% 0.3NT0
0.0158 ©.0311 ©0.3787 0.0016 0.2613 0.0022 0.0097 0.7033 0.1830 0.0961 0.0189 0. 0009  0.0053
68 68 68 68 F 68 §8 68 68
SCHPREST =0, 31903 -0.32975 O0.15591 ~0.46915 0.47668 =0.51622 0.39748 -0.12755 0.W7343 -0.18113 -0.10301 -3.08274 -0 13498
0.0080 ©0.0060 0.2052 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0008 0.3009 ©0.0003 0.1393 0.%032 0.302% O. 2126
8 68 68 68 68 68 )
SCOUNT STUTEAR PRSCHEN PRADMPER LDEDEGRE SCHPREST
MSEX 0.65855 0.60958 -0.14806 =0.02289 0.48700 -0.07256
0.0001 0.00001 0.2k%3 0.8566 0.0001  0.553
68 68 67 67 68 8
| MRACE  ~0.0508% -0.04853 -0.0237% -0.23313 -0,08602 0.61928
| 0.6805 0.69%3 0.8%a8 0.0576 0.%855 0.0001
| 68 68 67 o7 63 60
| MCADDEXP 0.31819 0.35158 0.15639 =0.20537 0.50228 0.02021
\ 0.0082 0.0033 0.2G¢5 0.0935 0.0001 0.8701
S 68 67 68 68
. MNTECMSC ©.10227 ©.07971 -0.041%9 0.28732 0.15940 -0.67836
o 0.4066 ©.5182 0.7333 0.0836 0.1941  0.0009
o &8 68 67 61 68 68
MNTEARSC ~0.22997 -0.230%3 0.02817 0.2570% -0.1705% =-0.46982
0.0592 ©.0587 0.8%61 0.0357 0.1644  0.0001
68 68 61 61 68 68
MADPERAT 0. 10767 -0.10910 0.04942 -C.21645 -0.0562% ~0.04u438
0.3821 0.3758 0.6912 0.0785 0.631N 0.7193
68 68 67 67 68 68
MIIDEGRE 0.50128 0.47617 ~0.07647 0.00400 0.7u642 ~0. 36Uk
0.0001 ©.0001 0.5385 0.97kk 0.0001 0.0022
68 66 67 61 68 68
MABSEXP ~0.25520 -0,16437 0.00876 -0.23649 ~0.37235 0.34309
0.0357 O©.180% 9.9439 0.0540 0.0018 0.00h2
68 68 67 61 68 68
MABSUNEX ~0.09946 0.05316 ~0.%2254 0.10231 ~0,12178 ~-0.01684
0.4197 0.6668 0.3232 0.4100 0.3225 6.8916
68 68 61 61 68 68
MSALAMNST 0.%722% 0.60031 0.05732 -0.13473 0.61286 0.00214
0.0001 0.0001 0.6u50 0.27170 0.0001 0. %055
68 68 61 617 68 68
. MI0TEXP 0.4179% 0.42478 0.1107% -0,.19758 0.52187 -0.0h940D :
0.0004 5,003 0.3721 0.10% ofomg (LX) BEST COPY AVAILABLE
(4.1 68
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SCOUNT

MAGE 0.33007
0.0047
68

MSCHEXP  ©.49476
0.000%
68

MONED 0.17053
0. 1648
68

' POPED 0. 15213
0.2155
68

SIS 0.32357
0.007%

A ]

PCTHPRO  0.22000
0.0703
68

A

PCTHNPRO ~0. 13761
0.263%
68

PCTFPRO  0.2173%
0.075%
68

PCTFNPRO -0.2U9N7
G.0h02
68

SCHSEX 0.00576
0.9628
60

SCHRACE  -0. 18288
0.2k6N
68

0.8960
68

SCHOROP  ©.813932
0.0001
68

L 14 SPEED -0.01614

= ; - - - - - - _ - -
"

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

SYSTEM 15:18 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / pROB § IR) UNDER HO:RHO=0 / MUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
PRSCHEX PRADHPER LOEOEGRE SCHPREST
0.40433 "0.0703:

STUTEAR

0.31%%
0.0079
68

0. 50080
0.000%
68

0.23328
o‘“s‘

0.25026
0.0196
68

0.28559
0.0182
68

0.22973
- 0.059%
60

*0. 21657
0.0761
68

0.27088
0.0257
68

«0. 25564
0.0354
68

-0. 12808
0.2979
68

-0.21950
0.0721
68

0. 32105
0.0072
68

0. 70459
0.0001
68

0. 16930 -0.15100
0.1708 0.2226
67 67

0. 16497 -0, 10332
0.122 0.1376
67 67

«0. 16397 0.07594
0.1889 0.541%
67 67

-0.07288 0.12919
0.5580 0.297%
67 67

«0.07382 ~0.12627
0.5527 0.3086
67 67

=0, 18797 0.21575
0.1277 0.079%
67 67

0. 15428 -0.34333
0.11%2 0.00%4
67 67

«0.09114 0©.20280
0.4633 0.0998
67 61

0.19135 -0.10808
0.1209 0.3840
61 61

-0,28650 ©.12966
0.0188 0.2957
61 61

0.02456 -0.23347
0.8436 0.0572
61 61

0.20399 0©.06975
0.0978  Q.5749
61 61

-0.0696) 9.03705
0.574% 0.16%9
61 61

0.0006 0.568
63 68
0.5091t J.01712
0.000%1 0.88%8
68 68
0.29181 ~0.3190)
0.0158 0,00080
68 68
0.26175 -0.32975
0.03%1  0.0060
60 68
0.10888 0.15591
0.3787 0.2042
63 6o
0.37614 -0.46915
0.0016 0.0001
68 60
«0,13818 0.4786C
0.261) 0.000¢
68 68
0.36584 ~0.51622
0.0022 0.0001
68 68
«0.31146 0.39748
0.0097 0.0008
68 68
0.04703 -0.12755
0.7033 0.3000
68 66
~0.16270 0.47345
0.1850 0.0001%
68 68
0.20309 ~0.18113
0.0967 0.139}
68 68
0.28396 -0,10301
0.0189 0.4032
68 08
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©0.0001
(]

PRADWPER -0.07891
0.522%

LDEDEGRE 0. 30067
0.9012
69

SCHIREST -0, 12776
0.2992

142
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15:18 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982

CORRELAT 108 COLFFICIERTS / PROB § IR1 UNDER HO:RHOz0 / NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS

STUTEAR PRSCHEX PRADNPER LOEDEGRE SCHPREST

0.61427 -0.18520 0.01866 0.49094 ~0.08274
0.000% O0.1333 0.8808 0.0001 0.502M
68 67 67 68

0.53112 -0.00456 -0.11238
0.0001 0.9708 0.363)
68 67 67

0.33470 ~0. 13494
0.0053 0.2726
68 68

0.72078 -0.02358 -0.07891 0.38467 -0.12776
0.0001 0.8372 0.52% 0.0012 0.2992

68 (1) 67 68
1.00000 0.00515 -0.01301 0.80352 -0.04261
.0000 ©.9670 0©0.9168 0.0006 ©0.730!
68 67 67 68 66
0.00313 1.00000 ~0.426%5 ©.06008 0.15658
.9670 0.0000 0.0003 ©0.6291 0.2058
67 67 &7 &7 67

<0.01301 -0.42695 1.00000 ~0.08139 -0.31511

0.9168 0.0003 0.0000 0.5126 0.009%
67 67 7 67 67
0.80352 0.06008 ~0.08139 1.00000 -0. 18445
0.0006 0.6291 0.5126 0.0000 d.1321
o8 67 67 68 68
«0.08261 0.15658 ~0.31511 -0, 18445 1.00000
0.2307 0.2058 0,009% 0.1321 0.0000
67 67 68 68

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

W
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VARIABLE

APCHATH
APCREAD
APCWRIT
NSEX
MRACE

MCADDE P
MNTECNSC
MITEARSC
NADPERAT
MHIDEGRE

MABSEXP

NABSUNEX

NSALANT
NTOTEXP
MAGE
RSCHEXP
MONED
POPED
siss
PCTMPRO

PCTMNPRO

PCTFPRO

PCTENPRO

SCHSEX
SCHRACE

SCHSPEED

SCHDROP

145

2288388

68
68
68

S &8ss

STATIST{ICAL

HEAN

6.29546268
80.84001763
78.94924868
0.15896133
0.49515098
9.17533080

545.94881113
583.56756070

1,09123722
2,.430800782
7.51482827
0.00828660

17351.62108602

10.711799)
38.70586250
5.73161891
3.88564218
3,88324540
3,.38785626
0.27M18479
0,3303k410
0.21393226
0.58214507
0.49089436
0.56950295
6.059904u46
0.01373418

STD DtV

10. TNINT202
8.62862u4719
8.82469200
0. 13930289
0. 12842N869
1.87292587

25.21680250

25.98193758
0.08339461
0.271981706
1.56660832
0.08505428

$33.9309793¢

1.96771923
2.15931916
1. 35684506
0.30160689
0. 36579099
0.%6806330
0.12772813
0.12267037
0. 16490207
0, 12259674
0.03005556
G. 35495134
0,06533015
0.03315858

ANALYS IS SYSTEMNM

SUN

51880918622
5469.9211991
5363.3489100

© 10.8093704
33.6702667
623.9224944
37124,4919567
39681,2381279
8. 2001312

. 165.5669048
511,0083226
3.0118890
1179910,2338495
728.8023597
2631.9986499
389, 7364857
261.2236619
26K.060687W
221.6542259
18, 6845655
224633987
W, 5473939
39.58586%5
33, 3600162
38. 7262003
4.0735034

BEST COMYAVAILABLE

SRR - et . t= Nva e W * . - .- -
o ! - B e R S - - N
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15:23 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982

52.35038610
62.92530722
56.82762201
o
0.21052632
§. 50000000
N95.66666667
533.97435897
1.00000000
1.57575758
3.18705882
[

16121, 17647059
5.95454545
31.38095238
3. N5454545
3.18893617
2.92057143
2.329%1176
0.03571429
0.07547170
°
0.26u1509%
0.37022%01
0.013u2282
°

0

HAX UM

96.21093730
96.53515625
96. 777138375
0.88076923
0.81018182
15.04896532
‘17.;”!!!!3
€66 . 20000000
1.80000000
3.00347026
10. 75000000
0.56521739
18260, 18519519
16.88275882
NN, 30M2759
9.10380820
§. 50943396
§.68150943
N.BOT33945
0.67928528
0.61971831
0.67924528
1 0.81707117
0.55277281
1. 09000000
0.37022901
0. 14156466



VARIABLE
SCHOYSUS
TCOUNY
scount
STUTEAR
PRSCHEX
PRADMPER
LOEDEGRE
SCHPREST

I11
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67
67

68

STAT ISTYTICAL

MEAN
0.328%7934
20. 81176071
710. 33823529
27.30106917
5.76119403
3.88776119
2.72071880
2.08718637

S1D DtV
0.40990776
13. 15945298
545, 72693794
6.37059396
5.0%0363%0
3.06635497
0. 18551905
0. 16898870

ARKALY ST S

UM
22.3385950
1660.0000000
48303,0000000
1856.8727035
'386.0000000
231.0000000
18%.0088732
161.9286735

SYSTENM

15:23 FRIDAY, JURE 11, 1982

MU

¢ 0
1.00000000
187.00000000
17.00000000
1. 00000000

0

2.31250000
1.64705882

CORRELAT ION COEFFICIENTS / PROB ¥ IRT UNDER HO:RHO=0 / NUMBER OF DBSERVATIONS
APCMATH. APCREAD APCWRIT

NSEX

MRACE

HCADDEX?

MNTECMSC

MNTEARSC

MADPERAT

MHIOEGRE

HARSEXP

-0.59157
0.000}
68
-0.44595
0.0001
68

=-0.11105
0.3613
68

0.38908
0.001C
63

0.5%042
0.000}
68

-0.101719
0.4088
68

-0.090817
0.4258
68

-0.1736
0.1519
68

-0.53027 -0.68978

0.

