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Abstract

Much of the reform legislation of the past decade has been
influenced by the effective schools movement. This influence is seen
in survey instruments developed to assess rhiaracteristics of schools
connectad with effectiveness according to ...e literature associated
with this movement. These instruments commonly produce -:ores
intended to measure "Instructional Leadership," "High Exp.ctations,"
"Frequent Monitoring," and so forth, paralleling the indicators of
effective schools described by Edmonds (1979) and others. The items
for these instruments are selected to compose scales that veflect
interpretations of the effective schools literature.

In this paper we scrutinize the inter-mal structure and correlates
of the South Carolina State Department of Education’s Needs Assessment
Instrument. This instrument was devised to assess six indicators of
effective schools according to the South Carolina State Department of
Education. The ‘internal structure of the Needs Assessment Instrument
displays limited convergent and discriminant validity; the scales do
not provide independent measures of the constructs implied by their
names. But the scores produced by the teacher instrument are often
significantly and mocerately positively correlated with a variety of
salutary educational outcomes, with most scales showing a similar
pattern of correlations with various criteria. These correlations
often persist when statistical controls for student ethnic composition
and economic status are applied. The patterns in the results imply
that the various scales of the instruments may measure general or
global positive sentiments towards the school rather than specific
dimensions of school climate, and that these generalized views arc
often related to posjtive educational outcomes. The student
instrument generally failed to show interpretable patterns of
correlations with the educational criteria examined.

Implications and speculations for developing and using school
assessment instruments related to the effective-schools-movement lists
are discussed.
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The Internal Structure and Correlates of the South Carolina
Needs Assessment instruments

One basis for enthusiasm about school reform in the 1980's heas
been the effective schools movement and associated literature (Purkey
& Smith, 1983; U.S. Department of Education, 1985). This literature
has been influential because it suggests that effective education
dzpends not only cn teacher behavior and classroom instruction but
2lso on features of the school as a whole. Educators have endorsed
the effective sqhools movement, in part, because it provides an
optimistic alternative to the more pessimistic view that schools have
little effect on student achievement that was suggested by

school-effects research in the Coleman et al. (1966) tradition.

"Effective schools research" has cften begun with schools +hat
were believed to produce student achievement beyond that predicted by
the social class and academic background of their students. This line
of research has then sought to identify features of these schools that
contribute to their effectiveness. For example, Edmonds (1979)
suggested the following list of features: (a) strong administrative
leadership, (b) high expectations for student achievement, (c) an
orderly atmosphere conducive to learning, (d) an emphasis un basic

skills, and (e) frequent monitoring of pupil progress.
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A number of researchers using a variety of methods have produced
their own lists of sensible;sounding features of effective schools
(Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Levine & Stark, 1981;: Purkey & Smith,
1983; Weber, 1971; Wynne, 1980), adding such factors as effective use
0“ class time positive home-school relations, and clear school
mission to Edmonds’ original list. The effective schools research
suffers from some acknowledged weaknesses, inciuding inadequate
controls for student characteristics, narrow and small samples of
students, errors in identifying effective - “w0ols, and inadequate
attention to whqther school features ar= alterable (Purkey & Smith,
1983; Ralph & Fennessey, 1983; Rowan, Bossert, & Dwyer, 1983).
Despite these weaknesses, states have incorporated interpretations of

this body of research into school reform legislation.

The features of schools associated with the effective schools
movement (e.g., clear school mission, safe and orderly learning
environment, high expectations, opportunity to learn and student time
on task, frequent monitoring, good home/school/community relations,
instructional leadership of the principal) were not identified from
research that measured school climate through surveys. More
typically, schools presumed to be more effective and less effective

were observed with less structured methods in an effort to discern

regularities in the distinctions among contrasting schools.
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Assessments of School Characteristics

In recent years, assessment of school characteristics has been
mandated or strongly encouraged by state and local school systems
around the country (e.g., Chrispeels & Meaney, 1985; South Carolina,
1984; M-rphy, 1987). South Carolina requires schools to assess a
specific list of effective schools "indicators" and to use these
assessments to develop school improvement plans. Schools and local
School Improvement Councils are required to evaluate their progress in

school improvement according to these indicators.

3

This emphasis on planning and neecs assessment has increased
interest in the usefulness of survey-based approaches to the
measurem~nt of school characteristics, and a number ~f survey
instruments have been developed. Incompletely overlapping subsets of
these instruments have recently been independently reviewed (Arter, in
oreparation; D. C. Gc :redson, Hybl, G. D. Geicfredson, & Castaiieda,

1987; McGrail, Wi. )n, Buttiam, & Rossqan, 1987).

A reasonsble summsry of the reviews is that the assessment of
schicol characteristics along the lines suggested by the effective
schools literaturs is in an early stage of development. Some
carefully developed and reasonably well validated school climate
assessment irstruments exist (G. D. Gottfredson, 1984; G. D.

Gottfredson & D. C. Gottfredson, 1989; Wilson, Firestone, & Herriott,

1985), but these instruments were developed independently of the
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effective schools movement and contain scales that do not map neatly
into the lists of effective schools characteristics promulgated as
part of state and local reform efforts. In contract, the psychometric
work underlying the available instruments that label constructs in
ways congruent with the effective scheols lists is usually defective

or wissing.

The Connecticut State Department of Education has produced
instruments that have been adopted in other states and contain content
carefully aimed at the effective schools research (Pecheone &
Shoemaker, 1984; yroctor & Villanova, 1984; villancva Gauthier,
Proctor, & Shoemake , 1981). Psychometric properties were examined at
the individual level rather than the school level. Proctor and
Villanova (1984) reported individual-level alphas ranging from .55 to
.93, and re-test reliabilities bascd on a sample of 60 teachers in a
single school ranging frem .67 to .90. There is no between-sclLool
variance in a sample of teachers from one school, so reliability
evidence of this sort pertains to the reliability with which
individual differences in the perception of the same school
environment are measured. Subsequent factor analyses by Kijai (19¢7)
imply that even at the individual level of ana.ysis there may be
inperfect assignment of items to scales. We can be reasonably sure
that these scales reliably measure individual differences in
perceptions of scliool, but few data to assess the extent to which the

scales measure differences among schools have been reported,
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Research linking survey-based indicators of "effective schools
characteristics" to independent measures of student outcoma
(achievement, timely progression through the grades, school
persistence) is for the most part lacking. Indeed, basic examinations
of the psychometric properties of such surveys in.Teasuring school
characteristics is needed. But in one study applying analyses at the
school level, Kijai (1987) has recently shown that mean scores for

schools that won "school incentive awards" significantly differ from

scores for schools matched on certain characteristics but that had not
won such an award on several scales from surveys mocdeled on a

Comnecticut instrument.

The South Carolina Needs Assessment Instruments

The South Carolina State Department of Education (SDE, 1987)
recently devised Needs Assessment Instfuments for students, teachers,
and parents. These instruments are questionnaires that assess six
indicators of school effectiveness promulgated by the SDE (1987):

(1) Instructional Leadership of the Principal (ILP), (2) Emphasis on
Academics (EA), (3) High Expectations (HE), (4) Positive School

Climate (PSC),l (5) Frequent Monitoring (FM), aud

‘ 1Th;:oughout this report "Positive School Climate" and "PSC" refer to
: the SDE instrument‘s scales with this name. The term "school climate"




(6) Positive Home-School Relations (PHSR).

The South Carolina Education Improvement Act (EIA) of 1984
requires each school to conduct a formal needs assessments at least
every three years; to involve all faculty and samples of parents and
of students (grades nine and above) in this assessment; and to assess
the school in terms of the six indicators of effective schools defined
by the SDE. To assist with this activity, the School Improvement
Division of the SDE (1987) devised its three survey instruments: (a)
a 60-item inventory for use with teachers, (b) 4 60-item inventory for
use with students, and (c) a 50-item inyentory for use with parents.
The SDE enlisted expert judges to advise on survey items that appeared

related to each of its indicators.

Items judged to belong to each of these six categories are
combined together to form six scores that are reported to schools.
The teacher and student inventories each contain ten items per scale;
the number of items per scale varies from 6 to 10 for the parent
survey. Instruments are scored to produce six scores for each school

and from each population surveyed.

is used in its generic sense to refer to measurable aspects of school
"personality," that are assumed to be multidimensional. Compare
Andersor (1985), Fraiberg, Driscoll, and Knight (1987), or: Payne and
Pugh (1976). The SDE definition of Positive School Climate appears

related to a clear school mission and a safe and orderly learning
environment.




Factor analyses conducted at the individual level suggested 11
student, 9 teacher, and 7 parent factors underlying item responses.
The results of these analyses were not used to alter the initial
assignment of items to scales, however. The developers initially
reported no technical information about the scales as scored from the
instrument, although alpha coefficients for the instruments as a whole
(apparently the sum of all items in each entire instrument) were
reported (teacher = .96, student = .95, parent = .94). As far as we
know, neither correlations among the scales nor correlations of
specific scales with independent indiqators.of educational progress

were reported.