0001  0.0001

68 68

0.0001

-0,58135 -0.46581
0.0001

68 68

-0.03978 -0.12399
0.7478 0.3338
68 68
0.40297 0.27578
0.0005 0.0228
68 68
0.51938 0, N4uk7
0.0007 0.0C01
68 68
-0.12997 =-0.06365
0.2908 0.6061
68 &8
0.0805% -0.07131
0.51%0 0.563%
68 68

~0,25026 ~0,.08825

0.0396
68

0.4702
66

WX
1.5863708%
77.00000000
2685.00000000
§2.93333333
23.00000000
9.00000000
3.13793103
2.8017607%
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STATISTICAL ANALYSI)S SYSTEN 15:23 FRIDAY, JUNE 1V, 1982
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB 1 IR1 UNDER HO:RHO=0 / NUNBER OF OBSERVATIONS
APCHATH APCREAD APCWRITY

MABSUNEX  0,12054 0.06457 0.06171
0.3275 0.6009 0.6171
63 68 6

MSALANT -0, 31406 =0.26039 -0.36568
0.0091 0.0320 0.0022
68 68 68

HIOTEXP <-0. 14294 -0.06605 -0.18308
0.2449 0.5926 0,135 !
1] 68 68

- .
MAGE =0.08246 =0.04598 =0.11675
0.5038 0.70698 0.34)1
68 68 (1]
MSCHEXP <0.27662 =0.19750 -0.38213
0.0224 o.log: 0.0043
68 68
HOMED 0.34071 0.49712 0.36486
0.0045 0.0001 0.0022
_ 68 68 68
POPED 0.42947 0.58955% 0.45042
0.0003 0.0001 0.0001
68 68 . 68
SIS «0.73577 =0.80917 =0.79300
0.000¢% 0.0001 0.0001
68 68 60
PCTMPRO 0.37778 0.51129 0.35149
0.0015% 0.0001 0.00)3
68 68 68
PCTMNPRO -0. 45704 ~0.59036 -0.39727
0.0001 0.0001 0.0008
68 68 68
PCTF PRO 0.40253 0.55458 0.3966)
0.0007 0.0001 0.0008
68 68 68
PCTFNPRO -0.28753 -0.31876 -0.20331 '

0.0174 0.9081 0.0963
68 68 68
SCHSF ! 0.0,600'3_ 0.12711 0.0805%

0.815 0.3016  0.5131 BEST CORY AVAILABLE
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STATISTIiCAL AMNALYSIS SYSTEMN 15:23 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB 3 IRI UNDER HO:RHO=0 / NUMBER OF O3SERVATIONS
APCNATH APCREAD APCWRIT

SCHRACE =0.%49826 =0.67633 =0.5138%
0.000% 0.000% 0.000%
L) 68 68

SCHSPEED 0.05232 0.31229 0.16%82
0.6718 0,3619 0.1672
68 68 68

SCHOROP =0.27439 ~0.37459 -0.66168
0.0236 0.0016 0.000%
68 68 68

SCHOYSUS =0.68040 -0.5519% -0.58516
0.0001 0.000% 0.000%
68 68 68 Q

TCOUNT  =0.21116 =0,23518 =0.50740
0.0839 0.0535 0.0001
66. 68 68

SCOUNT  =0.25173 <0.27643 -0.56339
0.038% 0.0225 0.0001
66 69 63

STUTEAR =0.26909 =0.23007 -0.N3N02
6.0265 ~0.0591 0.0002

PRSCHEX  0.00576 0.03037 0.00938
0.963% 0.8072 0.9399
67 67 67

PRADMPER 0.25169 0.24922 0. 16865
0.0399 0.0820 0.1725
67 67 67

LDEDEGRE -0. 19095 -0.0385% -0.13768
0.1188 0.7552 0.2629
68 (1.} 68

SCHPREST =-0.26874 -0.3469% <0.23635

0.0267 0.0038 0.0523
68 68 68

150
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SYSTEN 15:10 FRIDAY, JUKE 11, 1982
VARIABLE " MEAN STD DEV suM HININUN MAX 1t
MSEX 28 0.29798006 0.11231258 8. 34366571 0.07812500 0.48076923
NRACE 26 0.48849429 0.12909539 13.67784001 0.21052632 0. 72222222
HCADOEXP 28 9. 36926908 1. 74396954 262, 33953430 5.60000000 12.00000000
WNTECHSC 28 546. 62149533 26.32297165 15305, 40186927 495.66666667 61226006937
MNTEARSC 28 572. 86390679 21.71793180 16040, 18939023 533.97435897 611.69365217
MADPERAT 28 1.0996139% 0.07520378 30. 78949020 1.00000000 1.20011765
4§ DEGRE 26 2.57898085 0.23989210 72.21168793 1.95000000 3.00387026
MABSEXP 28 7.15710172 1.57816440 200. 39996810 3. 18705882 10. 75000000
MABSUNEX 28 0.02833312 0.04122271 0.793327%0 0 0.13513514
HSALANT 28 17552, 58932073 640.89454329 %9 1472. 50098043 16283, 38802889 18257.96629213
‘ WTOTEXP 28 11.07003109 1.99884538 309.96087048 6.28000000 18, 10878261
. WAGE 28 38.99880418 191146960 1091.9665 1691 33.430(0000 £2.0000050¢
& mschexe 28 6. 31732076 1.35097214 176. 88498133 3.8000000 8.49350649
MONED 28 3.85708014 0.29614191 10802086785 307857083 N.86690113
roZED 23 3.80827226 0.42089050 106.. 63162607 2.64000600 4.61057692
5185 26 3.77035326 0.46024617 105. 56989130 296103896 §.80733945
PCTHPRO 28 0.26439992 0.10603755 7.96319777 0.03440276 0.49767442
PCTINPRO 28 0.31015663 0.11027009 8.68438556 0.12558140 0.54918033
PCTEPRO 28 0.23466562 0.15390009 6.57063128 0.03448276 0.67441860
PCTENPRO 28 0.57710874 0.12968512 16. 15904480 0.26511628 0.88000000
SCHSEX 28 0. 49370687 0.02292207 13.62379240 0.45989305 0.54977376
SCHRAGE 28 0.55664548 0.31079u25 15.58607333 0.10539523 1.00000000
SCHSPEED 28 0.06331784 0.04TN6659 1.77209955 0 ' 0. 17945535
SCHOROP 28 0.03295709 0.04556276 0.92279859 0 0. 14156466
SCHOVSUS 28 0.70796228 0.39312091 19. 82294398 0.01357466 1.58637084
O TcouNT 28 31.00000000 16.97056275 868 . 00000000 9.00000000 77.00000000
SCOUN 28 1034, 71428571 T14.56315882 26972 . 00000000 187.000000C0 2883. 00000000

BEST




STATISTICAL ANALYSI S SYSTEM 15:10 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982
VARIABLE L NEAN S10 DEV sSune CILT] ) HAX 100U
STUTEAR 20 31,.08061728 1.35926700 370.25728208% 17.00000000 N2.93333333
PRECHEX a3 8.93571429 k. 12294522 127.. 00000000 1.00000000 18.00000000
PRADMNPER 28 - 3.57182857 3.01144202 100 . 00000000 0 9.00000000
LOEDEGRE 28 2.80530531 0.20357647 18.5765457 2,31250000 3.13793103
SCHIRESY 28 2.05823952 0. 15863348 57.51870659 1.68705802 2.31250000

CORRELATION COEFF ICIENTS / PROB 1 tRI UNDER HO:RHO=O / N = 28 .

MSEX MRACE NCADDEXP MNTECNSC MNTEARSC MAOPERAT MHIDEGRE MABSEXP MABSUNEX NSALAMT WTOTEXP MAGE MICHEXP

MSEX - 1.00000 0.2379% 0.65892 0.08114 =0.23626 =9.17666 0.50759 -0.22838 -0.01222 0.64511 0.70371 O0.63448 0.68230
0.0000 0.2228 0.000% 0.6815 0.2261 0.3685 0.0058 0.2425 0.9308 0.0002 O.0001 0.0003 0.0001

MRACE 0.2379% 1.00000 0.2807% -0.56808 ~0.67083 ~0.05671 -0.18506 0.61953 0.11486 0.35326 0.27308 0.20956 0.00396
0.2228 0.0000 O0.1479 0.00% 0.0001 O0.77%% 0.3458 0.000% 0.5606 0.0652 0.1597 0.2843 0.9760

MCADOEXP 0.65892 0.2807% 1.00000 ~0.0978 -0.32575 ~0.09088 0.65020 0.03847 0.0%5102 0.92233 0.96872 0.34636 0.82364 .
0.631 907 0. ©.0001

. — 0.0001 0.1479 0.0000 § 0.0 0.6457 0.0002 O. 8459 0.7%5 0001 0.0001 0.0001
S MNTECMSC 0.0813% -0.56008 ~0.0%478 1.00000 0.79319 =0.13166 0.34939 =0.57659 0.08149 -0.08916 ~0.01586 0.12935 0.08403
0.6815 ©.0016 0.6318 0.0000 0.0001 0.5042 0.068% 0.0013 0.6802 0.6518 0.9361 0.5118 0.6707
. WNTEARSC -0.23626 -0.67083 -0.32575 0.79319 1.00000 0.08805 0.00108 =0.359%48 ~0.01298 -0.39352 ~0.27329 ~0.12044 -0.16246
0.2261 0.0001 0.0907 0.0001 0.0000 0.8082 0.9957 0.0603 0.9477 0.0383 0.159% 0.5416 0.4088
OADPERAT ~0.17666 -0.05671 -0.09084 <0.13166 0.04805 1.00000 0.00829 0.01952 -0, 17492 -0. 17327 -0.14800 -0.25901 0.02263
0.3685 O.774& 0.6857 0.5042 0.3082 0.0000 0.9656 0.9215 O©. 3733 0.}179 0.8523 0.1832 0.90%0
MHIDEGRE 0.50759 -0.18566 0.65020 0.34939 0.00108 0.00829 1.00000 -0.4M430 0.97352 0.61781 0.67228 0.58894 0.70340
0.0058 0.3458 0.0002 O0.0684 0.9957 0.9666 0.0000 0.0179 0.3772 0©0.0005 0.0000 0.0010 0.0001
MABSEXP <-0.22838 0.61953 0.03847 -0.57659 -0.35948 0.01952 -0.44430 1.00000 ~0. 11369 «0.00252 -0.03243 ~0.00668 -0.24239
0.2425 0.0008 0.8459 0.0013 0.0603 0.9215 0.0179 0.0000 0.5646 ©.9899 0.8699 0.9731 0.2180
MABSUNEX ~0.01222 O0.11486 0.05102 0.08149 -0.01293 =0.17492 0.17352 -0.11369 1,00000 0.08386 0.09%04 0.06578 0.09317
0.9508 0.5006 0.7965 0.6802 0.9477 0.3733 0.3772 0.5686 ©0.0000 O.67ts 0.6381 0.7395 0.63713
MSALAMT  0.6%511 0.35326 0.92236 -0.08916 -0.39352 -0.17327 0.61741 =0.00252 0.08386 1.00000 0.91805 0.84761 0.74266
15 4 0.0002 0.0652 0.0001 0.65!8 0.0383 0.3779 0.0005 0.9899 0.671'% 0.0000 0.000" 0.0001 0,0001 1
MTOTEXP 0.70371 0.27308 0.96872 -0.01586 -0.27329 =0.14800 0.67228 -0.03243 0.0940% 0.91805 1.00000 0.899431 0.86142 55
0.0001 0.1597 0.0001 0.936) 0.1594%  0.M523 0.000 0.8699 0.631 0.000V 0.000¢ 0.000" 0.000V

MAGE 0.63548 0.20956 0©.84656 O0.12935 -0.12044 ~0.25901 0.58894 -0.00668 0.06578 0.84761 0.8994) 1.00000 0.72303
0.0003 0.2865 0.0001 0.9118 0.5416 0.1832 0.0010 0.9731 0.7395 0.000% 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Q .
FRIC wscuexe  0.68250 0.00596 0.8236u 0.08103 -0.16216 002263 0.70310 -0.24239 0.09317 0.74266 G.86142 0.72303 1.00000
oo i e 0.0001 0.9760 0.0001 0.6/07 0.4088 0.9090 0.00M1 0.2140 0.6373 0.0v0Y  O.uw0uY  0.000Y  0.0000

fod by ERI




I STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SYSTEMN 15:10 FRIDAY, JUME 11, 1982
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / RROB 9 IR UMDER HO:RHO=0 / N = 28
HNSEX MRACE MCADDEXP RNTECMSC MNTEARSC MADPERAT MHIDEGRE MABSEXP MABSUNEX MSALANT NTOTEXP MAGE  HECHEXP

HOMED 0.19122 -0. 26‘” 0.15697 0.37263 -0.00906 =0.21354 0.47601 =0.40860 0.20892 0.1413% 0.16184 0.20523 0.17609
0.3297 0.4251 0.0508 0.963%5 0.2752 0.0105 0.0309 0.2060 0.8731 0.8106 0.2947 0.36%

roPtD 0.20348 -0.35505 0.22753 0.36509 0.01476 -0. 1584 0.56055 ~0.49498 0.28680 0.18393 ©.21830 0.22279 0.30083
0.2990 0.0637 0.2843 0.056% 0.9406 0.4216 0.0019 0.007% 0.139% 0.3488 0.26%% 0.2345 0.119%

siss 0.39263 0.70816 0.28488 -0.3250! =0.37767 -0. 06599 «0.19305 0.40062 0.01623 0.25149 0.2622% 0.19616 0.12207
0.0388 0.0001 0.2091 0.091% ©.0875 0.7387 0.3250 0.0346 0.9347 0.1967 0.1776 0.3v71 0.3%0

PCTNPRO  0.15917 -0.51093 0.03419 0.59784 0.25369 -0.12963 0.84912 ~0.66878 0.56367 0.04245 0.04353 0.0793% 0.17163
0.4185 0.00%55 C.8629 0.0008 ©0.1927 0.5109 0.0165 0.000% 0.4053 0.8302 0.8259 0.687% 0.3825

-
PCTMNPRO 0.16636 0.81297 0.31777 -0.51818 <0.54258 0.05263 =G.0303% 0.62595 0.1563% 0.25417 0.3136k 0.17539 0.10911%
0.3975 0.0001 ©0.099% 0.0087 0.0029 0.7902 0.8782 0.0004 0.4263 0.1918 0.1081 0.3720 0.505

PCTFPRO  0.08847 =0.57639 =0.00366 0.63831 0.32020 -0.14862 0.37830 «0.57369 0.02299 =0.01318 -0.02553 0.10658 0.09238
0.6691 0.0013 0.9853 0.0003 ©0.0928 0.4508 0.0471 0.0014 0.9076 0.9%69 0.897% 0.5893 0.63%

PCTFINPRO ~0.35593 0.27408 -0.30383 -0.56972 -0.13323 0.17738 -0.56246 0.46917 ~0. 18280 ~0.25379 =0.30260 -0.37762 -0.33339
00630 0.1582 0.1160 0.0016 O0.4991 0.3666 0.0018 0.0118 0.3529 0.1925 0.1175 0.0476 0.0820

SCHSEX 0.00203 ~0.18007 -0.08508 0.20209 0.16083 0.105313 0.23477 «0.22011 0.34995 -0,19958 =0.13822 -0.20090 =0.01407
0.9918 O.R771 0.6670 0.2145 O.8148 0.594% 0.2292  0.2604 0.0679 0.3086 0.4830 0.3053 0.9%4% .

SCHAACE 0.20226 0.89742 0.25338 -0.46719 -0.53636 ~0.03285 -0.17625 0,55022 0.01777 0.28912 0.264%7 0.21229 0.01%07
0.2%42 0.0001 0.1933 0.0122 0.0033 0.8682 0.3696 0.0028 0.9285 0.2011 0.1738 0.2781 0.9233

SCHSPEED -0.00685 =0.18013 0.34301 0.15646 -0.09636 -0.17772 0.40797 «0.08538 0.12036 0.38952 0.29146 0.3823% 0.26359
0.9724 0.3590 0.0739 0.8266 0.6257 0.3656 0.0312 0.8126 0.5818 0.0405 0.1324 0.0847 0,1720

SCHOROP 0.63790 0.05026 0.47862 0.11199 -0.05540 -0.19788 0.30316 '-0.12055 «0.0157% O0.87380 0.50223 0.49W7 0.50233 ‘
0.0003 0.7995 0.0100 0,5705 0.7795 0.3128 0.1163 0.514k 0.9366 0.0109 0.0065 0.0079 0.0065 |

SCHOYSUS 0.31380 0.84256 0.57231 -0,08269 -0.34925 -0.16025 0.39212 0.16732 0.31316 0.62411 0.52801 0.45907 0.37987
0.1028 0.018% 0.0015 0.6760 0.0685 0.8153 0.0389 0.3%7 O. 1047 0.0008 0,0039 '0.0140 0.0862

|
TCOUNTY 0.50153 =0.03836 0.31588 0.25972 0.04977 -0.28696 0.42057 -0.16824 0.15129 0,33586 O0.40154 0.85509 0.43741

L11

0.0066 O0.8463 0.1015 0.1820 0.30t4 0.1387 0.0238 0.392% O0.8822 0.0806 ©0.0342 0.0150 0.0199

SCOUNT 0.55581 =0.01301 0.43527 0.20511 -0.04262 -0.28618 0.46588 -0.19168 0.14083 O0.47697 0.49941 0.52333 0.51390
0.0021 0.9476 0.0206 0.2951 0.8295 0.1398 0.0125 0.3285 0.8747 0.0103 0.0068 0.0043 0.0034

STUTEAR  0.55465 0.05557 0.66697 0.02381 -0.28982 -0.18372 0.51002 ~0.20607 ©0.15143 0.73253 0.66669 0.60585 0.66128
0.0022 0.7708 0.000%1 0.9043 O.1347 0.349% 0.0056 0.2909 0.8418 0.0001 0.0001 0.0006 0..000'

PRSCHEX ©.12615 -0.14285 0.15640 -0.08015 -0.08n80 0.31507 0.3kk62 -0.2302% 0.10256 0,10297 0.21547 0,t2802 0.43203
0.522h 0.4683 0.4268 0.6852 0.6627 0.0050 0.0725 0.2385 0.6035 0.6021 0.2708 0.5162 0.0217

PRADMPER -0.12490 -0.30165 -0.13736 0.33191 0.36486 -0.34937 -0.16457 -0.22293 «0.0593% =0.11253 -0.14321 0.00787 -0.20167
0.5266 0.1188 0.4858 0.0844& 0.0563 0.0688 0.4027 0.2542 0.7642 0.5686 0.u672 0.9683 0.2986

o LDIDEGRE 0.41927 -0,07261 0,56556 0,38593 -0.01153 -0.10021 0.87167 -0.37203 0.11325 0.59319 0.53968 0.31074 0537004
ERIC 0.0260  0.7135 ©0,0017 0.0n25 0.9536 0.6119 0.0001 0.0512 0.3780 0.0009 0.0020 0.0055  0.001>
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NSEX

SCHPREST 0.09211
0.6389

MOMEO

HIEX 0.19122

0.3297

MRACE -0.2619)
0.1 780

MCADDEXP O, 13697
0.4251

MNTECHSC O.3726%
0.0508

MNTEARSC -0.00906

o”,’

NADPERAT -0 2135'
\

MH I DEGRE 0 l1601
0105

MABSEXP -0.40860
0.0309

MNABSUNEX 0.20892
0.2660

MSALAMT  0.14138
0.08731

MTOIEXP  0.16184
0.4106

NAGE 0.2052%
. 2947

MSCHEXP  0.176%9
0.3690

MOMLO 1.00000
0.0000

rortd 0.957132
0. 0001

E KC SIS -0.N6695

0.0122

0.39%000
0.0008
POPED
0.20348

0.2990

-0. 35503
0.0637

0.22733
0.24883

0.36509
0.0561

0.01076
0.9%06

=0, 15818

0. 54059
0.0019

-O.l””
0.0078
0. 20648
0.139%

0.18393
0.3438

0.21830
0.2644

0.22279
0.2585

0.30083
0.1198

0.95732
0.0001

1.00000
0.0000

-0.5Mh58
0.0021

A

e Ty

STATUISTICAL

0. 18116 -0.85800 -0.76444 0.06178
0.4737 0.000% 0.0001 0.7548

$18S PCTHPRO PCTMNPRO PCTFPRO
0.39263 0.159t7 0.16636 0.08447
0.0388 O.4185 0.397% 0.669

0.0001 0.005%5 0.0001 0.0013

0.2088 0.03419 ©.31777 -0.00366
0.2097 0.8629 0.099% 0.9853

<0.32508 0.59744 -0.518%8 0.63831
0.0918 0.0008 0.0047 0.0003
«0.37767 0.25369 -0.34238 0.32820
0.0073 0.1927 0.0029 0.092%

«0.065%99 -0.12953 ©.05263 =0.18862
0.7387 0.5109 0.7902  0.4504

0.19305 0.4A912 -0.03034 0.37830
5 3250 ©.0165 0.8782 0.0871

0.40062 ~0.66878 0.62595 =0.57369
0.0386 0.0001 0.0008 0.0014

0.01623 0.16367 0.1565% 0.02299
0.9387 0.4053 0.4263 0.9076

0.25149 0.04245 0.25417 ~0.01318
0.1967 ©0.8302 0.1916  0.9469

0.26225 0.0435) 0.31364 -0.02553
0.1776 0.8259 0.1041  0.8974

0.19616 0.07954 011539 0.10658
0.3171 O0.6874 0.3720 0.5893

0.12207 0.17163 0.10911 0.09258
0.5360 0.3825 0.5805 0.639%

-0.46695 ©.84594 -0.16279 0.81015
0.0022 0.000% 0.4079 0.0001

-0.54458 0.84939 -0.19319 0.79016
0.0027 0.0001  0.32u6  0.0001

1.00000 ~0.50207  0.953483 =0.5675%%
0.0000 0.0004 0.003 0,006

ANALYS I S
CORAELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB 1 1RI UNOER HO:RHO=0 / N = 28
MRACE NCADOEXP MHTECMSC WNTEARSC MADPERAT MH IDEGRE

-0, 31067
0.1076

PCTFNPRO
-0.35%93
0.0630
0.27M04

0.1502

‘0.}0303
0.1160

~0.56972
0.0016

~0.,1332%
0.499

0. 17734
0.3666

-0.562“
0.0018

0.46917
0.0118

=0, 18240
0.3529

~0,25319
0. 1925

~0.30260
0. 1175

«0.37762
0.0476

-0.333159
0.00628

-0.8546
0.0001

-0.82659
0.0001

0.26313
0.1761

SYSTEN

MABSEXP MABSUNEX

0.54700
0.002¢

SCHSEX
0.0020)
0.9918

«0. 18007
0.0

-0.08504
0.6670

0.28209
0.2143

0. 16043
0.8148

0.10513
0.5948

0.23877
0.2292

-0,220M1
0.260%

0.34955
0.0679

-0, 19938
o. 30'6

-0. 13822
0.4830

.o‘m
0.30%3

=0.01407
o.“3~

0.34629
0.0710

0. INT94
0.0696

-0, 11308
0.35667

0.00812
o.”’,

SCHRACE

0.28226 -0

0.2142
0.89782
0.0001
0.25138
0.1933

«0.86719
0.0122

=0.53636
0.0033

-0.0328%
o.m

<0, 17625
0.3696
0.5%022
0.0024

0.01777
0.9285

0.28912
0.201"

0.26087
0.1738

Q.21229
0.2781

0.01%07
0.9233

-0,37613
0.0485

-0, 45814
0.0142

" 0.81132
0.0001

HSALANT

0.20126
0.304N

SCHSPEED

. 00683
0.9724

-0, 18013
0.3590

0. 34301
0.0739

0. 15686
0.4266

-0.09636
0.6257

=0. 17772
0.3656

0.40797
0.0312

=0.04538
0.8186

0.12036
0.5818

0.389%2

0.0405

0.29146
0.1324

0.3823!
0.0k47

0.26559
0.1720

0.51045
0.0055

0.55750
0.0021

-D.3762}
0.0485

15:10 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982

MTOTEXP

0.12199
o‘sm

NAGE

0 067N
0.7330

SCHOROP SCHOVSUS

0.6371%0
0.0003
0.0%026
07995

0.47862
0.0100

0.1119
0.5703

-0.05580
0.7795

0.31580
0.1028

0.5723
0.0013

-0.08260
0.6760

=0, ,"23
0.048%

=0.19788 -0.1

0.3128

0.30316
0.1168

=0. ‘2.55
0.5

-0.0157%
0.9366

0.873%0
0.0109

0.5%022}

0.0065 °

0.49147
0.0079

0.50235
0.0U65

0.01763
0.9290

0.)4620
0.8154

0,.33145
-0, 0849

0.8153
0.39232
0.03%9

0.167132
0. 3947

0.31316
0. 10M7

0.62811
0.000N

0.52801
0.0039

0.85907
©.010

0.37987
0.0k62

0.11612
0.5563

0. 16548
0. 4001

0.279517
0. W96

HacHEXP
0.01009
0.95%
TOCOUNY

0.50153
0.0066

" 0.442%6 =0.03836
0.018% 0.8463

.
0,31388
0.1013%

0.29972
0.1820

0.08977
o‘ ”"

-0.204%
0. 1387

0.82057
0.0239

-0, 36928
0. 3921

0.13129
0. 08422

0.33586
0.0806

0.40154
0.0382

0. %5509
0.0150

0.4&3741
0.0199

0. 29301
0.1301

0.28758
0.1378

0.0h695
0.8125
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h STATISTHICAL ANAL YSELIS SYSTEN 15:10 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB 1 TR UNDER HO:RHO=O / N = 28