Segars and Gottesman (1989) recently began the basic examination
of the psychometric properties of the Scuth Carolina Needs Assessment
instruments by providing useful information on scale homogeneity from
item analyses conducted at the appropriate (l.e., school) level of
analysis. They reported alpha coefficients ranging from .80 to .88
for the scales, and they showed that from 18% to 38% of the variation
in individual-level variability is among schools. They present

results that img}x that the highest correlations of student, teacher,

and parent scores with aggregated school residual gain scores on




achievement tests range from less than .05 to about .35 (median about

.20).2

Of the 91 school districts in the state, 89 used at least one of
the South Carolina Needs Assessment Instruments in 1988, and the SDE

scored surveys cenducted in 938 schools (Segars & Gottesman, 1989).
Data and Analyses

Of the 70 schools in the Charleston Codhty School District, 63
elected to use the SDE instruments as part of their EIA mandated needs
assessment. A committee of district principals endorsed the state
instruments because they are brief, straightforward, easy to read, and
easy to administer (because responses are marked directly on the
questionnaire). Principals also planed to use the scoring service
offered by the SDE and liked the format of the results they were to

receive.3

2Theire;ort shows results of stepwise regression analyses within each
of five groups of schools (with grouping mainly based on affluence
indicators)., To estimate the largest correlations, we took the square
root of the squared multiple correlation reported for the first step.
Increments for scales entering the equation after the first step are
sometimes larger than increments for the first step suggesting that
suppressor effects (and therefore significant negative partial
regression coefficients) were sometimes obtained. Specific
correlitions and regression coefficients were not reported,

3During the first mandated assessment and planning cycle in 1985, all
CCSD schools used the Connecticut instruments, which many schools
found cumbersome and difficult to interpret, leading all but a few
schools to switch to the State survey for the 1988 assessment.

11
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In accordance with instructions from the State Department, %
schools were asked to select random samples of at least 10% of parents
and 20% of students in grades 6 and above to participate in surveys.
Schools were advised to generate school lists from which to choose
every nth name to accomplish sample selection. In elementary schools,
the children of selected parents delivered the instrument to the home ;
- and returned it to the school the next day. In middle and high
7 schools, parents were frequently invited to come to the school for an ;

: "open house" and asked to complete questionnaires at that time. Some

Foa s
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£ schools mailed their parent surveys. If the survey was aduinistered

to elementary student:s, only fifth (or fourth and fifth) graders

140 vy o e

usually participated. All teachers were surveyed, usually during

o b

staff meetings. As far as we know, these procedures are similar to

those followed by other school districts in the state. Two vocational
3 :

high schools that conducted needs assessments but had somewhat :

atypical student populations were excluded from analysis, leaving a

total of 61 schools.

CCSD rouvinely participates in the State achievement assessment
programs. This includes assessments of students at each grade level
using a criterion-referenced set of tests known as the Basic Skills
Assessment Program (BSAP). BSAP assessments are made for students
enrolled in grades 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, and 10. In other grades (4, 5, 7,
and 9) a norm referenced test--the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills

(CTﬁS) is used. Earlier research has shown that (a) the population of
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students has been shifting in recent years such that the average age
of students taking each grade-level test has been steadily increasing
(G. D. Gotcfredson, 1988) and (b) there are differences among schools
in the propensity to pro.ote stuients with a given level of
demonstrated achievement (Rose, 1988). This evidence implies that
promotion, retention decisions influence test score distril ations for
the schools in the district and for grade levels within schools. A
school can increase the percentage of students meeting the criteria in
at least three ways: (1) doing a better job of instruction, (2)
changing the age of examinees through alterations in
retention/promotion practices, (3) changing the school’s population in
some other way- hecoming selective, establishing "magnet" programs,
encouraging attrition through expulsion or related methods, etc. For
this reason, this report examines not only grade-level test scores but
also academic achievement measures that are se~sitive to the orderly

progression of students through the grades.

The following additional variables are examined in this report:

Mean Student Age
This is the mean age of students in each grade. In schools and

grades in which students have been retained in grade, this mean
will tend to be elevated.

Percentage Never Retained
This percentage is approximated by using students’ birth dates to
determine whether they are overage for grade. It is assumed that
a student who is overage for grade has been retained, an
approximation flawed only to the extent of in-migration of
. students from other districts with school initiation ages that

differ from those in this district and any error in recording
student birth date,

13
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Percentage White

Percentage Free/Reduced Lunch
This is . inverse proxy measure for economic status of students.
Provision of free/reduced lunch is based on parental report cf
economic standing, and the lower percentages at higher grade
levels suggest that differential attrition (or stigma associated
with free,recuced lunch) also influence this percentage.

Percentage Male

Mean Keading Score
This is the grade-level mean on a grade-specific criterion-
referenced reading test (BSAP) keyed to state reading
instructional objectives.

Mean Math Score :
This is the grade-level mean on a grade-specific criterion

referenced math test (BSAP) keyed to state reading instructional
objectives.

Percentage Meeting Reading Criterion
The State Department of Education suggests a criterion score on
the BSAP for satisfactory progress. This is the percentage of
students in each grade meeting or exceeding this criterion score
for reading.

Percentage Meeting Math Criterion
The State Department of Education suggests a criterion score on
the BSAP for satisfactory progress. This is the percentage of
students in each grade meeting or exceeding this criterion score
for math.

Percentage Meeting Reading Criterion On Time
This is the percentage of students attempting a grade level BSAP
reading exam who (a) exceed the criterion level and (b) are not
overage for their grade. This percentage is included as an
"honest" indicator of educational progress.

Percentage Meeting Math Criterion On Time
This is the percentage of students attempting a grade level BSAP

math exam who (a) exceed the criterion level and (b) are not
overage for their grade.

Mean Reading Score for On-Time Students

. This is the mean BSAP reading score for those students who are not
overage for grade.

vﬁ;‘*“:g"?\%%f‘i h‘: s :
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Mean Math Score for On-Time Students
This is the mean BSAP math score for those students who are not
overage for grade.

Aggregated Residual Gain Scores.
The State Department of Education prepares School Performance
Reports used for making school incentive awards. In these reports
test scores for previous years are merged wich files of test
scores for a current year, and these merged files are used to
calculate residual gain scores for each individual student.
Because some students are promoted in grade and others are
retained in any given year, not all students in any one grade take
the same test the previous year, so residual gains are computed
separately for the separate assessment groups but pooled to
produce an aggregated gain index. For grade 1 the gain index is
based on a "readiness" assessment as the pretest variable with the
BSAP test performance as the posttest variable, and probably does
not involve as efficient a statistical control as do the gain
indices for higher grade levels.

Conceptually, school climate is a property of the school. 1In
surveys, individuals’ reports about their schools are used as sources
of information about school differences. Individual differences in
perceptions of school climate are regarded as error or "noise."
Accordingly, analyses are conducted at the school level, and are based

on aggregated data for persons in each school.

Results

This section first presents results pertaining to the internal

structure of the instruments, and then shows their relationship with

various external criteria.
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Internal Structure

Interscale correlations, alpha reliabilities, and correlations
corrected for unreliabilitya for the Student and Teacher scales are
shown in Table 1. Homogeneity coefficients range from .91 to .97.

For student scales, corrected interscale correlations range from .82
to 1.00, implying that the scales fail to show discriminant validity.
Put another way, regardless of scale labels, any two scales are
essentially measuring the same thing. This is especially true for
Positive School Climate and Emphasis on Academics, where the estimated

correlation between true scores is perfect.

For the Teacher scales, interscale correlations range from .65 to
.88, and disattenuated correlations range from .66 to .93 implying
somewhat more discriminant validity, but a very high degree of
redundancy nonetheless Instructional Leadership of the Principal
shows least commonality with the other scales, with disattenuated

correlations ranging from .66 to .79.

Correlations bhotween the Student and Teacher scales are shown in
Table 2. The "validity diagonal™ (bold-face diagonal entries) shows

correlations between same-named scales, which should be higher than

4Correction for unreliability or disattenuation is performed to
estimate the correlation between the hypothetical true scores
underlying the fallible measures. See an introductory measurement
textbook (e.g., Gulliksen, 1950) or Stanley’s (1971) chapter on
reliability.
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off-diagonal correlations for the scales to demonstrate convergent and
discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Most diagonal entries
are of about the same magnitude as off-diagonal entries. For example,
the student scale labeled "Instructional Leadership of the Principal®

is no better an indicator of teacher score for this variable than are

two other student scales. No scale meets the Campbell-Fiske (1959,

82-83) criteria for evaluating matrices of correlations for

prospective measures of the same constructs by aiternative methods . >

The correlations are always positive and usually significant, implying
that when students rate a school positively, teachers also generally

do so.

Correlations among the scores derived from the Parent survey are
shown in Table 3. Corrected correlations shown below the diagonal
range from .77 to 1.00, indicating redundancy. (Uncorrected
correlations range from .73 to .93, also very high.) Except for
Instructional Leadership of the Principal, where disattenuated
correlations range from .77 to .92, the disattenuated correlations

among the scales are .91 or higher (.91 to 1.00).

3These are: (a) entries on the validity diagonal are significant and
large enough to warrant further examination of validity, (b) entries
on thz validity diagonal are higher than the off-diagonal entries in
the same column and row, (c) the validity diagonal entries are higher
than the off-diagonal entries for this variable in the mono-method
matrix (in this instance the Table 1 matrix), and (d) patterns in
correlations among proposed measures of constructs should be similar
in mono-method (Table 1) and heteromethod (Table 2) matrices.
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The correlations of the Parent scales with the Student and
Teacher scales are shown in Tables 4 and 5. Diagonal entries are
again about the same :ize as off-diagonal entries, implying
discriminant validity. All correlations are positive, so if one group
rates the school in a positive way, other groups t=nd to do so as

well.

Correlations with External Criteria

Correlations between the South Carolina assessment survey scales

and a variety of educational outcomes are displayed for grades 1, 2,

3, 6, 8, and 10 in Tables 6 through 11.6
Student Scales

Of the district’s elementary schools, 16 chose to administer the
student instruments to their fifth grades (and some schools included
fourth grades); 11 middle schools and 9 high schools also administered

the student instruments.

The educational experiences of early grade students usually occur

within the single classrooms in which they spend most of their time.