ROMED POPED $I8S PCTNPRO PCTHNPRO PCTFPRO PCTFNPRO  SCHSEX SCHRACE SCHSPEED SCHOROP SCHOYSUS  TCOURT
PSINPRO  0.8459% 0.84939 =0.50287 1.00000 ~-6.51567 C.90A43 ~0.83252 0.8192% -0.63610 0.50074 ©0.11672 0.C7033 0.33091
0.0001 0.000' 0.0064 .0000 ©.0050 0.000% O0.0001 0.0268 0.0003 0.0386 0.55%2 0.7221 0.0777
PCTMNPRO =0. 16279 =0, 19319 0.53883 -0,.51367 1.00000 ~0.58353 0.25381 -0.10943 0.80725 -0.04355 -0.01131 0.%0362 -0.0M2%6
0.0679 L3246 0.003F 0.0050 0.0000 0.0013 0.188% 0.579%% 0.0001 0.7480 0.95%5 0.0332 0.882
" PCIFPRO  0.8101% 0.79016 <0.56733 0.90883 -0.38353 1.00000 ~0.86875 0.37743 <0.63798 O0.4%42 0.0A382 -0.07543 0.21332
| 0.0000 0.J001 ©0.0016 ©0.0001 G.00%1 0.000¢ 0.0007 0.0477 0.0003 0.0073 0.8248 0.7029 0.2707
| PCTENPRO =0.85446 ~0.82659 0.26313 =0.8)252 0.25581 -0.86475 1.00000 <0.33200 O.31841 -0.505” °0 23956 -0.18312 -0.39192
| 0.0001 0.0001 O0.1761 0.0001 0.1889 0.0007 0.0000 O0.081&% C.0%87 0:2195 0.3310 ..0”‘1
SCHSEX 0.38629 O0.3479%% ~0.11308 0.41925 -0.1090) 0.37743 -0.53500 1.0GJ00 -0.14122 0.01868 -0.18464 0,13086 ~0. 18244
| 0.0710 0.069% 0.5667 0.0268 0.579% 0.0477 0.0814  0.0000 0.4735 0.3250 O0.3469 0.5069 0.8697
i SCHRACE  =0.37613 ~0.N581% 0.81432 -0.63610 0.80723 ~0.63798 0.31881 <§. 18122 1.00000 -0.27683 ©0.02444 0.32308 -0.13386
‘ 0.0085 ©0.0142 0.0001 ©.0003 0.0001 &.0003 0.0987 0.4735 0.0000 0.1538 0.90%7 0.0935 0.43
; OCNSPEED C.51003 0.55750 ~0.37621 0.M0078 -0.06355 0.49842 -0,.50593 0.01868% -0.27683 1.00000 ~0.07109 0.38356 ~0,03604
| 0.0055 0.0021 O©.0M85 0,038 O0.7480 0.0075 0.0060 0.9250 0.1538 0.0000 0.7193 0.0%3% 0.7770
| SCHOROP 0.01763 0.00620 ©.33145 0.11672 =0.01131 0.04382 -0.23936 -0. 10468  0.02040 -0.07109 1.00000 0.25359 0.73328
0.9290 0.815% 0.0809 5582 0.9%:5 0.825¢ 0.2195 0.346% 0.%017 0.7193  0.0000 0.1929 .000%
— .
> SCHOVSUS 0.11612 0.16588 0.27957 0.07035 0.40362 ~3.07543 -0.18312 0.13086 0.32308 0.38356 0.23359 1.00000 0.21299
0.5563 O0.%001 O.t496 ©0.7221 0.0332 0.7029 0.3310 5.5059 0.0935 0.0839 0.1929 0.0000 0.2765
YCOUNY 0.29307 0.28758 0.04495 0.33891 =0.08296 0.21552 =0.39192 -0. 1N24% -0. 15386 -0.0560% 0.73328 0.21299 1.00000
0.1300 0.1378 0.8125 0.0777 0.8282 0.2707 0.0391 O0.4697 0.434% 0.7770 0.000% 0.2765 0.0000
SCOUNT 0.28583 0.3017% 0.08350 0.33506 -0.06010 0.2193% ~0.39680 -0. 18469 «0.15056 0.01153 ©0.82039 0.28%09 0.96479
0.%%0% 0.1186 0.6727 0.0813 0.7613 0.282' 0.0366 ©.3N68 O.hkikh  0.9536 0.0001 0.1472 0.0001
STUTEAR  0.31722 0.40000 0.07383 0.29623 0.04558 0.20676 -0.40456 =0.31487 -0.0858c 0.37697 0.71777 0.47950 0.59134&
0.1000 0.0349 0.7689 0.1259 0.8178 0.2911 0.0327 0.1027 0.6640 0.0M80 0.0001 0.0098 0.0009
PRSCHEX =-0.2054%4 <0.07138 0.04290 -0.14988 0.01890 -0.21419 0. 18744 -0, 13831 0.00407 ~0.05143 0.05973 ~0.1%381 0.03599
0.29%43 0.7181 0.8284 O0.4u65 0.92u0 0.2738 ©G.W540 0.%210 0.9836 0.7949 0.7627 0.8716 ©.8557
PRADMPER 0.22281 0.1836% =0.28009 0.29220 -0.39597 0.33479 0. 16885 0.28744 -0.26275 0.08999 0.03958 -0.00899 -0.11523
0.2548 0.3895 O0.t488 0.1313 0.0370 0.0816 0.3915 0.1380 O. 1767 0.6488 0.8415 0.9338 0.3595
LOEDEGRE 0.46790 0.54522 -0.14965 0.42h87 ©0.04105 0.41872 -0.55002 0.25655 «0.97069 0.52843 0.15281 0.82346 0.23921
0.0120 0.0027 O.%472 0.0242 0.8357 0.0282 0.0024 0.1876 ©0.7208 0.0082 0.4338  0.0247 0:2202
SCHPREST -0.31583 -0.29976 0.29679 -0,57421 0.52935 -0.57982 0.47270 -0.Wk5082 0.48594 ~0.06195 -0.03515 0.10416 -0.11901
0.1016 0.1212 0.1251 0.06i4 ©.0038 0.0012 0.0111 0.C167  0.0088 0.7541 0.8591 0.5979 0.5464
SCOUNT STUTEAR PRSCHEX PRADMPER LDEDEGRE SCHPREST
. MSEX 0.59581 0.55065 0.12615 «0.12490 0.14192 .0N927 )
U.l)ll)ﬂ.’\ il.()m;:Z 0.%224 0.5?‘26 00..036;: 00.223’9 BEST COPY AVA“‘ABLE 16 1
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SVYSTEH 15:10 FRIDAY, JUNE V1, 1982
CORRELATION COEFF ICIENTS /7 PROB % IR! UNDER HO:RHO=O / N = 28
SCOUNT STUTEAR PRSCHEX PRADMPER LDEDEGRE SCHPREST

MRACE «0,01301 0.0355%7 =0.18285% =0.30%45 =0.07261 0.59830
0.9476 O.7788 O.N683 0.%188 0.7135 0.0008

MCADDEXP 0.83%27 0.66697 0.15640 =0.13736 0.565%6 0.18116
0.0206 0.0001 O.8268 0.4858 0.0017 0.4737

MNTECHSC 0.2051% 0.02381 -0.08013 0.33191 0.38593 «0.85800
0.2951 0.9083 0.68%2 0.084% 0,0425 0.0001

MNTEARSC ~0.04262 =0.28982 -0.08080 0.36486 <0.01153 «0. 764kl
0.8295 O0.1387 0.6827 0.056) 0.9536 0.0001

NADPERAT ~0.28618 -0,10372 0.51507 =0.34937 ~0.10021 0.06178
0.1398 O.J4%% 0.005C 0.0684 0.6119 0.75u8

MHIDEGRE 00'8?23 0.51002 0.3a862 =0.16457 0.87167 -0.31067

0.0056 0.072% 0.a&u2? 0.0001 0.1076

MABSEXP -0, 19968 -0,20687 -0.2302% =0.22293 =0.3720) 0.54700 °
0.3205 0.2909 0.2385 0.25k2 0.0512 0.0026

MABSUNEX 0.38083 0.15183 0.10256 -0.0393% 0.17325 0.00812
0.4707 O.A438 0.6035 0.7642 0.3789 0.9673 .

E MSALANT  0.87697 0.71253 0.§0297 =0.1125) 0.59319 0.20126
0.0103 ©.0001 0.6021 0.5686 0.0009 0.30u4
NTOTEXP O.M99N1 0.66669 0.21547 -0.14321 0.55968 0.12399
0 00e8  ©.0001 ©0.2708 0.&672 0.0020 0.5296
MAGE 0.52333 0.60583 0.12802 0,00787 0.51074 0.06747
0 0043  ©.0006 0.5162 ©0.9683 0.0055 0.7330
NSCHEXP  0.53390 0.66128 0,4320) ~0.20367 0.57074 0.01009
0 0038 ©.0001 0.0217 0.2986 0.0015 0.9594
NOWED  0.28583 0.31722 -0.2054h 0.22281 0.86790 -0.31583
030N  ©.1000 0.2943 0.254% 0.0120 0.1016
POPED  0.3017% 0.%0001 -0.07138 0,18365 0.5u522 =0.29916
0.1136 0.0349  ©0.718) 0.3495 0.0027 0.1212
162 sws 0.08350 0.07383 0.04290 -0.28009 =0.1k965 0.29679
0.6727 0.710%9 0.8284 0. 1488 0. 4472 0.1251
PCINPRO  0.33506 ©0.2962) -0.149u8 0.29220 0.u2U87 -9, 57421 163

0.0813 - 0.1259 0.4u65 0.1313  0.0242 0.0014

PCINNPRO -0.06010 0.04558 0.01890 -0.39597 0.04105 0.52935
0.7613 0.8178 0.9240 0.03/0 0.8357 0.0038

Q  PCIFPRO  0.21938 0.20676 -0.21419 0.33479 O0.4in12 -0,57982
0.262¢ 0.2911 0.2738 0.0816 0.u282 0.0VV2
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SCOUNT STUTEAR

PCTFNPRO '0 39680 -0.404%6
0.0366 0.0327

SCHSEX =0, 18469 =0.31487
0.3468 0.1027

SCHRACE =0, 15056 ~0.08586
0.8%48 0.6640

SCHSPEED 0.01153  0.376%7
o.”" o.mw

SCHOROP  0.82039 0.71777
0.000% 0.0009

SCHOVSUS 0.28109 0.87950
0.1873 0098

Tcount 0.96479 0.59134
0.0001 0.0009

SCTUNT 1.06000 0.73582
0.0000 0.000%

STUTEAR  0.753%2 1.00000
0.0001 0.0000

PASCHEX  0.06091 0.15187
0.71582 0.4417

PRADMPER -0.11070 -0.13868
0.5750 0.8816

LOEDEGRE  0.29105 0.40951
0.1329 0.0305

SCHPREST -0.06363 O.1816)
0.7477 0.4722

164

CORRELAT tON

STATISTICAL

PASCHEX PRADMPER LDEOEGRE SCHPREST

0, INTH

-0 ‘583!
az10

0.00807
0.9836

-Ooo’"’
0.79%9

0.03973
0.7621

«0.18 101
0.48716

0.035%%
0.8%57

0.060M
o. 75.2

0.157
0.8M17

1,00000
0.0000

-0.5923%
0.0009

0.16%07
0.3898

0.15825
0.4212

0.47270

«0.16845 ~0.5%002
0 0.0111

0.287h4 0.25655 -0.45082
0.1380 0.1876 0.0161

=0.26215 ~0.07069 0.N&8594
0.3767 0.7208 0.0088

0.08999 0.52843 -0.06195
0.6488 0.0042 L.75M)

0.03958 0.15241 -0.03515
0.8415 0.%4308 0.859)

0.42346 0.10416
0.0247 0.5979

0. 2392‘ -0, 11901
0.5593 0.2202 0.546M

«0.11070 0.29103 ~-0.06363
0.5750 0.1329 0. LY

«0,13868 0.4095% 0.“‘63
0.4816 0.0305 0.8722

-0,5923% 0,16907 0.15825
0.0009 0.3898 O0.h4212

1.00000 -0, 12269 -0.u40499
0.0000 0.530 0.0325

-0.12269 1.00000 -0.33751
0.530 0.0000 ©0.0790

-0.450499 -0.33751 1.00000
0.0325 0.0790 0.0000

=0.008%9
0.9638

«0.11523

[

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

AMALYS IS

SYSTEM

COEFFICIENIS / PROB 1 IR! UWDER HO:RHO=0 / N = 28

15: 10 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SYSTEMN 13:22 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

168

VARIABLE L] MEAN $T0 DEV UM MINIHUM MAX 1 MUM
APCMATH 28 €6.72602321 9.76 152866 1868, 32064984 $2.35038610 §7.17213115
APCREAD 28 75.05220471 6.29341802 2101,.%6173176 62.92538722 $9.8%071038
APOWREY 28 73.2%056791 9.22023682 2051.01590143 $5.82762201 90.207070M
LSEX 28 0.29798806 0.11231258 8. 34366571 0.07812500 0.80076923
MRACE 28 0.88349429 0.12909539 13.67784001 0.21052632 - 0.72222222
NCADDEXP 28 9. 36926908 1.78396954 262.33953430 5. 60000000 12.00000000 |
NNTECKSC 28 546.62149513 26.32297165 15305. 40186927 495.66666667 612.220“”1 <
MNTEARSC 28 572.86390679 21.79793180 16040, 18939023 $33.97435897 611.69365217 w
‘ RADPERAT 28 1.0996139% 0.07528378 30. 78919020 1,00000000 1.29811765 ;
l MHIDEGRE 28 2.57898885 0.23989210 72.21168793 1.95000000 3.04347826 |
MABSEXP 28 7.15790072 1.57816844 200. 39996810 3. 14705882 10. 75000000
' MABSUNEX 28 6.02833312 0.08122271 0. 79332740 0 0.1351351%
5 NSALANT 28 17552. 58932073 640. 89454329 491472, 50098043 16243.3808088889 18257.96629213
MTOTEXP 28 11.07003109 1.998845 38 309. 96087048 6.28000000 18, 18878261
MAGE 28 38.99680418 1.91146960 1091, 96651691 33. 48000000 42.00000000
MSCHEXP 28 6.31732076 1.35097214 176. 88498133 3.68000000 8.49350649
HOMD 28 3.85788814 0.29514191 108.02086785 3.17657143 846698113
POPED 28 3.80827236 0. 42089050 105.6 3162607 2.64000000 8.61057692
SI8s 20 3.77035326 0.46024617 105. 56989110 2.96103896 §.307339%3
PCTNPRO 20 0.28439992 0.10603755 7.$6319777 0.03443276 0.49767hK2
PCTRIPRO 20 0.31015663 0.1102700) 8.66438556 0.12558140 0.54918033
PCIFPRO 28 0.23466562 0. 15390009 6.57063728 0.03448276 0.67441860
PCTFNPRO 28 6.57710878 0. 12968512 15. 13504880 0.26511628 0. 66000000
SCHSEX 28 0.49370687 0.02292207 13.82379280 0.45989305 0.58977376
SCHRACE 28 0.556645u8 0.21079425 15.5860733) 0.10539522 1.00000000
SCHSPEED 28 0.06331784 0.04746659 1. 77289955 0 0. 17945545
O scuorop 28 0.03295109 0.04556276 0.92279859 0 0. 14156466



~~~~~~~

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 7 PROB 3 IRI UNDER HO:RHO=0 / N = 23

PRADMPER 28 3.57182857 3.01180202 100.00000000 o 9.00000000 ‘
1
|
|
. APCMATH' APCRIAD APCWRIT |

|

HSEX 0.06027 ~0.27564 ~0.61675
0.7606 0.1557 0.0005

WRACE -0.74095 ~0.82904 ~0.58617
0.000% 0,000 0.001%

\
|
|
| NCADDEXP -0.18769 =0.30770 -0.84771
‘ 0.8533 0.11%2 0.0169
|

MNTECMSC ©0.75955 0.64013 0.2938%
0.0002

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SVYSTEMN 15:22 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982 ?
‘ VARIABLE N MEAN S1D otV SUN L MINTUN MAX 1 UM
SCHOYUS 28 0.70796228 0.3931209t 19.82294394 0.01357466 1.58637084
TCOUNT 28 31.,00000000 16.97056275 $68.00000000 9.00000000 77.00000000
SCOUNT 28 1035, 71428571 714,56315882 28972.00000000 187. 00000000 2885.00000000 ‘
STUTEAR 28 31.08061724 7.35926700 870.25720285% 17. 00000000 42,93333383
PRECHEX 28 §.53571429 &, 12294522 127.00000000 1.00000000 18.00000000
LOEDEGRE 28 2.806305331 0.20357647 78.57654857 2. 31250000 3.137198103
SCHPREST 28 2.05423952 0. 15863348 57.51870659 1. 64705802 [ ;1250N0
|
\
\
|
\

VA

0.000! 0. 1291
MNTEARSC 0.65535 0.61452 0.39603
0.0001 0.0005 0.0370

MADPERAT -0.08277 0.06265 0.30673
0.6754 0.7513 Q.5808

MHIGEGRE ©.29206 0.22682 -0.04357 1 7 0
169 0.1315 0.2458 0.8257

|
|
\
|
\
|
\

MABSEXP -0.58601 -0.57552 -0.21829
0.0011  0.001% 0.2645
\
\
|

MABSUNEX -0.07%02 0.01175 -0.03327
0.7082 0.9527 0.8665

MSALAMT  -0.12492 -0.31399 -0.U466%5
0.%9265 0.1037 0.0172

MIOIEXP -0, 10068 -0.31276 -0.49393
0.596 0,105 0.0076
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stargsylca! ANALYS IS SYSTEMNM 15:22 FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1982
| CORRELATEON COLEY 1 praer & semst P 900 uNULE HO-MWR=0 ¢ N = 28
: APCMATH APGREAD  APCWRI|
MAGE 0.06588 -0.23689 -0.843052

0.7391 0.2289 0.0222

HSCHEXP 0.02753 -0,15182 -0.46453
0.889% O.4406 0.0128

HOMEO 0.51497 0.58167 0.36863
0.005' 0.0029 0.0536

roreo 0.48936 0.54878 0.34606
0.0082 0.0025 0.0712

sies -0.61623 -0.81929 -0.78640
0.0005 0.0001 0.0001

PCTNPRO  0.67590 0.69306 0.35896
0.0001 0.0001 ©.0607

PCTANPRO -0.67756 “~0.66193 -0.39789
0.0001 0.0000 0.0369

PCIFIRO  ©.7909% 0.75803 0.47016
0.0001 0.0001 0.0116

PCTFNPRO -0.59046 -0.8T7886 -0.16261
0.0008 0.0099 0.%08N

SCHSEX 0.15971 0.29533 0.22693
0.8169 0.1277  0.2455

SCHRACE ~-0.74734% -0.85628 =0.60021
0.0000 0.000% 0.0007

SCHSPEED 0.25037 0.31091 0.3249%
0.1988 0.1073 0.0916

SCHOROP  0.16389 -0.21187 -0.65035
0.4047 0.2800 0.0002

SCHDYSUS =0.32077 =0.31781 =0.31758
0.0961 0.0393 0.0996

TCOUNY 0.32883 0.02563 -0.41309
0.0875 0.8970 0.0289

SCOUNT 0.28640 -0,02272 ~0.47011
0.1395 0.9086 0.0116

STUTEAR  0.116%4 ~0,07992 ~0.30049
0.5562 0.6850 0.0410

o PRSCIEX  -0.1563% -0,11615 =0.21019

6.h269  0.5561 0.2830 171 .

BEST COPY AVAILAZLL.




CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS /7 PROB 1 IRt UNDER HO:RHO=0 / N = 28 o

e .
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SYSTEN 15:22 FRIDAY, JUNE 1), 1982

~r
st

v P
WA o v

APCMATH APCREAD APCWRIT

PRADMPER 0. 18245 0.33023 0.2.22i
0.0k46 0.0861 0.1456

LOEDEGRE 0.22798 0.18989 0.00534
0.2033 0.3331  0.9783

SCHPRESY -0, 6‘512 «0.66172 -0.38i5%9
0002 0.000% 0.0831
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

OF YOUR BEST ANSWER TO THE QUESTION. PICK ONLY ONE ANSWER FOR EACH

QUESTION!!!
1. How old are you?
7 years old
8 years old
9 years old

13 years old
11 years old
12 years old
13 years old

Are you a boy or girl?
boy
girl

Including this year, how many years have you been at this school?
Less than 1 year

2 years

3 years

4 years

5 years

6 years

7 years or more

What is your race or ethnic group?
American Irdian
Black American
White American
Spanish-surnamed American
Criental American
Other

What kind of work does your father usually do?
Skilled Craftsman or Foreman
Semi-skilled worker
Unskilled Worker

Professional
Manager or Owner
Office or Sales

Stays at home
Deceased
I don't know

174
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. PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY CIRCLING THE NUMBER ON THL RIGHT
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Skilled Craftsman or Foreman
Semi~-skilled worker - 1.

|

R

‘ 6. What kind or work does your mother usually do?
| Unskilled Worker

| Professional
Manager or Owner - 2,

Office or Sales
‘ Stays at home - 3.
Deceased - 4.
I don't know - 5.

7. How much schooling does your father have?
Finished fewer than eight years of school -
Finished eighth grade but did not attend high school -
Went to high school but did not graduate -
Graduated from high school -
Went to college -~
1 don't know -

RN WP

8. How much schooling does your mother have?
Finished fewer than eight years of school -
Finished eighth grade but did not attend high sthool -
Went to high school but did not graduate -
Craduated from high school -
Went to college -
I don’t know -

OV N B W R
e o o

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE TO BE ANSWERED BY CIRCLING THE NUMBER ON TEHE
RIGHT OF THE CORRECT ANSWER. REMEMBER, NO ONE WILL SEE YOUR ANSWERS
EXCEPT THOSE OF US FROM LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY, SO PLEASE TELL US
JUST WHAT YOU THINK. (Pick only one answer for each question.)

9. How far do you think you will go in school?

Finish grade school -

Go to high school for a while -
Finish high school -

Go to college for a while -
Finish <ollege -

WL RO

10. How many students in this school try hard to get a good grade on theirl
weekly tests?

Almost ell of the students ~

Most of tle students -

Half of the students -

Some of the students -

Almost none of the students -

W WD
.
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N

11,

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

How many ‘students in this school will work hard to get a better grade
on the weekly tests than their friends do? .

Almost all of the students

Most of the students

Half of the students

Some of the students

Almost none of the students

[ ]
(6, I - S RV
s o o

How many students in this school don't care if they get bad grades?
Almost all of the students -~

Most of the students

Half of the students

Some of the students

Almost none of the studenis -

]
WS N -
.

How many students in this school do more studying for weekly tests
than they have to?

Almost all of the students

Most of the students

Half of the students

Some of the students

Almost none of the students -

1
LS W N -

I1f most of the students here could go as far as they wanted in school,
how far would they go?

Finish grade school -

Go to high school for a while -

Finish high school

Go to college for a while

Finish ccllege

!
Ut £ W P

How important do mcst of the students in this class feel it is to
do well in school work?

They feel it is very important - 1

They feel it is important - 2

They feel it is somewhat important - 3.

4

5

They feel it is not very important -
They feel it is not important at all -

How importani do you think most of the students in this school feel
it is to do well in school work?

They feel it is very important - 1.
They feel it is important - 2.
They feel it is somewhat important - 3.
They feel it is nct very important - 4.
They feel it is not important at all - 5.
How many students in this class think reading is a fun thing to do
and read even when they don' t have to?
: Almcst all of the students - 1.
Most of the students - 2.
About half of the students - 3.
Sor.e of the students - 4.
5.

RN 1’76 130 None of the students -



18. kow many students in this school make fun of or tease students who
get really good grades? .

Almost all of the students -

Most of the students -

About half of the students -

Some of the students -

None of the students -

W -

19. How many students in this school don't do as well as they could do
because they are afraid other students won't like them as much?

Almost all of the students -

Most of the students -

About half of the students -

Some of the students -

None of the students -

(O, B R VRN L

REMEMBER, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY CIRCLING THE NUMBER
WHICH BEST ANSWERS THE QUESTION FOR YOU. PICK ONLY ONE ANSKER FOR EACH
QUESTION.

20. If students in this school did not have their work graded by
teachers, how many would study hard?
Almost all of the students -
Most of the students -
Abcut half of the students -
Some of the students -
None of the students -

21. People like me will not have much of a chance to do what we want to
in 1life.

Strongly agree -
Agree -

Disagree ~

Strongly dis~gree -

HWN -

22. People like me will never do well in school even thcugh we try hard.
Strongly agree - 1.

Agree - 2,
Disagree - 3.
Strongly disagree - 4.

23. You have to be lucky to get good grades in this school.
Strorgly agree - 1.

Agree - 2,

Disagree - 3

Strongly disagree - 4.

24. Think of your friends. Do you think you can do school work better,
the same or poorer than your friends?

. Better than all of them

Better than most of them

About the same -

Poorer than must of them -

Poorer than all of them -

w0 N

Ulbs.owr— .
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25. When you” finish high school, do you think you will be one of the
best students, about the same &8 most or below most of. the
gtudents?

One of the best -

Better than most of the students -
Same as, most of the students -
Below most of the students -

One of the worst -

U £ W N
.

26. How far do you think your best friend believes you will go in
school?
Finish grade school -~
Go to high school for a while -~
Finish high school -~
Go to college for a while -~
Finish college -

. .

(U I N VA L
.

.

NOW WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT THE TEACHERS IN THIS SCHOOL.
ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS AS YOU ANSWERED THE OTHER ONES BY CIRCLING THE
NUMBER. REMEMBER, NO TEACHER WILL SEE YOUR ANSWERS, SO BE AS HONEST AS
YOU CAN.

27. How many teachers in this school tell students to try to get better
grades than their classmates?
Almost all of the teachers -
Most of the teachers -
Half of the teachers =~
Some of the teachers -
None of the teachers ~

. .

(VI VU N
.

28. O0f the teachers that you know in this school, how many don't care if
the students get bad grades?

Almost all of the teachers -

Most of the teachers -~

Half of the teachers -

Some of the teachers -

None of the teachers -

. »

(VR VLR S
.

29. Of the teachers that you know in this school, how many tell students
to do sxtra work so that they can get better grades?

Almost all of the teachers =~

Most of the teachers -

Half of the teachers -

Sore of the teachers -~

None of the teachers -

(U I O VL

30. 0f the tecachicrs that you know in this school, how wmany make the
students work too hard?
Almost all of the teachers -
Most of the teachers -
Half of the teachers -
Some of the teachers -
178 None of the teachers -
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31.

32.

33.

34,

35.

36.

Of the teachers that you know in this school, how many don't care
how hard the student works, as long a2s he passes? B

Almost all of the teachers

Most of the teachers

Half of the teachers

Some of the teachers

None of the teachers

What kind of student does the teacher you like the best expect you

to be in school?
' One of the best
Better than most of the students
Same as most of the students
Below most of the students
One of the worst

Think of your teacher Would your teacher sa: you can do school
work better, the same, or poorer than other people your age?

Better than all of then

Better than most of them

Samé as most of them

Poorer than most of them

Poorer than all of them

How often do teachers in this school try to heip students who do
badly on their school work?

They always try to help

They usually try to help

They sometimes try to help

They seldom txy to help

They nevexr try to help

Compared to students in other schools, hou much do students in this

school learn? .
They learn a lot more in this school

They learn a little more in this school
About the same as in other schools

They learn a little bit less in this school
They learn a lot less in this school

Compared to students from other schools, how well will most of the

students from this school do in high school?
They will be smong the best
They will do better than rost
They will do about the same as most
They will do poorer thar most
They will be among the worst

12479
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37. How important is it to teachers in this school that
learn their school work?

It is the most important thing to

It is very important to

It is somewhat important to

It is not very important to

It is not important at all to

38. Think about the teachers you know in this school.

their students

the teachers -
the teachers -
the teachers -
the teachers -
the teachers -

Do you think

the teachers in this school care more, or less, than teachers in
other schools about whether or not thei:i stv.jents learn their

school work?

Teachers in this school care a lot more -
Teachers in this school care a little more -
There is no difference -

Teachers in this school care a little less -
Teachers in this school caie a lot less -

39, Does your teacher think you could f£inish college?

No,

NOW WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO ANSWER SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR PARERTS.