6Examination of the distributions of test score data showed that one
elementary school’s third grade results (for a single classroom) made
it su extreme outlier. This observation, together with historical
dxts, suggests an interpretation that the integrity of the assessment
program was compromised in this instance. Accordingly, in preparing
Table 8 and all other tables pertaining to the third grade we excluded
this school’s third grade testing program data.
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In addition, elemenatary school pupils may have had difficulty
understanding the survey questions, and the instruments were not
intended to be administered to elementary pupils. For these reasons,
elementary school students’ reports should perhaps not be expected to
provide dependable reflections of the climates c¢r environments of
classrooms experiénced by first, second, or third graders. Because
some schools administered surveys to elementary pupils, however, their

correlates can be examined.

For the most part, elementary school student survey scores do not
show significant correlatiﬁns with any of the demographic or
educational variables examined in Tables 6 through 8, although the
small ns imply that only large correlations can be statistically
significant. Only for grade three does any student scale have a
regular pattern of significant correlations Qith any of the
educational outcomes: Frequent Monitoring shows a consistent pattern
of negative correlations with math and reading test scores and with

orderly progress through the grades.

No student inventory scale has a significant correlation with any
educational outcome for the middle school grades six or eight.
Correlations between the Frequent Monitoring scale and all of the
educational outcomes are negative and moderate in size, although not
statistically significant with the n of 11 schools. As was also seen

for. the elementary results, Frequent Monitoring is significantly
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correlated with the percentage of students receiving subsidized lunch,
and for the middle school grades Frequent Monitoring is significantly

negatively correlated with percentage of students who are white.

In the grade 10 results (Tsble 11), schools with affluent and
predominantly white student populations tend to produce low scores on
all six of the student scales, substantially and significantly so for
five of the six scales. Furthermore, the preponderance of the
correlations of the high school students’ scales with tenth grade
educational indicators are negative and they are oftea significantly
so. For examplé, the higher the scores for Instructional Leadership
of the Principal and Emphasis on Education, the lower the test scores
and the smaller the proportion of students making orderly progress

through the grades.
Teacher Scales

The most impressive consistency among the results for the teacher
scales in Tables 6 through 11 is the tendency for five of the six
scales (Emphasis on Academics, High Expectations, Positive School
Climate, Frequent Monitoring, and Positive Home/School Relations) to
show a similar pattern of correlacions with the criteria, but for this
pattern of coherence to be less marked for Instructional Leadership of
the Principal. This pattern is in accordance with the results of our
oxamination of the internal structure of the teacher scales, where we

found that only ILP showed much independence of the other scales.




R

18

DALY T 2V Tl B

o

Scales two through six (EA, HE, PSC, FM, and PHSR) tend to be lower in
schools with overage or retained students, higher in predominantly ;

white schools with few poor students, and to be higher in schools
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where students are making orderly progress through the grades and are
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earning relatively high test scorss. These correlations are usually

statistically significant in the elementary grades where the n is 36
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to 37 schools, and they show the same pattern and are often
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significant for the smaller number of middle schools. For the grade

10 data for the small number of higk schools, this bundle of scales .
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tends to have nonsignificant negative correlations with most
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educational criteria. The results for Positive Home/School Relations

diverge from the usual pattern of coherence. 1

Teacher reports of Instructional Leadership of the Principal are
significantly related to various indices of on-time student progress
for grades one through three and nonsignificantly related to these
indices for grade six as well. This scale had no significant
correlation with any criterion in the grade 6, 8 or 10 results,
although for the small number of high schoois the correlations with
educational outcomes are mostly negative and moderate to substantial

(-.36 to -.61) in size.
Parent Surveys

The parent scale for Instructional Leadership of the Principal is

relétively independent of school ethnic composition and affluence. At
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the elementary and middle school levels it tends to have positive,
often statistically significant correlations with test scores and

orderly student progress through the grades. The remaining parent
scales are highly redundant (Table 3) and usually have more modest

o positive and only occasionally significant correlations with these

%’ same educational outcomes. In particvlar, Positive School Climate has
g: moderate and sometimes significant correlations with the percentage of
g; middle school students meeting the reading and math standawds on time
¢§ and other educational outcomes (Tables 9 and 10).
For grade 10, the correlations of the parent scales with “* »

educational progress indices are generally negative, but usually not
- significantly so.
%
§ Partial Correlations

Tables 6 tnrough 11 document that school affluence and ethnic
composition are often associated with the needs assessment scores, and

Appendix Table A-5 doc:ments the substantial correlations between
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school ethnic composition and student affluence with the educational
outcome indicators. For instance, correlations between mean reading

score and percentage of students who are white range from .64 to .97,

and the correlation of percentage of students receiving subsidized

lunch with mean reading score ranges from -.76 to -.92.
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To assess the extent to which the cérrelations reported in Tables
6 through 11 persist when school ethnic composition and affluence are
statistically controlled, second-order partial correlations--
controlling for percentage of students who are white and percentage of
students receiving free or reduced lunch--were calculated in those
instances where the number of schools was judged to bc sufficient
(i.e., n greater than or equal to 18). These partial cofrelations,
shown in Tables 12 through 14 for elementary school grades 1, 2, and 3
for the teacher and parent instruments, imply that a number of
significant correlations remain for the teacher scales, although other
correlations are reduced to near zero. The pattern of partial
correlations shows that the related cluster of teacher scales are
often modestly correlated with test scores and timely educational
progress net of school ethnic composition and student affluence,

although often only weakly so.

Among the parent scales, only the Instructional Leadership of the
Principal scale shows a regular pattern of significant positive
correlations with the educational progress indicators (with
significant coefficients seen for the first and third, but not second,
grades). Occasional significant partial correlations for other parent

scales are not replicated across grades and are sometimes negative.
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Aggregated Reslidual Gain Scores 3
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An additional way to explore the relation between needs %
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assessment instrument scores and educational progress is to examine

the correlations between the instruments’ scores and systematic !

deviations from expected educational standing given the students’ own

prior standing on educational tests. These deviations from expected :
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standing, when averaged for schools, are aggregated residual gain
scores. An exploration of these gain scores is presented in Table 15

for the elementary grades and in Table 16 for the middle and high

school grades.
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There is no evidence that educational gain is systematically

- associated with any student needs assessment scale. The one observed

significant correlation is negative and represents only about a third

)
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b middle and secondary grades, there are more significant correlations
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as many significant outcomes as are expected by chance alone. For the

than would be expected by chance alone, but some are negative and some

are positive,

; Teacher scales from the redundant cluster (EA, HE, PSC, FM, PHSR)
are often significantly and positively correlated with reading gain,
especially in the early elementary years (where assessment data for
individual educational tests are not as reliable over time as they

become for older students). This cluster of teacher scales tends to
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but the correlations are near zero or negative for grade four. The
two significant correlations for the middle and high school teacher
scales is one fewer than expected by chance alone, and the
correlations are sometimes positive and sometimes negative, providing
no evidence of systematic patterns of correlation between the teacher

assessment scales and educational gain in the post-elementary grades.

The parent scale titled Instructional Leadership of the Principal
has a significant positive correlation with reading or math gain 7 of
20 times and the correlation has a positive sign 17 of 20 times in
Tables 15 and 16. These results indicate a modest relationship
between this scale and educational gain through the middle school
years. The other parent scales are usually nonsignificantly
correlated with reading or math gain, and when significant
correlations occur they are sometimes positive and sometimes negative;
a pattern that provides no dependable evidence of a systematic

relation between these parent scales and educational gain.

Discussion

.

The results have a variety of implications for school assessment,
despite limitations due to (a) the small number of schools for
analyses involving grades 6, 8, and 10, (b) redundancy in the analyses

because multiple grades are included in the same schools, and (c¢) the

_appiication of necess2cily imperfect statistical controls for student
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input characteristics.

The results mean that attempts to interpret profiles based on the
highly correlated scores of the South Carolina Needs Assessment
instruments will often be futile. Both the analysis of internal
consistency and the examination of external correlates indicate that
five of the six teacher scales are so redundant as to be essentially

interchangeable, and that this is also true for five of the six parent

scales.

The failure of same-named scales based on the reports of

-

different populations of respondents to demonstrate higher

correlations than do differently-named scales lends no support to the
interpretation of the scales according to the named conctructs. On
the contrary, the high within-population correlations and the
relatively uniform off-diagonal correlations in Tables 2, 4, and
5--combined with the result that correlations between the scores
obtained from different populations of respondents are considerably
lower than the correlations among the scores obtained from eny one of
these populations--implies that (a) the scales of each .strument tead
to measure some global aspect of school climate and (b) the three
populations’ (students, parents, teachers) views of school climate are

somewhat independent.

No evidence provides support for the use of the student surveys

in blanning school improvement programs; student scores did not show
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consistent patterns of correlations with relevant educational

criteria.

In contrast, the highly related scales of the teacher instrument
are frequently associated with educational outcomes of importance, and
these associations often persist net of statistical controls. And,
these scales are sometimes significantly correlated with aggregate
measures of educational gain--even . ' grades three and above where
educational test scores usually have a considerable degree of
stability over time. The regularities in the patterns of partial
correlations and correlations with aggregated residual gain scores
provide impressive evidence that sn underlying factor related to most
of the scales in the teacher instrument is related to independent

indicators of educational progress.

The psychometric evidence of redundancy among the scales and lack
of convergent validity jibes with our observation that school
improvement teams who attempted to use these scores in their needs
assessment freque=tly had difficulty in identifying substantive areas
for school improvement (although they were usually pleased that the
results seemed "positive"). Most elementary school teams discounted

the student sutrvey results as having little meaning.