THEM THE SAME WAY YOU ANSWERED THE OTHER ONES.

Yes, for sure -
Yes, probably -

Maybe -~
probably not ~
No, for sure -

40, How far do you think your parents believe you will go in school?
Finish grade school -
Go to high school for a while -
Finish high echool -
Go to college for a while -
Finish college -

41, What kind of student do your parents expect you to be in school?
Better than all of them -
Better than most of them =~
About the sar.e -
Poorer than most of them -
Poorer than all of them -

42. Think of your parents. Do your parents say yocu can
better, the same, or poorer than your friende®

do school work

Bett :r than 511 of them -

Better than most of them -

About the same =~

Poorer than most of them -

. Poorer than all of them -
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43,

Do your jarents think you could finish college?
Yes, for sure
Yes,; probably
Maybe
No, probably not
No, for sure

READ EACH STATEMENT BELOW. CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE ANSWER THAT TELLS
OFTEN THE STATEMENT IS TRUE FOR YOU.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

In class, I have the same seat and 1 must sit next to the same
students.
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never

When I am working on a lesson, the other students in my class are
working on the same lesson.

Always

Often

Sometimes

Seldom

Never

In most of my classes, the teacher tells me what I must work on;
have no choice.

Always

Often

Sometines

Seldom

Never

In class, the teacher stands in front of the room and works with
class as a whole.

Always

Often

Sometines

Seldon

Never

!
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If your teacher gave you a hard assignment, would you rather figure
out how to do it by yourself or would you want your teacher to tell

you how to do it?
1 almost always prefer figuring it out for myself
I usually prefer figuring it out for myself
Sometimes I prefer figuring it out for myself
I usually like the teacher to tell me how to do it
I always like the teacher to tell me how to do it

135

181

I
[, F-S VeI N )
e o o e o

[}
W W N
e o o




T

+ -

0

Appendix Nine

182

v el



uﬂ(
e
-}
:

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRL

The information you give us on this questionnaire is completely
confidential. No one will see your answers except the members of our
resezrch staff. Reports will be made with aggregate data, and no one
person will be identified with his or her data. After your questionmnaire
has been completely coded and punched on IBM cards, your questionnaire
will be destroyed. Complete confidentiality is assured. It is very
important that you be as candid as possible in your answers. Do not
respond to any question that your feel is too "personal” or that you

for any other reason prefer to leave unanswered.

1. Please write the name of this school.

2. Are you male or female (circle the number of the correct answer)?
female - 1.
male - 2.

3. What is your race or ethnic group?
Black - 1.

Chicano - 2.

Other Spanish Specking - 3.
Rative American - 4..
Oriental Origin - 5.

White - 6.

4., How long have you taught school (circle the number cf the correct

ansver)?
Just this vear - 1.

1 to 4 years ~ 2.

5 to 9 years - 3.

10 to 14 years - 4.
15 or more years - 5.

5. How long have you taught in this school?
Just this year -

1 to &4 years ~

5 to 9 years -

10 to 14 years -
!5 or more years -

Ut W N e
o o

6. What grade level(s) are you teaching:

«l
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7. How much formal preparation do you have?

Less than a2 Gachelor's degrec - 1.
‘ Bachelor's degree - 2.
| Some graduate work but less than Master's degree - 3.
Mastexrs degree - 4.
More than Master's degree but not Doctorate - 5.
Doctor's degree - 6.
8. How did you feel about your assignment to this school before
coming here?
Very happy about the assignment - 1l.°
Somewhat happy about the assignment - 2.
No feelings one way or the other - 3.
Somewhat unhappy about the assignment - 4.
Very unhappy about the assignment - 5.
9. Which best describes the students in your class(es)? )
All children of professional and white collar workers - 1.
Mostly children of professional and white collar workers - 2.
Children from a general cross section of society - ..
Mostly children of factory and other blue collar workers - 4.
A)1 children of factory and other blue collar workers - 5.
Children of rural families - 6.

10. If you had your choice of school settings, which would you select
from among the following?

411 children of professional and white collar workers - 1.
Mostly children of professional and white collar workers - 2.
Children {rom a general cross section of society - 3.
Mostly children of factory and other blue collar workers - 4.
All children of factory and other blue collar workers - 5.
Children of rural families - 6.
11. What kind of school do you prefer to work in as far as racial
composition is concerned?
An all white school - 1.
A mostly white school but with some non-white students - 2.
A school that has about half white and half non-white students - 3.
A mostly non-white school but with some white students - 4.
A school with all non-white students - 3.
1 have no preference - 6.

12. In your judgment, what is the general reputation of this school among
teachers outside the school?

Among the best -
Better than average -
About average -

Below average =

A poor school -

(O I N PR C R
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13.

If you had to choose a single one, which of the following sources of
informatfon do you think best predicts a pupil's success or failure
in higher education? .
Teacher recommendations - 1,
Group or individual intelligence or
scholastic aptitude test scores - 2.
Other standardized test scores (e.g., personality
and vocational inventories, etc.) - 3.
School grades - 4,
Other -~ 5,

WE WOULD LIKé TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT GROUPING PRACTICES AND USE OF

STANDARDIZED TESTS IN THIS SCHOOL.

COMMENTS AFTER EACH QUESTION.

14.

15.

16'

17.

18.

In general, how are students in the same grade level assigned to
different classes?
Homogeneous grouping according to ability =~
Heterogeneous grouping according to ability -
Random grouping -
No intentional grouping -
Other (indicate) -

VW -

In general, how do you group the students within your class?
Homogeneous grouping eccording to ability -
Heterogeneous grouping according to ability -
Random grouping =~
No intentional grouping -
Other (indicate) -

Ve WwN -

How important do you think standardized intelligence test scores of
your students are?

Very important =~

Somewhat important -

Not very important -

Not important at all -

We do not give intelligence tests in this school -

wVmEeWwWwNn -

How often do your refer to or consider the 1.Q. test scores of vour
students when you plan their work?

Very often ~

Often -

Sometimes -

Seldom -

Never -

V&S WN -

On the average, what level of achievement can be expected of the
students in tais school?
Much above national norm -
Slightly above national norm -
Approxinately at national norm -
Slightly below national norm -
Much below national norm -

Uy £ 40 N e
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

On the average, what level of achievement can be expected of the

students “in your class?

Whet percent of the students
high school?

What percent of the students
igh school?

What percent of the students
attend college?

What percent of the students
college?

What percent of the students
complete college?

What percent of :he students
college?

’

Much above national norm

Slightly above national norm
Approximately at national norm
Slightly below national norm

in this

Much below national norm

W -

. . .

wv

school do you expect to complete

90% or more
702 ~ 89%

5042 ~ 697

30% - 497
Less than 30%

(G RPN VL LI
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in your class do you expect to complete

in this

in your

in this

in your

140186

90%Z or more
70% ~ 89%

50% -~ 69%

30% - 49%
Less than 30%

school do you expect to

90% or more
70% - 89%

50% - 69%

304 - 497
Less than 30%

907 or more
70% - 89%

50% - 69%

30% - 49%
Less than 30%

school do you expect to

90% or more

70% - 89%
50% - 69%
30% - 49%

Less than 30%

class do you expect te attend

1
2
3
4
5

v BN -

U W N
.

v W o -

3
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class do you expect to complete

90% or more
70% - 897

50% - 69%

30% - 49%
Less than 30%
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26. How wmany, of the students in this school are capable of getting mostly

A's and B'g?
90% or more - I,
70% - 897 - 2,
50% - 697 - 3.
30% ~ 49% - 4,
Less than 30% - 5,

27. BHow many of the students in your class are capablé of getting mostly

A's and B's? |
. 90% or more - I,
70% - B9% - 2,

50% - 69% . |

30% - 497
Less than 307%

!
WD R

28. How would you rate the academic ability of the students in this school
compared to other schools?
Ability here is much higher - 1.
Ability here is somewhat higher - 2,
Ability here is sbout the same - 3.
Ability here is somewhat lower - 4.
Ability here is much lower - 5.

29, What percent of the students in this school would you say want to complet
high school?

90% or more -

704 - 89% -

504 - 697 -

304 - 49% -

Les: than 307 -

.

(O I X

complete high school?
90% or more -
70% - 89% -
504 - 69% ~
30% - 49% -
Less than 30% -

WD RO —

31. What percent of the students in this school would you say want to gc¢
to college?

90% cr more -

70% - 897 -

504 - 69% -

30% - 49% -

Less than 30% -

W DD RO e

32, What percent of the students in your class would you say want to
go to college? ,
90% or more -
704 - 89% -

l’

i
|
l
|
|
|
\
|
|
{
|
30. What percent of the students in your class would you say want to

504 - 697 -
187 30% - 49% -
141 Less than 30% -
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PLEASE REMEMBER, YOUR ANSWERS TO ALL OF THESE QUESTIONS ARE COMPLETELY

CONFIDENTIAL. NO ONE BUT OUR RESEARCH STAFF W1LL SEE YOUR ANSWERS.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

How much do you enjoy teaching in this school?
Very Much
Much
Average
Little
Not at all

1f someone were to offer you an interesting and secure non-teaching
job for $1,000 more a year, how seriously would you consider taking

the job?

Very seriously
Somewhat seriously
F  very seriously

Not at all

If someone were to offer you an interesting and secure non-teaching
job for $3,000 more a year, how seriously would you consider taking

the job?
Very seriously
Somewhat seriously
Not very seriously
Not at all

What percent of the students in this school do you think the principal

expects to complete high school?
90% or more

70% - 897%
50% - 69%
30% - 49%

Less than 30%

What percent of the students in this school do you think the principal

expects to attend college?
907 or more

70% - 89%
50% - 69%

30% - 497
Less than 30%

What percent of the students in this school do you think the principal

expects to compiete college?
907% or more
70% - 897
50% - 69%
307% - 497
Less than 30%
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39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

.

How many,students in this school do you think the principal believes

are capable of getting A's and B's?
90% or more
70% - 89%
504 - 69%
304 - 49%
Less than 30%

How do you think your principal rates the academic ability of the
students ir. this school, compared to other schools?

. Rates it much better

Rates it somewhat better

Rates it the same

Rates it somewhat Jower

Rates it much lower

Completion of high school 1is a realistic goal which you set for
what percentage of your students?

90% or nmore

70%Z - 89%

50% - 69%

30% - 497%

Less than 30%

Completion of college is a realistic goal which you set for what
percentage of your students?

90% or more

70% - 89%

50% - 697

30% - 497

Less than 30%

How often do you stress to ycur students the necessity of a post
high school education for a good job/or a comfortable life?

Very often

Often

Sometines

Selcdonm

Never

Do you encourage your students who do not have sufficient economic

resources to aspire to go to college?
Always
Usually
Sometimes
Seldom
Never

LI I B
U W N -

Do you encourage your students who do not have sufficient academic

ability to aspire to go to college?
Always
Usually
Sometimes
Seldom
143 Never
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46.

47!

48.

49.

50.

51.

52,

How many,teachers in this school feel that all their students should

be taught to read well and master other academic subjects, even

though some stadents may not appear to be interested? -

the teachers - 1

the teachers - 2

the teachers - 3,
4
5

Almost all of
Most of
About half of

Some of the teachers -
the teachers -

None of

It would be unfair for teachers in this school to insist on a higher
level of achievement from students than they now seem capable of

achieving.

Strongly agree -

Strengly disagree -

If I think a student is not able to do some school work, I don't

try to push him very hard.

Strongly agree - 1
Agree - 2,

Unsure - 3.

Disagree ~ 4.
Strongly disagree - 5.

I am generally very careful not to push students to a level of

frustration.

Strongly agree -

Strongly disagree -

How mary teachers encourage students to seek extra 3chool work so

that the students can get better grades?
Almost all of
Most of
About half of
Some of
None of

low many students in this school try hard to improve on previous work?

Almost all of
Most of
About half of
Some of
None of

How many students in your class try hard to improve
Alnmost all of

Most of

190 About half of
Some of

144 None of

!
Agree - 2
Unsure - 3.
Disagree - 4
5

1
Agree -~ 2
Unsure - 3.
Disagree - 4
5

the teachers - 1
the teachers - 2
the teachers - 3.
the teachers -~ &4
the teachers - 5

the students - 1
the students - 2
the students - 3.
the stadents - 4
the students - 5

on previous work?
the students - 1.
the students - 2.
the students - 3.
the students - 4.
the students - 5

.
-
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53,

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

39.

How many stadents in this school will try hard to do better school

wvork than their friends do?
Almost all
Most
About half
Some
None

How many students in your class will try hard to
work than their classmates do?

Almost all

Most

About half

Some

None

of
of
of
of
of

do

of
of
of
of
of

the
the
the
the
the

better school

the
the
the
the
the

students
students
students
students
students

students
students
students
students
students

!
(GNP O VL N

How many students in your school will try hard to do better school

work than their classmates do?

Almost all of the
Most of the
About half of the
Some of the
None of the

students
students
students
students
students

How many students in your class are content to do less than they

Almost all
Most
About half
Some
None

How many students in this school will seek extra
can get better grades?

Almost all

Most

About half

Some

None

of
of
of
of
of

the
the
the
the
the

students
students
students
students
students

1
-2
- 3.

4
5

work so that they

of
of
of
of
of

How many students in you class will seek extra work

get better grades?
Alnost all
Most
About half