The lack of independence among the scales results in part from
composing scalec with items wnose correlations are often as high or

higﬁer with other scales than with the scale in which they are scored,
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as shown ia Appendix Tables A-2 to A-4.

o

It is difficult to compsre this set of instruments with other
instruments intended to measure the same or similar constructs,
because the d.velopers of such inscruments have generally not reported
psychometric properties at the correct (school) level of analysis. It
» was possible to analyze published data (Pecheone & Shoemaker, 1984)

' from 10 schcols for a Connecticut instrument with scale names closely
‘resembling the South Carolina instruments. The results, shown in
Appendix Table A-6, imply that interscale correlations are often quite

high. Nevertheless, on the basis of this small sample of schools it
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appears that there is less redundancy in the Connecticut scales than

in the South Carolina scales.

; Nothing in the present results would allow one to determine

3 whether the correlations observed between needs assessment scores and
educational outcomes is causal in either direction. Indeed there is
reason to speculate that a cycle of mutual causation is plausible such
that both positive reports about the school and test scores may go up
‘n an improving school and that both may go down in a deteriorating
school. This agnosticism with respect to causal direction applies
with equal emphasis to analyses iavolving the application of
statistical controls for ethnicity and ar-v..uence and to the analyses
of survey scores and aggregate achieveéent score residual gains.

There is at least as much reason to speculate that informants will say

PPN
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positive things about a school when students are doing well in their
studies as there is to speculate that students will do well in schools

about which people have positive things to say.

“n what sense can schools monitor climate with the instruments
under examination in this report? Except for the student surveys,
which receive little support from the results presented here, there is
every reason to believe that a school earning high scores on the
scales of the teacher inventory and the parent inventory are better
off than schools that receive low scores. This belief is easily
bolstered by considering the items of the surveys worded negatively.
Who would want a school to be characterized by the following

statements?

The principal maximizes classroom interruptions.

The principal seldom communicates with teachers.

Teachers limit their instructional methods to whole class lecture.
Teachers are slow in evaluating and returning homework.

There are many student-related interruptions during class time.
Few students have an opportunity for success.

Unsuccessful students get no help from their teachers.

Teachers in this school treat students unfairly.

People fear for their safety in this school.

The tests used are error-ridden and unrelated to what is taught in
our school.

Parents are kept in the dark about students’ academic progress,
The principal and teachers make parents feel unwelcome at the
school.

VVVVVVVVVYV

\"AA"%

This parody--accomplished by turning items from the teacher inventory
into their opposites--illustrates that much of the content of the
inventory suggests desiderata that are commonsensical and probably

impbrtant in their own right. Nothing in the results implies

25
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othexrwise. The results do imply, however, that the interpretation of
the scales of the Needs Assessment Instruments in terms of the
constructs suggested by their names will be of limited usefulness.
Any school that earns low scores on these scales very likely has
problems it should take steps to address, but it may be difficult to
specify the precise nature of the problems that require solution on

the basis of patterns of Needs Assessment scores.

Developing Measures of Schools

Workers in'the tradition of the effective schools movement have
often assumed that it is possible to develop survey-based measures of
school characteristics specified in advance from research that was not
measurement-based, i.e., a list of characteristics elaborated for the
most part without depending on survey-based inventories of school
characteristics. Whether or not it will prove possible to develop
psychcmetrically sound survey-based measures of these effective
schools constructs s an empirical questioi. that must be addressed
through analytical research that remains to be done. In this final
section we discuss the level at which measurement research must occur
and the nature of constructs amenable to questionnaire-based

assessment. Finally, we suggest some ways to devise survey

instruments congruent with the effective schools vocabulary.
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level of Measurement

Many educational measures are designed or constructed as measures
of individuals. For example, achievement tests are constructed in a
way that makes them useful measures of individual differences.
Whether articulated or not, this approach to the development of
measures assumes that it is individual differences in the construct in
question that are of interest. Similar practices underlie the
construction of ability, personality, and interest tests; developers
try to show that these tests dependably measure individual
differences, and they write and select items that discriminate among

individuals. Oftentimes, developers act as if between-environment

(between-school) differences were trivial or of no interest by

conducting item analyses within a single environment.

When the reports of individuals are used as a mechanism to assess
environments, individual differences in reports within an environment
are noise or error. To the extent that a score reflects individual
differences within environments it represents error in measuring the
environment, and test construction methods that produce reliable
measures of differences among individuals within environments may not
produce useful measures of differences among environments. Whether
segregation associated with individual differences or environmental
influences on individuals produce mean differences among environments

are empirical questions.
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In general, item analyses to develop or evaluate scales intended
to measure school characteristics should be conducted at the school
level, and information about the reliability of and correlations among
scales at the individual level are irrelevant for evaluating
assessmentsy of school climate. Richards (1988) has concretely
illustrated the irrelevance of evidence about scale homogeneity at the
individual level for making inferences about the measurement

properties of school characteristics.

Nevertheless, many instruments intended to assess the
characteristics ‘of schools or classrooms were developed through
individual-level item analyses and evidence about psychometric
properties is available primarily at the individual level. This is
true of a variety of "environment" measures including the College
Characteristics Index (Stern, 1970), the Classroom Environment
Inventory (Moos & Trickett, 1986), the National Association of
Secondary School Principals’ School Climate Survey (Halderson, 1987),
and the School Self-Assessment Instruments (Andrews et al., 1987),

among others.’ The Effective School Battery (G. D. Gottfredson, 1984),

7Some developers have conducted analyses that exclude variability
among schools by limiting some analyses to a single school (Proctor &
Villanova, 1984) or by computing reliability coefficients using
within-school or within-classroom variances (Moos & Trickett, 1986;
Stern, 1970). Stern (1970) recognized the difference between
within-school and between-school differences, but mistakenly excluded
the between-environment rather than within-environment variance in his
analyses,
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the Individualized Classroom Environment Questionnaire (Fraser, 1982),

Pyovyr ety
R
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and the School Assessment Survey (Wilson, Firestone, & Herriott, 1985)
are rare in that reliability, and validity data pertain to the school

or classroom level.

What Can be Measured?

Developers of school assessment instruments working in the

o daned hadru wu o

effective schools movement tradition generally start with a list of
scheol characteristics that are believed to be beneficial, and they .

seek to write items corresponding to an understanding of those

st .o
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characteristics (Proctor & Villanova, 1984; South Carolina State
Department of Education, 1987). This is an example of a rational
. approach to scale construction (Goldberg, 1972) whirh provides a i

useful place to start, and it directly targets a set of sensible

AE s en@] ATV 1

hypotheses about differences among schools for measurement. For both

scientific and practical reasons, however, determining whether the 2
features of schocis commonly contained in lists of effective school

E characteristics correspond to distinctly measurable constructs is an

important separate step in the development of school assessment tools.

{ Scientific work on the measuremeni of school characteristics has
B not progressed very far; much of the research that has been done
confuses levels of analysis, and much of the scholarship in this area
resembles argument or persuasion more than positivistic research

(e.g., C. S. Anderson, 1985; Insel & Mods, 1974; Moos, 1973).
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Research involving the measurement of schocl characteristics for large
numbers of schools (e.g., G. D. Gottfredson & D. C. Gottfredson, 1985)
is rare, and even methodologically sophisticated researchers (e.g.,
Bryk & Thum, 1989) present little information about the measurement
properties of their school-level measures. In short, practitioners
have only limited scientific resources to call on and no
psychometrically sound examples of instruments targeted at the
effective schools movement’s characteristics on which to model the

development of new instruments.

Accordingly, in the remainder of this paper we provide
suggestions and speculation about potentially productive survey-based

approaches to the development of school assessments related to the

effective schools lists.8

1. Some school characteristics do not lend themselves to assessment
through surveys of teachers, parents, principals, or students.
Time-on-task is an example of a characteristic that differs from
minute to minute, period to period, and classroom to classroom
within a school and does not lend itself to description by

questionnaire items. Student engagement (on-task) rate can be

8Again, the lists we are discussing usually look something like the
following: (a) clear school mission, (b) safe and orderly learning
environment, (c) high expectations, (d) time on task, (e) frequent

monitoring of student progress, (e) good home-school relations, (f)
instructional leadership, (g) emphasis on academics.
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x better better measured using repeated structured classroom ;
& :
& observations such as the procedures illustrated by Hiscox, .

Braverman, and Evans (1982).

2. Think carefully about how certain of the constructs would be

can Sy ek

reflected in attitudes or opinions of the type assessed by surve:

items. For example, practical experience in working with schools
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on school improvement programs suggests that high expectations for

student achievement may be better reflected by the absence of

statements about the futility of educating some categories of
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students and the accompanying absence of explanations of the
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causes of slow learning that involve factors over which the school
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and teachers have control. We have seen schools where faculty say

thact there is little they can do to improve student academic :
achievement without greater assistance from parents, but where few ;
concrete steps to obtain that assistance are regularly taken. One

perspective (just one) on low expectations is that what this
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construct means is that teachers are led not to try help all

=

¢ students learn because they operate on a theory that places the

locus of the problem in someone else’s bailiwick.

: The foregoing interpretation of the meaning of the

{ expectation construct may be quite different than an

ERNE S

interpretation implied by "ninety to one hundred percent of the

. students are expected to master all basic skills at each grade
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level"® (Connecticut elementary school teacher questionnaire) or by
"students have opportunities to develop leadership skills" (South
Carolina teacher survey). It is difficult, if not impossible, to
foresee how the responses to items suggested by any perspective
will work in combination with other items to form scales.
Analytical research is required to examine the behavior of items
and of the scales they compose. Scale composition can start with
rational analysis, but this step should be followed by empirical

analysis.

The item coriter- of an inventory should reflect aspects of the
school about which the respondent is in a position to know. For
example, it may be difficult for a parent to have an informed
opinion about whether teachers in a school "have good classroom
control” or whether "teachers use test results to decide what

should be retaught™ (South Carolina parent survey).

Concrete, specific, and in-principle-verifiable reports may prove
superior to judgments or opinions. For example, the following
items may assess an orderliness or time-use dimensions with
differing levels of concreteness: low concreteness = do teachers
make good use of classroom time? low concreteness = teachers
maximize student time-on-task, medium concreteness = how often is
your class disrupted by student misconduct, high concreteness =

.did you send any student out of class for misconduct during the
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last week, high concreteness = how many times during the past week

did you take attendance as a whole-class activity?
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5. Regard ideas about the dimensions to include in an inventory as
hypotheses to be empirically investigated. No one has

demonstrated that the characteristics on the effective schools
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lists can be independently measured using surveys or that
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independent survey-based measures of these characteristics arce all

correlated with other educational criteria (let alone that each

ST

makes a unique contribution to differences among schools in chese

criteria). ‘Apply item analysis procedures to compose scales that

are reasonably homogeneous but that are sufficiently independent
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of each other that each of the various scales measures something

s,
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different about the school.9 Conduct research to learn whether the

scales built in this way show reasonable patterns of correlations
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with independeat criteria. Drop measures that do not show
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independence from other scales or useful correlations with other
3 criteria of school effectiveness, Measurement failure may signal
a need to seek better measures or to revise initial hypotheses or

theory.
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9Examp1es of applying this approach can be found in the work of Fraser
(1982), Fraser, G. J. Anderson, & Walberg (1982), G. D. Gottfredson
(1984), and Wilson, Firestone, & Herriott, 1985), although this work
did not begin with the effective school movement’s list of variables.
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Work with school personnel or others who will interpret results to

learn about the art of interpretation and to discover what aspects
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of score reports practitioners find easy and difficult to

understand. Revise instruments accordingly. Develop score
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reporting formats that practitioners can understand and use.
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There is every reason to expect that research to develop measures

of school climate that treats the determination of measurable
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dimensions of school differences as empirical questions, that assumes
that the construct validation of school climate measures entails the

testing of theory about school effectiveness (rather than assuming the

validity of any particular theory a priori), and that refines and

revises both theory and measures in response to evidence holds promise
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of producing school assessment instruments useful in organizational .
diagnosis and evaluation. Evolution of needs assessment instruments

of the typé examined in this report is to be expected, and evolution
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in the scientific understanding of manipulable aspects of school
climate that produce salutary educational outcomes for students is

likewise to be expected.
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Table 1

Correlations Among the Scales of the South Carolina Student and Teacher Surveys

it A R R T T

Student survey (N = 36 schools)

Instructional leadership [.94] .79 .85 .86 .78 .88
of the principal (ILP)

Emphasis on academics .83 [.95] .89 .96 .95 91
(EA)

High expectations (HE) .90 .94 [.94] .93 .88 .92

Positive school climate .90 1.00 .98 [.97] .91 .92
(PSC)

Frequent monitoring (FM) .82 .99 .93 .94 [.96] .94

Positive home-school .92 .95 .97 .95 .97 [.97]

relations (PHS)

Teacher survey (N = 61 schools)

Instructional leadership [.95] .65 .66 .68 .74 .62
of the principal (ILP)

Emphasis on academics .69 [.94] .88 .78 .85 .77
(EA)

High expectations (HE) .70 .93 [.94] .77 .90 .75

Positive school climate .73 .85 .83 [.91] .81 .78
(PSC)

Frequent monitoring (FM) .79 .91 .97 .89 [.92] .80

Positive home-school .66 .83 .81 .86 .86 [.92]

relations (PHS)

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Nete. Alpha reliabilities are shown in the diagonal cells. Correlations
below the diagonals are disattenuated for unreliability in the pair of scales
(i.e., are estimates of the correlations between the true scores for each pair
of scales).
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Table 2

Correlations Between the South Carolina State Department of Education’s
Student and Teacher Scales (N = 36 Schools)

Student scale ILP EA HE PSC M PHSR
Instructional leadership of .34% .15 .39% bkk .38% .25
principal (ILP)
Emphasis on academics (EA) .33% .28 4T %% L37* NS L] .27
High expectations (HE) .35% .30 49%% NAX Y AR .30
Positive school climate (PSC) .26 .31 ATR* 49%* L42% .33%
Freq'tent monitoring (FM) .26 .28 ATx*% L37% L42%% .25
Poigsivi home/school relations .27 .30 .52%% L49%% 48%k .36%
SR

-----------
.................................................................................

Note. Bold entries are correlations between same-named sc. les.

*p < .05
** < 01
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Table 3

Correlations Among the Scales of the South Carolina Parent Survey
(N = 61 Schools)

Scale ILP EA HE PSC FM PHSR

Instructional leadership [.96] .78 .84 .82 .73 .88
of the principal (ILP)

Emphasis on academics .83 [.92] .89 .89 91 .87
(EA)

High expectations (HE) .91 .99 [.88]) .88 .83 .91

Positive school climate .85 .95 .95 .97] .92 .93
(PSC)

Frequent monitoring (FM) 77 .97 91 .96 [.95]) .88

Positive home-school .92 .93 1.00 .96 .92 [.96]

relations (PHSR)

Note. Alpha reliabilities are shown in the diagonal cel’ls. Correlations
below the diagonals are disatteruated for unrelialility in the pair of scales
(i1.e., are estimates of the correlations between the true scores for each pair
of scales).
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Table 4

Correlations Between the South Carolina State Department of Education’s
Student and Parent Scales (N = 36 Schools) :

Student scale ILP EA HE PSC ™
Tastructional leadership of .61 .66 .62 .68 .72
principal (ILP)
Emphasis on academics (EA) .58 .76 .61 .73 .80
High exp. etations (HE) .63 .76 .64 .75 .78
Positive school climate (PSC) .64 77 .65 .79 .78
Frequent monitoring (FM) .49 .74 Y, .72 .84
Positive home/school relations .60 .82 .68 .82 .89
(PHSR)

L A R I I T T T R T TR I I T T R i TR R A

Note. Bold entries are correlations between same-named scales. All correlations are
significant at the p < .0l level.
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Table 5

Correlations Between the South Carolina State Department of Education’s
Teacher and Parent Scales (N = 61 Schools)

SRR PRI

LT Parent seale
| Teacher scale e B HE sc Mo PHSR
% Instructional leadership of .49 .38 .44 .43 36 .43
N principal (ILP)
Emphasis on academics (EA) .48 .38 43 .52 .4l .46
High expectations (HE) .57 .53 .57 .64 .56 .59
Positive school climate (PSC) .57 .50 .54 .68 .54 .58
Frequent monitoring (FM) .52 .51 .55 .61 .53 .54
Positive home/school relations .51 .46 .54 .56 .42 .53

(PHSR)

.............................................................................................

Note. Bold entries are correlations between same-named scales. All correlations are
significant at the p < .0l level.
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Table 6

Correlations Between Student Characteristics or Educational Outcomes

and the Scores of the South Carolina School Assessment Survey:

Grade 1

Schools’ Student Population
Characteristics or

AL
_H L%k
.39

L 51%%x
.01

L §9% %%
L48%x
.40*
.35%

L 60%%x
. 58% %%
L 60 %%k
51k

Ll
L33 %%
.93 %%
RI1xi:s
.00

L 66
L6
by
.32

.94 %%x
L 56% %%
L8 %%k
.50%%

Educational Outcomes ILp EA HE PSC
Student Instrument (N = 16 schools)
Mean student age -.38 .03 -.15 -.14
Percentage never retained .17 .06 .04 -.03
Percentage white -.27 .44 -.11 -.08
Percentage free/reduced lunch .26 .43 .13 .13
Percentage male -.11 .05 .08 -.36
Mean reading score .00 .20 .02 .0l
Mean math score -.01 .15 -.05 -.14
$ meeting reading .criterion .03 .05 .13 .11
3 meeting math criterion -.02 .07 .09 -.09
§ meeting math criterion on time .07 .09 .05 -.09
$ meeting reading crit. on time .02 .10 .03 -.03
Mean reading, on-time students .01 .17 .03 .00
Mean math, on-time students .03 .15 -.05 - 15
Teacher Instrument (N = 37 schools)
Mean student age - 44%* S1lkkk - 40%% - 454 -
Percentage never retained 42%% L59%k% 59%kkk 4T%%
Percentage white .07 L55%k%k 4%k .35%
Percentage free/reduced lunch -.23 L6THRR - 56kkk - 43%%
Percentage male .24 .06 -.07 .11
Mean reading score .34% JATkkk Tlkkk 55%%%
Mean math score .25 L60%kx 5Bk kk 4T %%
$ meeting reading criterion .20 L62%%% 57 %k%k  41%
§ meeting math criterion .23 S52kkk 48 %* L 39%%
$ mea2ting math criterion on time 43%% LTlkkk 68k kk | S4kKkk
$ meeting reading crit. on time L33% JTakkk T2k kk 50%%
Mean reading, on-time students .32 TTkk%k TOkkk | 53kkk
Mean math, on-time students .29 LBhkkx  50%%kk  4T7%%
Parent Instrument (N « 37 schools)
Mean student age -.36% .04 .05 -.23
Percentage never retained LAh%% .00 .07 .22
Percentage white .07 .16 .0l .06
Percentage free/reduced lunch -.24 .08 -.17 -.17
Percentage male .15 .04 .16 .15
Mean reading score Slékk 06 .31 .35%
Mean math score YL .08 .35% .32
§ meeting reading criterion L4 2%% .03 .13 .25
$ meeting math criterion L43%% .02 .19 .25
§ meeting math criterion on time  .54%%* 03 .20 .30
$ meeting reading crit. on time ATk% .04 .11 .26
Mean reading, on-time students ATk .03 .28 31
Mean math, on-time students L49%% .07 .35% 31
* p< .05 ** p < .01 **k p < .001
A