Soume
one

of
of
of
of
of

the
the
the
the
the

students
students
students
students
students

so that they

the
the
the
the
the

students
students
students
students
students

The parents of students in this school regard this school primarily

as a "babysitting", agency:

Strongly agree
Agree
Unsure
Disagree

19145 Strongly disagree



60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

The parents of students in this school are deeply concerned that
their children receive a top quality education. i
Strongly agree -
Agree -~
Unsure -
Disagree -
Strongly disagree =~

. -

U & W N -
.

How many of the parents of students in this school expect their
children to complete high schonl?
Almost all of the parents - 1.
Most of the parents =~ 2.
About half of the parents - 3.
Some of the parents - 4.
Almost none of the parents - 5.

How many of the parents of students in thie school expect their
children to complete college?
Almost all of the parents -~ 1
Most of the parents - 2
About half of the parents - 3.
Some of the parents - 4
Almost none of the parents = 5

How many of the parents of stuvdents in this school don't care if
their children ocbtain low grades?
Almost all of the parents -1
fost of the parents - 2.
About half of the parents - 3,
Sore of the parents - 4
Almost none of the parents - 5

How many of the parents of students in this schoecl want feedback
from the principal and teachers on how their children are doing
in school?
Almost all of the parents -
Most of the parents -
About half of the parents -
Some of the parents -~
Almost none of the parents -~

s WD N
L] . L]

For each of the following aspects of your job, please indicate in the
first column how important it is for your job satisfaction and ir

the second column, how well satisfied you are with that aspect of
your job.

I II

Degree of Present lLevel
. Importance for your of Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction with job
’ 146
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Salaty:

Very important
Important

Somewhat important
Unimportant

Very unimportant

Level of Very important
student Important
achievement:Somewhat important
Unimportant

Very unimportant

Parent/teacher Very important

relationships: Important
Somewhat important
Unimportant

Very unimportant

Teacher/teacher Very important

relationships: Important
Somewhat important
Unimportant

Very unimportant

Teacher/pupil Very important
relatiouships: Important
Somewhat important

Unimportant

Very unimportant

Teacher/ Very important
administration Important
relation~ Somewhat important
ships: Unimportant

Very unimportant

The curricula Very important

in your school: Important
Somewhat important
Unimportant

Very unimportant

Teacher Very important
autonomy: Important
Somewhat important

Unimportant

Very unimportant

Teacher Very important
authority over”’ Important
students: Somewhat important
. Unimportant

+ . Very unimportant
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Very satisfied
.Satisfied
Somevhat satisfied
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfiad

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Somewhat satisfied
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Scmewhat satisfied
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Somewhat satisfied
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Somewhat satisfied
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Somewhat satisfied
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Somewhat satisfied
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Somewhat satisfied
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

,Very satisfied
Satisfied

Somewhat satisfied
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

VoW N -
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Teacher Very important
evaluation Important
procedures Somewhat important
in your Unimportant
school: Very unimportant
Recognition Very important
for teacher Important
achievement:Somewhat important

Unimportant
Very unimportant

Participation Very important

in making Important
decisions Somewhat important
within the Unimportant
building: Very unimportant

Administrative duties, counseling,
etc., are all time consuming activities that teachers must assune
in addition to their teaching responsiblities.
percentage of a typical school day is spent on each of these activities

Parent-teacher contacts

W oW (LA N VUR VR -
. e o o o o o o o o o
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Very satisfied
Satisfied

Somewhat- satisfied

Dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Somewhat satisfied
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Somewhat satisfizd
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

handling of discipline problems,

(notes to parents, phone calls, conferences)
Conferring with individual studants about

academic progress

Confeiring with individual students about behavior
or personal and social growth
Classroom or small groups instruction

Establishing and maintaining order

in the classroom
Administrative duties (attendance taking, record keeping)
Time between lessons (recess, moving

children from one activity to another)

Other

Whet do you consider to be your primary responsibility to students
you- class (circle only one)?
Teaching of academic subjects

Enhancing social skills and social interaction
Personal growth and development
Encouraging education/occupational aspirations

Other (please specify)

teaching of academic skills:

194
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How successful would you say your school has been with regard to
student development in the following areas?

Very successful
Successful

Somewhat successful
Not very successful
Very unsuccessful

.
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B. Enhancing of social skills:

PR
e I K
. . .

.

Very successful -
Successful -~
Somewhat successful -
Not very successful -
Very unsuccessful -

L]

vy LW N

C. Personal growth and development (self-reliance, etc.)
Very successful -
Successful -
Somewhat successful -
Not very successful =~
Very uusuccessful -

W& WeN -

D. Educational/occupational aspirations:
Very successful -~
Successful -
Somewhat successful -
Not very successful -
Very unsuccessful -

wv & W -

69. How responsible do you feel for a student's academic achievement?
Very successful -
Successful -
Somewhat successful -
Not very successful -
Very unsuccessful =

N B W N

70. To what extent do you think that teaching methods affect students’
achievement?
They nave a great deal of effect on
student's achievement - 1.
They have substantial effect cn students'
achievement -
They have some effect on students'
achievment - 3,
They do not have much effect on students'
achievement - 4,
They have no effect at all - 5.

[ )

71. To what extent do you think teachers' attitudes toward their students
affect their students' achievement?

They have a great deal of effect on
students achievement - 1.

They have substantial effect on students’
achievement - 2.

They have some effect on students'
achievment -~ 3.

They do not have much effect on students'
achievement - 4.
They have no effect at all - 5.
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72. Row do yqur academic expectaticns for boys compare with the
e;.pectations for girls?
1 expect boys to-do better - 1,
I expect both to do the same - 2,
I expect girls to do better - 3,

73. What effect do you think each of the following has on students'
academic achievement?
A. Parents:
They have a great deal of effect on
students achievement - 1,
They have substantial effect on students’
. achievement - 2,
They have some effect on students'
. achievment - 3,
They do not have much effect on students'’
achievement - 4,
They have no effect at all - 5.

B. Teachers:
They have a great deal of effect on
students achievement - 1,
They have substantial effect on students'
achievement - 2,
They have some effect on students'
achievment - 3,
They do not have much effect on students'
achievement ~ 4,
They have no effect at all - 5,

C. Friends or peer group:
They have a great deal of effect on
students achievement ~ 1,
They have substantial effect on student
achiavement - 2,
They have some effect on student
achievment - 3,
They do not have much effect on student
schievement - 4.
They have no effect at all - 5.

D. School Boards:
: They have a great deal of effect on
students achievement - 1.
. They have substantial effect on student
achievement -~ 2.
They have some effect on student
achievment - 3.
They do not have much effect on student
. achievemeut - 4.
They have no effect.at 211 ~ 5.
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74.

75.

76.

17.

E. Principal:
They have a great deal of effect on
students athievement
They have substantial effect on student

achievement -

They have some effect on student

achievment -

They do not have much effect on student
achievement
They have no effect at all

F. Student himself:
They have a great deal of effect on
students achievement
They have substantial effect on student
achievement
They have some effect on student
achievment
They do not have much effect on student
achievement
They have no effect at all

How often does the principal and/or other administrators in this

school assist and give support to the teachers on ways to improve
their students' academic achievement?

Very often

Often

Sometimes

Seldom

Never

One important criterion for evaluating a teachers' performance
should be how well his/her stuients achieve at a high level.
. Strongly agree
Agree
Unsure
Disagree
Strongly disagree

In this school, there is really very little a teacher can do to
assure that all of his/her students achieve at a high level.

Strongly agree

Agree

Unsure

Disagree

Strongly disagree
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When you are trying to improve your instructional program, how easy or

difficult is it to get the principal's assistance?
. Very easy
Easy
Varies from time to time

1 97 Difficult

Very difficult
151
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78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

What 1is §our policy with regard to students talking to each other
while they are working on class assignments? Students. are
encouraged to talk with each other:
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Almost always

How do you feel about students walking around in the classroom?

Students are allows to move about the room without first getting
permission:

Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Almost always

What kind of seating arrangement do you have In your class(es)?
Students always select their own seats

Cr W N
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1.

Generally students select their own seats - 2. l
Some students select thelr seats; some are assigned - 3.
Generally teacher assigns seats - 4,

2

Teacher always assigns seats

In your class(es), how often are students' sezts changed?
Several time a day
Daily
Periodically during the semester
They keep the same seats throughout the semester

How often do you work with your class as a whole?

Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never

How often are all of your students working on the same lesson?
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never

How would you characterize your teaching objectives?
They are the same for all students
They are the same for most of the students
They are the same for some of the students
They are different for most of the students
They are different for ea~h student

.
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85. How important are esch of the following in determining teaching
objectivés for your students?
A. School policy: .

Very important - ],
Important - 2.
Somewhat impertant - 2,
Not very important - 4,
Not important at all -~ 5.
B. Student interest:
Very important - 1:
Important -~ 2.
Somewhat important - 3.
Not very important - 4,
Not important at all - 3.
C. Individual student ability:
Very important - 1,
Important - 2,
Somewhat inportant - 3,
Not very important - 4,
Not important at all - 5.
D. Your personal preference:
1.
Important - 2,
Somewhat important - 3.
Not very important - 4,
Not important at all - 5.
86. Do you have a teacher aide?
Yes = 1.
No - 2.

87. What proportion of your students' parents do you know when ycu see them?
Nearly all -

About 75% -

About 50% -

About 25% -

Only a few -

W W N —
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l Very important -
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PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE

[ 4

THE INFORMATION YOU GIVE US ON THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS COMPLETELY
CONFIDENTIAL. NO ONE WILL SEE YOUR ANSWERS EXCEPT THE MEMBERS OF OUP
RESEARCH STAYF. REPORTS WILL BE MADE W1TH AGGREGATE DATA, AND NO ONE
PERSON WILL BE IDENTIFIED WITH HIS OR HER DATA. AFTER YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE
HAS BEEN COMPLETELY CODED AND PUNCHED ON 1BM CARDS (WITHOUT YOUR NAME),
YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE WILL BE DESTROYED. COMPLETE CONFIDENTIALITY IS ASSURED.

1. Please write the name of this school.

2. Sex (circle the number of the correct answer)?
female - 1.
male - 2

What is your race or ethnic group?
Black -
Chicano -
Other Spanish Speaking -
Native American -
Oriental Origin -
Vhite ~

Ot £ W N =
= e = o o o

4, How long have you been the principal of this school?
Just this year -
1 to 4 years -
5 to 9 years -
10 to 14 years -
15 or more years -

LU, I < S WV B N Ry

5. How long have you been a principal?
Just this year -
1 to 4 years -
5 to 9 years -
10 to 14 years -
15 or more years -

s WwWwrNo

6. How long did you teach before becoming a principal?
Never taught -
1 to 4 years -~
5 to 9 years ~
10 to 14 years -
15 years or more ~

[V, I < I USRS B
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7. How did you feel about your assignment to this school before you
came here?

Very happy -

. Happy -
Somewhat happy -

Quite unhappy -

Very unhappy -

Lo w N




8.

11.

12.

13.

Which best describes the iocation of your school?
In a rural area
In a8 residentfal suburb
In an industrial suburb
In a small town (5,000 or less)
In a city of 5,000 to 50,000
In @ residential area of a larger city (over 50,000)
In the inner part of a larger city (over 50,000)

Which best describes the pupils served by this school?
All children of professional and white collar workers
Mostly children of professional and white collar workers
Children from a general cross section of society
Mostly children of factory and other blue collar workers
All children of factory and other blue collar workers
Children of rural families

How many families of your students are represented at a typical
meeting of the PTA or similar parent group?
We have no parents organization
Only a few
Less than half
About half
Over healf
Almost all of them

About what is the average daily percentage of attendance in your
school?

Over 98%
97% - 98%
957% - 96%
93% - 947
917 - 92%
967 - 90%

85% or less

What percentage of your students this year are transfers from

SOV SN -
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another school? (Do not count students who had completed the highest

grade in the school from which they came.)

0 - 4%

5% - 9%
10% - 14%
15% - 19%