P

R P T

Table 7

Correlations Between Student Characteristics or Educational Outcomes
and the Scores of the South Carolina School Assessment Survey: Grade 2

Schools’ Student Population South Carolina School Assessment Score
Characteristics or = scceccccccnciccncceacaccaecaiceceiiecacacciannnns
Educational Outcomes ILP EA HE PSC
Student Instrument (N = 16 schools)
Mean student age -.19 -.03 -.17 -.07
Percentage never retained .22 -.07 .09 -.04
Percentage white -.34 -.49 -.18 -.12
Percentage free/reduced lunch .26 .46 .16 .13
Percentage male -.13 -.13 -.28 -.32
Mean reading score -.02 -.28 .03 .10
Mean math score .12 -.13 .13 .18
$ meeting reading -criterion -.02 -.24 .05 .23
$ meeting math criterion .08 -.12 .13 .25
$ meeting math criterion on time .22 -.10 .14 .12
$ meeting reading crit. on time .12 -.17 .07 .05
Mean reading, on-time students -.09 -.3 -.01 .13
Mean math, on-time students 11 -.16 .09 .21
Teacher Instrument (N = 37 schools)
Mean student age . 56%kk . §9%kk - Tlhkkk . S56kkk
Percentage never retained L59%kk 69%hk  Tldkie | S58%kk
Percentage white .09 L55%kk 4 3%% .34
Percentage free/reduced lunch -.21 -.68%kkk . 58%kk - L4k
Percentage male -.11 -.03 -.12 .01
Mean reading score .20 65%kk  S56kkk | S50%kk
Mean math score .20 56%kk  52%kk L6%K
$ meeting reading criterion .12 . 50%*% A2k 4 2%%
$ meeting math criterion .14 AT kK .38% L33
S nmeeting math criterion on time  .49%* LTlkkk 68k kk 56k %k
$ meeting reading crit. on time 4Bk T2%%k 7lkkk | 58%kk
Mean reading, on-time students .08 S57%kk 4Bk % 2%k
Mean math, on-time students .13 LS okkk 40%% L4 3%%
Parent Instrument (N = 37 schools)
Mean student age -.40% -.21 -.26 - . 40%
Percentage never retained AR L .24 .34% A5k
Percentage white .11 -.13 .08 .07
Percentage free/reduced lunch -.25 .03 -.20 -.20
Percentage nale -.13 -.18 -.09 -.15
Mean reading score .32 .09 .29 .31
Mean math score .30 -.07 .14 .22
$ meeting reading criterion .18 .10 .26 .26
$ meeting math criterion .22 -.12 .04 .12
$ meeting math criterion on time NAR .13 .28 .39%
$ meeting reading crit. on time J41% .24 .38*% NS
Mesn reading, on-time students .24 .08 .27 .26
Mean math, on-time students .28 -.06 .16 .21
* p< .05 ** p < 01 ***x p < ,001




Table 8

: Characteristics or

Correlations Between Student Characteristics or Educational Outcomes

E and the Scores of the South Carolina School Assessment Survey: Grade 3
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Schools’ Student Population

L4l%
.38%
.34k
424k
.26

*L49%k

 49%%
AT%k%
L45%%k
Y-
4Bk

GB%k
45%%
.40
LS 1Hxk
.26
,53***
.51***
LSE%
WNLT
,56***
. 53*'!:7'(

§3 %%
L5 1%k
. 56%%%
L68%k*k
.25

L7 3%%%
L6 7%k
. 55%%%
L 56% %%
NI

. 60%%x

¥ Educational Outcones ILP EA HE

i Student Instrument (N = 16 s:hools)

- Mean student age -.21 .02 .17

. Percentage never retained .13 .15 .02

¢ Percentage white -.31 .47 .14

: Percentage free/reduced lunch .21 .40 11

£ Percentage male .14 .22 .15

: M.an reading score -.33 .48 .27

¥ Mean math score -.03 .32 .18

t % meeting reading criterion <. 43 .45 .31

i $ meeting math criterion -.16 .27 .15

t % meeting math criterion on time .04 A .05

. $ meeting reading crit. on time -.09 .30 .10
Mean reading, on-time students -.35 .51% .28
Mean math, on-time students .03 .34 .15

Teacher Instrument (N = 36 to 37 schools)
Mean student age -.31 . 50%* LO4T%%
Percentage never retained .36% . 50%*% LG8k
Percentage white .09 52%kk 424k
Percentage free/reduced lunch -.20 66%%k . 55kkk
Percentage male -.17 21 .19
Mean reading score .32 LI3%kk 59kkk
Mean math score .31 64kkk  S56kkk
$ meeting reading criterion .25 66%kk  44%k
% meeting math criterion .30 JS57%kk 45%k
$ meeting math criterion on time NV LBhkkk | 50%k%
$ meeting reading crit, on time L40* L67hkk | 50%kk
Mean reading, on-time students .29 CTlhkk 57kkk
Mean math, on-time students .28 LGhkdkk 55k
Parent Instrument (N = 36 to 37 schools)

Mean student age -.28 .08 .22
Percentage never retained .22 .05 .19
Percentage white .10 11 .08
Percentage free/reduced lunch -.21 .06 .18
Percentage male -.27 .22 .26
Mean reading score 46%% .02 .18
Mean nath score 48%* .05 .23
$ meeting reading c~iterion 33 .11 .03
$ meeting math criterion .36% .01 .10
$ meeting math criterion on time .37% .07 .21
$ meeting reading crit. on time .31 .03 .16
Mean reading, on-time students 4 5%% .08 .21
Mean math, on-time students 46%*x .11 .27
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Table 9

Correlations Between Student Characteristics or Educational OQutcomes
and the Scores of the South Carolina School Assessment Survey: Grade 6

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Schools’ Student Population South Carolina School Assessment Score
Characteristics or = 00 eeenceeeeeieeil. eoeaaliaaoaal.
Educational Outcomes ILP EA HE PSC FM PHSR
" Student Instrument (N = 11 schools)
Mean student age -.24 -.12 -.24 -.26 .06 -.27
Percentage never retained .20 .06 .19 .23 -.14 .26
Percentage white -.20 -.59 -.44 -.32 -.68*% -.43
Percentage free/reduced lunch .23 .64* .49 .34 L Tax* .42
N Percentage male .06 .33 .22 .31 L3l .20
: Mean reading score .08 -.27 -.10 .02 -.46 -.01
¥ Mean math score .13 -.19 -.02 .08 -.40 .08
: % meeting reading criterion .01 -.35 -.20 -.11 -.49 -.12
8 $ meeting math criterion .10 -.24 -.07 .06 -.44 .03
§ meeting math criterion on time .22 -.04 .13 21 -.25 .21
$ meeting reading crit. on time .13 -.08 .06 .14 -.28 .13
Mean reading, on-time students -.08 -.39 -.23 -.09 -.56 -.18
Mean math, on-time students .05 -.27 -.09 .02 -.46 - 03
Teacher Instrument (N = 15 schools)
Mean student age -.29 -.50 -.63*% -.55% -.50 -.45
Percentage never retained .34 .60% .68%*% .57* .53% .52%
Percentage white -.09 .12 -.15 .21 .11 .62%
Pexcentage free/reduced lunch .16 -.21 .13 -.17 -.08 -.58%
Percentage male -.25 -.01 -.17 .06 .03 .00
Mean reading score .19 .55% .36 .51 .48 L 75%%%
Mean math score .21 .61l* .43 .53% .49 Thkx
. $ meeting reading criterion .08 a4 .22 31 .29 . G4%
$ meeting math criterion .23 .56% .36 48 .37 .62%
$ meeting math criterion on time .32 .59% .59% .59% .53% . 65%*
$ meeting reading crit. on time .32 .62% .60* .56% .56% .61*
Mean reading, on-time students .22 46 .19 42 .44 LT 2%%
Mean math, on-time students .25 .48 .24 .45 .4l LT 2%x
Parent Instrument (N = 15 schools)
Mean student age - 64%% - 4] -.42 -.66%x - 32 -.53*
Percentage never retained .65%* .40 42 . 64x% .29 .53*%
Percentage white ) -.25 -.43 -.27 -.21 <. 55% -.37
Percentage free/reduced lunch .22 YA .25 .19 . 60% .34
Percentage male - .47 -.16 -.29 -.39 -.20 - .42
Mean reading score .33 .06 .19 .30 -.14 .13
Mean math score .45 .20 .29 42 .02 .29
$ meeting reading criterion .29 -.02 .09 .26 -.20 .07
$ meeting math criterion .43 .16 .21 42 -.05 .28
i meeting math criterion on time .60* .34 .38 .60* .18 .45
$ meeting reading crit. on time .56% .28 .34 »Sh* .13 .39 e
Mean reading, on-time students .08 -.12 -.01 .08 -.33 -.11

Mean math, on-time students .26 .08 .16 .25 -.10 .11
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Table 10

Correlations Between Student Characteristics or Educational Outcomes

and the Scores of the South Carolina School Assessment Survey:

Grade 8

49

Schools’ Student Population
Characteristics or

T0%k%x -,

86% %%
. 8hkkk

.63%
.20

LT 9xkk
.83%x%
L15%%
L76%%
L 86%%%
.86%x%
LTLx%
. 78%%%

Educational Qutcomes ILP
Student Instrument (N = 11 schools)
Mean student age -.13
Percentage never retained -.02
Percentage white -.29
Percentage free/reduced lunch .29
Percentage male - TTk%
Mean reading score .12
Mean math score -.04
$ meeting reading criterion .04
$ meeting math criterion -.11
% meeting math criterion on time .03
$ meeting reading crit. on -time .05
Meai: reading, on-time students .15
Mean math, on-time students -.02
Teacher Instrument (N = 14 schools)
Mean student age -.22
Percentage never retained .17
Percentage vhite -.08
Percentage free/reduced lunch .14
Percentage male -.19
Mean readirng score .06
Mean math score .08
$ meeting reading criterion -.09
$ meeting math criterion -.03
$ meeting math criterion on time .11
§ meeting reading crit. on time .11
Mean reading, on-time students -.12
Mean math, on-time students .00
Parent Instrument (N = 14 schools)
Mean student age -.49
Percentage never retained .53
Percentage white -.14
Percentage free/reduced lunch -.02
Percentage nmale -.12
Mean reading score .59%
Muan math score .5¢
§ neeting reading criterion .36
$ meeting math criterion 48
§ meeting math criterion on time .57%
§$ meeting reading crit. on time .49
Mean reading, on-time students .53
Mean math, on-time students 42
* p< .05 ** p < .01 **% p < .001
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Table 11

Correlations Between Student Characteristics or Educational Outcomes
and the Scores of the South Carolina School Assessment Survey:

Schools’ Student Popt ation
Characteristics or
Educational Outconmes

Student Instrument (N = 9 schools)
Mean student age
Percentage never retained
Percentage white
Percentage free/reduced lunch
Percentage male
Mean reading score
Mean math scuv 2
$ meeting reading criterion
$ meeting math criterion
$ meeting math criterion on time
$ meeting reading crit. on time
Mean reading, on-time students
Mean math, on-time students
Teacher Instrument (N = 9 schools)
Mean student age
Percentage never retained
Percentage white
Percentage free/reauced lunch
Percentage male
Mean reading score
Mean aath score
$ meeting reading criterion
$ meeting math criterion
$ meeting math criterion on time
$ meetii'g reading crit. on time
Mean reading, on-time students
Mean math, on-time students
Parent Ingtrument (N = 9 schools)
Mean student age
Percentage never retained
Percentage white
Percentage tree/reduced lunch
Percentage male
Mean reading score
Mean math score
$ meeting reading criterion
$ meeting math criterion
$ meeting math criterion on time
$ naeting reading crit. on time
Mean reading, on-time students
Mean math, on-tim» students

Grade 10




Table 12

Partial Correlations of South Carolina Needs Assessment Scores with Educational Outcomes
Controlling for Percentage Black and Percentage of Students Receiving Free or Reduced Lunch: Grade 1

.35
.00
.01
A7
.10
.20

reading math
.06 .11
.38+ .30
.35+ .27
.21 .22
.13 .12
.09 .03

.03

.32
50
N3l
.3g*
-40*
.19

R
.04
.05
.20
.1
A7

X meeting cri-
X meeting criterion terion on time:

.18

Mean score,

on-time students:

Saver goun
.ssttt .48**

.30

.35+

.19

.38+

.04
.09
.14
.01
.16

reading math
.18 .13
40%
.36
.33 .29
.33 .27
.30 .15
45% .40*
.12 .10
.19 .26
.25 .22
.23 .31
.31 .22

..............................................................................................................

SC
Needs Mean score:
Assessment = eeeeiieeae...
Score reading math
Teacher survey (N = 37 schools)
Instructional leadership of principat .20 .10
Emphasis on academics S 37
High expectations »50%* 37
Positive school climate ] 37+ .30
Frequent monitoring .32 .26
Positive home-school retations .29 .14
Parent survey (N = 37 schools)
Instructional leadership of principal .48%+ .38%
Emphasis on academics .15 .10
High expectations .22 .26
Positive school climate .31 .23
Frequent monitoring .24 .29
Positive home-school relations 34 .20
*p < .05
* p < .01
whd p < .001
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Pariial Correlations of South Carolina Needs Assessment Scores with Educational Outcomes
Controlling for Percentage Black and Perceritage of Students Receiving Free or Reduced Lunch: Grade 2

Needs
Assessment
Score

2acher survey (N = 37 schools)

Instructional Leadership of principal
Emphasis on academics

High expectations

Positive school climate

Frequent monitoring

Pogsitive home-school relations

Parent survay (N = 37 schools)

Instructional leadership of principal
Emphasis on academics

High expectations

Positive school clirante

Frequent monitoring

Positive home-school relations

Mean

.04
.23
A7
.27
.18
14

.2u
.19

Jre:

fe W

reading

.01
14
.24
.20
.25

.08
.20
.22
.23
.24
3

math

1
-.12
-.10

.01

%

A7

X meeting cri-
X meeting criterion terion on time:

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

43
.35
.36
34*

¥ ¥

.25
14
.11
.26
14
.24

A3
.36*
A3
.38
42
.35*

.26
.34
.28
37
.27
.9

Mean score,
on-time students:

reading math
-.16 -.01
.08 1
.04 .15
14 .20
.02 .13
.00 .07
.08 .18
.20 -.04
.20 .04
.19 12
.31 -.02
A7 .18

*p<.05
** p < .0%
**% p < 001
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Table 14
Partial Correlations of South Carolina ;leeds Assessment Scores with Educational Outcomes
Controlling for Percentage Black and Percentage of Students Receiving Free or Reduced Lunch: Grade 3
sSC % meeting cri- Mean score,
Needs Mean score: % meeting rriterion terion on time- on-time students:
ASSeSSmeNt  eeeeieciiiiit el teiicccnannene aerascavacctcice eeeesancnncnnecens
Score reading math re- 3 math math reading r+ ding math
Teacher survey (N = 36 schools)
Inctructional Leadership of principal .22 .19 .13 .22 i L .18 .14
Emphasis on academics AL .28 40 .27 .26 3 30 .29
High expectations .23 .24 1 .16 .27 .27 .23 .22
Positive school climate .27 .29 .29 .26 .26 .27 .20 .27
Frequent monitoring ‘ Al .20 .22 .18 .22 .28 .23 15 .19
Positive home:school relations 39 34 .22 .25 .24 .17 37 .38*
Parent survey (N = 36 schools)
Instructional leadership of principal  .46* Ak 21 .29 .28 .19 42 .38*
Emphasis on academics .08 .08 -.13 .02 14 .08 .17 17
High expectations .00 .09 -.15 -.03 .07 -.01 .07 .15
Positive school climate .13 .19 .03 .05 14 14 .14 .26
Frequent monitori 3 -.03 .12 -.12 .04 .02 -.08 .05 .20
Pcsitive home-school relations .14 17 .01 .05 .02 -.07 .18 .24
P
*p< .05
** p< .01
*** p < 001
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Table 15

Correlations of the South Carolina Needs Assessment Scores with Aggregated Residual Gain Scores: Elementary Grades

. sC Reading gain scores for grade: Math gain scores for grade:
. Needs e Froesmmest mmmes eecceccccecsscccescevescaena..
Assessment 21 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Student survey (N = 16)

Instructiona. leadership of principal 07 -21 -10 -12 -02 21 06 35 et 36
. Emphasis on academics -12 -35 <12 -02 -18 16 -22 17 29 04
. High expectations 06 -12 01 3 -08 1" -04 12 45 0%
) Positive school climate 10 04 13 06 -30 06 01 -15 =8 -03
: frequent monitoring -34 -49 -10 -11 -17 -01 -54% .14 27 -13
: Positiva home-school relations -5 -20 12 05 00 -1 A7 -0 22 09

Teacher survey (N = 36 - 37)

Instructional leadership of principal 30 08 o8 07 09 07 10 27 -13 34+
Emphasis on academics 65%%%  S1war 29 e 34+ 22 38+ 25 10 L+
itigh expectations 59%a% 48w 26 40* 22 23 40* 3 09 35%
Positive school climate Lo Ler* 14 12 10 22 36* 21 -21 40*
Frequent monitoring Yokl L1+ 28 3 10 16 34+ 33+ -1 35%
Positive home-school relations 48%* 36* 41 3 21 09 3 42* -03 34*

Parent survey (N = 36 - 37)

Instructional le. “ship of principal 43* 15 33~ . 15 19 35% 15 41 -03 Gon*
Emphasis on academics 03 02 1 00 pra 10 -14 13 -06 "
High expectations 3 1% 16 15 1 26 02 26 -10 18
positive sch.ol climate 30 28 03 -01 06 23 15 12 -26 26
Frequent nov.itoring -02 -06 -15 -2 -03 29 -23 06 -32 17
Positive home-sche ' relations 21 -01 1 02 06 19 02 22 -18 19

F te. Decimals omitted.

*p<.05  *p<.,01 *p< 00




Table 14

Correlations of the South Carolina Needs Assessment Scores with Aggregated Residual Gain Scores:

Middle and Secondary Grades

55

Student survey

Instructional leadership of principal
Emphasis on academics

High expectations

Positive school climate

Frequent monitoring

Positive home-school relations

N

Yeacher survey

Instructional leadership of principal
Emphasis on academics

High expectations

Positive school climate

Frequent monitoring

Positive home-school relations

(N)

Parent survey

Instructional leadership of principal
Emphasis on academics

High expectations

Positive school climate

Frequent monitoring

Positive home-school relations

N

21
41
35
21
39
28
«an

26
15
19
02
01
-35
(15)

48
“
21
42
38
37
(15)

7 8
09 38
-35 70*
-19 63
00 50
-53 61*
01 72*

an  an
01 04
3 33
3 30
39 02
21 27
81w+ -19
(14)  (14)
46 56*
10 76
33 62%
42 56+
-05 7on%
39 56*
1% (14

(9

-13
.70'
.70'
‘72.
-52
-55
(9

1"
35
29
15
37
22
«an

15

02

05
-09
-16
-40
15

40
40
17
37
43
40
5

an

3
41
42
52
3
49

(14)

54*
17
39
36
23
60*
(14)

-1
36
17
14
24
37

(N

07
37
22
22
29
12
(14)

9 10

28 -35
34 -58
47 -54
35 40
34 -59
17 -39
9 €9
36 -36
4 -47
32 -38
56 -40
35 -23
21 -08
(¢ (€]
14 29
56 44
60 *54
59 -54
“ -59
53 -40
¢ 9

Note. Decimals omitted.