207% - 24%
25% or nore

What is the lowest grade in your school?
Kindergarten
Ist
, 2ud
3rd

202 4th
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

What is the highest grade in your school?

5th
- 6th
7th
8th
9th

[ |
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What percent of students in your school receives free lunches each d
None = 1
9% or less - 2
10% - 30% - 3.
31% - 50% - 4.
514 - 70% - 5
712 - 90% - 6
More than 90% - 7
There 1s no free lunch program - 8

In your judgment, what is the general reputation of this school
among educators?
Among the best -1
Better than average - 2
About average - 3.
Below average - 4
Inferior - 5

With regard to student achievement, how would you rate this school?

Among the best - 1.
Better than average - 2.
About average - 3.
Below average = 4.
Inferior - 5,
With regard to student achievement, how good a school do you think
this school can be? .
Among the best - 1.
Better than average - 2.
About average - 3,
Below average - &,
Inferior - 5.
What do you consider to be the school's primary responsibility tc
the students?
Teaching of academic subjects - 1.
Enhancing gocial skills - 2.
Personal growth and development - 3.
Educational/occupational aspirations - 4.
Other (please specify) - 5.

How successful would you say your s8chool has been with regard to
student development- in the following areas?

N3
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A. Teaching of academic skills:

Very successful - 1.
Successful ~ 2,
Somewhat successful - 3,
Not very successful - 4,
Very unsuccessful - 5.
B. Enhancing social skills (social interaction, etc.):
Very successful - 1.
Successful ~ 2.
Somewhat successful - 3.
Not very successful - 4.
Very unsuccessful - 5.

C. Personal growth and development:
Very successful -
Successful -
Somewhat successful -
Not very successful =~
Very unsuccessful -

w oW N

D. Educational/occupational aspirations:

Very successful - 1.
Successful - 2.
Somewhat successful - 3.
Not very successful - 4.
Very unsuccescful - 5.
WE WOULD NOW LIKE TO ASK YOU SCMFE QUESTIONS ABOUT GKROUPING PRACTICES,
TEACHER CREDENTIALS AND TESTING PROCEDURES IN YOUR SCHOOL. PLEASE
FEEL FREE TO WRITE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AFTER EACH QUESTION.
21. In general, what grouping procedure is practiced across sections
of particular grade levels in this school?
. Homogeneous grouping according to ability - 1.
Heterogeneous grouping according to zbility - 2.
Random grcuping - 3.
No intentional grouping - 4.

22. In general, what grouping procedure is practiced within individual
sections of particular grade levels of this school?

Homogeneous grouping according to ability -

Heterogeneous grouping according to ability -

Random grouping =~

No intentional grouping -

2HW R =

23. To what extent do the upper elementary teachers, 3~6 grades,
individualize the instructional programs for their students?
All plan individual programs for most students - 1
Most teacher have some individualized programs - 2.
Individualization varies from teacher to teacher and time to time - 3.
Most teachers have common instructional programs for their students - 4.
A1l teachers have common instructional programs for their students - 3.

3
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24, Do you have any non-graded classrooms for children over eight years
of age in this school?

Yes, all are non-graded

Yes, some are non-graded

No, we haven't any non-graded classrooms

|
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25. What proportion of the third grade classrooms in your school
have teacher aides?

All - lo
Somﬁ‘ - 2.
None - 3.

26. How many teachers in this school have at least a Bachelor's degree?
All -

15% or more -

50% - 74i -

Less than 50% -

MW —
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27. How many teachers in this school have a temporary teaching
certificate?

75% or more

50% - 74%

25% -~ 49%

N Less than 257
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28, How many teacher in this school have a permanent teaching certificate?
75% or more ~ 1.

50% - 74% - 2.

25% - 495, - 3,

Less than 25% - 4.

29. How meny teachers in this school have a graduate degree?
754 or more -
50% - 745 -
25% - 49% -
Less than 254 =

¥ VO X
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30. 1In what grade does your school give intelligence or aptitude tests
to the students (circle all that apply)?

lst grade -

2nd grade -

3rd grade ~

4th grade -

5th grade -

é6th grade -

Do not give 1.Q. or aptitude tests -

~NOoOVWU W

31. In what grade does your school give standardized achievement tests
to students? (Circle all correct answers. Do not include State
Assessment.) .

g - - R AN R AT A pamE
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lst grade -
CQ 205 2nd grade -
H| B ‘ 3rd grade -
: E!Sgg; o 4th grade -

: . - 159 5th grade -
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32. How ofteJ do teachers in this school refer to, or consider, a student's
1.Q. or aptitude score when planning his work?

Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never

1
(L R U

33. In this school, how often are students assigned to certain classes
on the basis of their I.Q. or aptitude scores?

Always -

Often -

Sometimes -~

Seldom -

Never -

(W R S B S I O

34, Which of the following do you think best predicts a pupil's success
of failure in higher education?

Teacher recommendations - 1.
Group or individual intelligence or scholastic aptitude test scores - 2.
Other standardized test scores (e.g., personality
and vocational inventories, etc.) - 3.
School grades - 4,
Other - 5.
PLEASE ANSWER EACH OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY CIKCLING THE NUMLBER OF
THE CKECICE WHICH MOST NEARLY ANSWLRS THE QUESTION FOR YOU.
35. On the average, what achievement level can be expected of the
students in this school?
Much above national norm - 1.
Slightly above national norm - 2.
Approximately at national norm - 3.
Slightly below national norm - 4.
Much below national norm - 5.

36. What percent of the students in this school do ycu expect to complete
high school?

90% or more -

70% - 89%Z -

50% - 6S% -

30% - 49% -

Less than 30%Z -

WV -

37. What percent of the students in this school do you expect to
attend college?
90% or more =
70% - 89%Z -
50% - 697 -
30% - 497 -
206 Less than 30% -

W
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39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

LY/

What pergent of the students in this school do you expect to
complete college?
90% or more
70% - 89%
50% - 69%
30% - 49%
Less than 30%

How many of the students in this school are capable of getting
good grades?
. 90X or more

70% - 89%

50% - 697

30% - 49%
Less than 307

How would you rate the academic ability of the students in this school

compared to other schools?
Ability here is much higher
Ability here is somewhat higher
Ability here is about the same
Aoility here is somewhat lower
Ability here is much lower

The parents of students in this school regard this school as primarily

a "babysitting" agency.
Strongly agree
Agree
Unsure
Disagree
Strongly disagree

The parents of students in this school are deeply concerned -hat
their children receive a top quality education.

Strongly agree

Agree

Unsure

Disagree

Strongly disagree

How many of the parents of students in this school expect their
children to complete high school?
Almost all of the parents
Most of the parents
About half of the parents
Some of the parents
Llmost none of the parents

How many of the parents »f students in this school expect their
children to complete college?
" Almost all of the parents

Most of the parents

20% About half of the parents
Sorie of the parents

161 Almost none of the parents
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45,

46.

47.

48,

49.

50.

How many of the parents of students in this school don't care if
their children obtain low grades?

Almost all of the parents

Most of the parents

About half of the parents

Some of the parents

Almost none of the pareants

How many of the parents of students in this school want feedback

the principal and teachers on how their children are doing in school?

Almost all of the parents
Most of the parents
About half of the parents
Some of the parents
Almost none of the parents

What proportion of the teachers in this school would prefer to be
teaching in another school?

About all

About 75%

About half

About 25%

Almost none

A typical teacher in this school has some contact with:
All of the parents
Most of the parents
Some of the parents
A few of the parents
None o. the parents

How much contact does a typical teacher in this school have with
most of the parents?

About once a month or more

About two times a semester

About once a scmester

Once a year or less

Approximately what percentage of a typical school day does the average

teacher spend on each of these activites?
Parent~-teacher contacts
" (notes to parents, phone calls, conferences) _
Conferring with individual students
(about academic progress)
Conferring with individual students
(about behavior, social growth, responsibility)
Administrative duties (attendance taking, noting
pupil progress, filling out report cards)
Establishing and maintaining order in the classroom
Classroom and small group instruction
Time between lessons (before and after recess,
moving children from one activity to another)
Other (specify).

from
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TOTAL
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51.

52.

53.

54.

Evaluating teachers' performance is an important and often difficult
task for principals. When evaluating a teacher's performance, how
much importance do you place on his/her students' academic achievement?

It is very important

It is quite impocstant

It is somewhat important
It is not very important
It is not important at all

As a principal, how much effect do you think you have on students’

academic achievement?
Very great effect
Substantial effect
Some effect
Very little effect
No effect at all

What percentage of the students in this school do you feel are
capable of learning to read by the end of second grade?
100%
90% - 99%
80% ~ 89%
704 - 19%
50% - 69%
Less than 50%

What effect do you think each of the following has on students'
academic achievement in this school?

A. Parents:
They have a great deal of effect on student achievement
They have substantial effect on student achievement
They have some effect on student achievenent
They do not have much effect on student achievement
They have no effect at all

B. Teachers:
They have a great deal of effect on student achievement
They have substgntial effect on student achievement
They have some effect on student achievenment
They do not have much effect on student achievement
They have no effect at all

C. Friends or peer group:
They have a great deal of effect on student achievement
They have substantial effect on student achievement
They have some effect on student achievemernt
They do not have much effect on student achievement
They have no effect at all

»
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55.

56.

57.

58.

D. School boards:
*They have a great deal of effect on student achievement -
They have substantial effect on student achievement -
They have some effect on student achievement -
They do not have much effect on student achievement -
They have no effect at all -

(VoI N VS B S B g

E. Principal:
They have a great deal of effect on student achievement - 1
They have substantial effect on student achievement - 2
They have some effect on student achievement - 3.
4
S

They do not have much effect on student achievement -
They have no effect at all -

F. Student himself:
They have a great deal of eflect on student achievement -
They have substantial effect on student achievement -
They have some effect on student achievement -
They do not have much effect on student achievement -
They have no effect at all -

[V B/o N LR
.

How often do you suggest ways of improving student achievement to
your teachers?
Very often -
Often -
Sometimes -
Seldon -
Never -

e WA
.

How often do you meet with the teachers as a group to discuss
ways of improving student achievement?

Very often -
Often -
Sometimes -~
Seldom -
Never -

w0
.

To what extent do you think teaching methods affect students'
academic achievement?
They have a great deal of effect on student achievement - 1.
They have substantial effect on student achievement - 2.
They have some effect on student achievement - 3.
They do not have much effect on student achievement - 4.
They have no effect at all - 5.

To what extent do you think that a teacher's attitude toward his/her
students affects students' academic achievement?

They have a great deal of effect on student achievement

They have substantial effect on student achievement

They have some effect on student achievement

They do not have much effect on student achievement

They have no effect at all

1
.
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

To what extent do you think the degree to which their students achieve

grade level in learning should be considered in evaluating a teachers'
competence? .

Very much

Some -

Not much

Not at all

.
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If the teachers and other staff members in this school were all
doing their job well, nearly all of the students would achieve at
grade level.
' Strongly agree -
Agree -
Unsure -
Disagree -
Strongly disagree -

(SR S VAR

It is the principal's responsibility to work with the teachers to
insure that their students achieve at a high level.
Strongly agree -
Agree -
Unsure -
Disagree -
Strongly disagree -

W B W e

.
.

it is possible for a principal, with the cooperation of the teachers,
change a low achieving school into a high achieving school.

Strongly agrce -

Agree -

Unsure =

Disagree -

Strongly disagree -

e o o
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How would you characterize the achievement objectives in this school?
Same for all students - 1.

Same for mest students - 2.,

Different for most students - 3.

Different for all students - 4.

About what proportion of teachers in this school assign seats to
their students?
Almost all of the teachers - 1
Most of the teachers - 2.
About half of the teachers - 3.
Some of the teachers - 4
Almost none of the teachers - 5

About what proportion of teachers in this schocl allow their students
to move about the classroom without first asking permission?

Almost all of the teachers -

- Most of the teachers -

About half of the teachers -

Some of the teachers -

Almost none of the teachers -

U B W N -

211 165

to



66.

67.

68.

What proportion of the classrooms in your school have teacher aides?

All -1,

. Most - 2,
About half - 3.
Less than half - 4,
None - 5,

What percentage of your time in a typical week is devoted to each of
the following activities?

Long range curriculum planning %
Supervision of instructional staff I
Supervision of non-instructional staff A
Parent and community concerns %
Discipline %

Other administrative duties A

TOTAL %

What proportion of the students' parents do you know when you see them?
Nearly all - 1.

About 75% - 2.
About 507% - 3.
About 25% - 4,
Only a few - 5.
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