*p<.05

** p<.01 *wp < 001




rable A-1l

Descriptive Information fo School Aggregates:

Demographic and Testing Program Data

--~----------_--------_------------------------------_---------------- ..............

Variable

e e R R it T R e U

i it il P R

Mean student age

%

%

%

%

%

never retained

white

free or reduced lunch
male

meeting reading criterion
meeting math criterion
muth criterion on time

reading criterion on time

Mean reading score

Mean reading for on-level students

Mean math score

Mean math for on-level students

(Number of schools)

39

58

52

85

87

68

67

813

210

71
40
56
50
88
90
65
64
806

817

9.45

65

39

56

50

92

87

57

61

808

819

57
52
82
73
49
52
767
782
748

769

(18)

42
47
48
79
74
46
47
764
790
746
7€

(16)

33

46

81

76

48

52

779

810

he w42




Table

Item-Scale Correlations: South Carolina Student Survey

A-2

O WO NAWL L WN

—

Items

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Items

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

scored for Instructional Leadership of Principal

.87
.82
.78
.79
.69
.85
.44
.84
.88
.80

.9
.58
.57
.81
.58
.57
.37
.67
.76
.83

.76
.66
.67
.81
.64
.66
.44
.72
.83
.86

.79
.69
.67
.78
.61
.68
.49
.68
.79
.81

scored for Emphasis on Academics

.64
.64
.66
.65
.69
.76
.75
.41
.69
.70

scored for High Expectations

.85
.81
.75
.64
.84
.68
.56
.59
.70
.64

.85
.87
.75
.78
.82
.90
.83
.45
.82
.86

.81
.85
.84
.67
.88
.79
.69
.74
.84
.80

.83
.80
71
.80
.85
.89
.89
.57
.80
.85

.77
.87
.82
.69
.88
.76
.69
.69
.81
.81

.82
.78
.69
.70
.75
.86
.88
.46
.77
.72

.79
.79
.79
.68
.86
.78
.68
.69
.86
.74

.66
.61
.58
.87
.57
.55
.23
.71
.76
.78

.92
.92
.82
.80
.74
.83
.85
.37
.87
.83

.82
.79
.81
.58
.89
.76
.63
.74
.80
.72

.79
.76
.74
.89
.58
.68
.31
.76
.84
.82

.84
.84
.80
.70
.71
.81
.86
.41
.85
.78

.87
.82
.80
.67
.91
.79
.56
.71
.76
.67

60

Continued .
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Table A-2, continued

e et T S LA
...................................................

..........................................................

Items scored for Positive School Climate

31 .68 .65 .72 .82 .65 .70
32 .75 .76 .82 .89 .79 .87
33 .85 .76 .82 .87 .75 .86
34 .78 .88 .89 .92 .87 .84
35 .75 .76 .84 .89 .70 .81
36 .86 .78 .84 .83 .81 .90
37 .67 .65 .73 .84 .68 .75
38 .77 .94 91 .86 .94 .87
39 .75 .93 .91 .91 .91 .90
40 .70 .90 .87 .84 .87 .80

Items scored for Frequent Monitoring

41 .66 .87 .79 .77 .87 .77
42 .66 .83 .80 .81 .88 .84
43 71 .88 .83 .83 .92 .87
44 .68 .89 .84 .79 .91 .85
45 .74 .84 .80 .77 .88 .89
46 .55 .70 .68 .63 .79 .72
47 .66 .84 .82 .87 .90 .86
48 .79 .94 .93 .86 .91 .90
49 .84 .91 .91 .89 .90 .91
50 .70 .83 .84 .77 .83 .83

Items scored ,r Positive Home/School Relations

51 .85 .81 .87 .92 .82 .89
52 .77 .93 .90 .86 .93 .91
53 .75 .83 .78 .80 91 .92
54 .73 .83 . 80 .78 .90 .83
55 .89 .80 .83 .85 .86 .92
56 .66 .61 .67 .66 .68 .70
57 .83 .84 .85 .85 .85 .91
58 .81 .75 .82 .83 .80 .85
59 .83 .83 .85 .83 .83 .87
60 .71 71 .68 .71 .75 .79

e R e T U

Note. 1Item-scale correlations are corrected for part-whole
relationships. ILP = Instructional Leadership of Principal. EA =
Emphasis on Academics. HE = High Expectations. PSC = Positive School
Climate. FM = Frequent Monitoring. PHSR = Positive Home/School
Relations.




Table A-3

Items

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Items

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Item-Scale Correlations: South Carolina Teacher Survey

scored for Instructional Leadership of Principal

.90
.87
.79
.77
.86
.58
.87
.76
.79
.63

scored for Emphasis on

.71
.72
.75
.43
.01
.43
.71
.46
.39
.78

scored for High Expectations

.66
.56
.79
.55
.80
.79
.87
.73
.77
.70

.72
.69
71
.69
.72
.75
.90
.90
.94
.88

.68
.79
.76
.72
.86
.72
.81
.64
.83
.83

.57
.44
.81
.63
.88
.80
.85
.88
.78
.78

.74
.70
.78
.76
.82
.83
.79
.78
.83
.80

.80
.73
.79
.50
-.01
.57
.87
.65
.67
.89

.67
.81
.74
.82
.74
.74
.82
.79
.84
.81

.79
.74
.71
.77
.72
.77
.82
.81
.84
.81

Academics

.88
.83
.78
.54

.04

.46
.80
.55
.50
.85

.54
.47
.85
.78
.95
.95
.94
.92
.89
.91

.70
.67
.63
.69
.65
.70
.85
.85
.90
.83

.84
.79
.72
.61

.48
.83
.55
.49
.83

.44
.39
.78
.69
.89
.86
.85
.88
.83
.78

.84
.83
.77
.78
.78
.83
.80
.78
.82
.79

.80
.77
.76
.52

.52
.80
.55
.51
.84

62
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Table A-3, continued

..........................................................
..................................................

Items scored for Positive School GClimate

31 .73 .80 .80 .39 .75 .78
32 .72 .83 .80 .78 7 .85
33 .68 .84 .76 .83 .89 .78
34 .67 .85 .77 .80 .90 .78
35 .66 .84 .77 .75 .92 .84
36 .69 .82 .80 .63 .93 .81
37 .65 .78 .69 .77 .92 .78
38 .48 .66 .53 .77 .76 .60
39 .74 .83 .78 .87 .93 .83
40 .61 .75 .65 .77 .80 .68

Items scored for Frequent Monitoring

41 .59 .77 .73 .81 .53 .73
42 .82 .77 .83 .89 .79 .92
43 .85 75 .78 .80 .78 .90
44 .73 .81 .81 .85 .70 .90 &
45 .77 .82 .82 .86 .84 .89
46 .78 .83 .84 .84 .81 .91
47 .71 .70 .72 .75 .65 .84
48 82 .72 .81 .78 .85 .86
49 .55 .78 .74 .68 .86 .74
50 .77 .67 .78 .78 .84 .84

Items scored for Positive Home/School Relations

51 .52 .63 .61 .71 .62 .59
52 .36 .59 .59 .61 .61 .80
53 .30 44 .46 .52 .51 .67
54 .57 .77 .73 74 .77 .85
55 .72 .65 .63 .60 .65 .77
56 .60 .64 .63 .63 .74 .70
57 .49 .64 .61 .65 .65 .86
58 .76 .68 .71 .69 .71 .75
59 .50 .71 .71 .70 T .91
60 .64 .71 .68 .71 .72 .79

Note. Item-scale correlations are corrected for part-whole
relationships. ILP = Instructional Leadership of Principal. EA =
Emphasis on Academics. HE = High Expectations. PSC = Positive School
Climate. FM = Frequent Monitoring. PHSR = Positive Home/School
Relations.

Q (;23




Table A-4

Item-Scale Correlations: South Carolina Parent Survey

scored for Instructional Leadership of Principal

.91 .72 .74 .79 .70
.87 .69 .70 74 .67
.87 71 .78 .71 .63
.87 .€9 .76 .77 .69
- .72 .82 .72 .85
.90 .75 .83 77 .70

scored for Emphasis on Academics

.77 .88 .79 .82
.69 .85 .78 .81
.71 .92 .83 .84
.71 .84 .80 .81
11 .71 .85 .80 .88
12 .72 .82 .73 .83
13 .75 .78 .79 .78
14 .43 .64 .50 .54
15 .01 .01 .01 .04
16 .43 .52 .57 .46

Items scored for High Zxpectations

17 .71 .86 .81
18 .46 .59 .58
19 .39 .55 .57
20 .78 .86 .82
21 .66 .57 .60
22 .56 44 .58

Continued .




Table A-4, continued

Items scored for Positive School Climate

24 .55 .63 .63 .72 .69 .72
25 .80 .88 .83 .94 .89 .89
26 .79 .80 .80 .93 .86 .86
2 .87 .85 .86 .92 .85 .92
28 .73 .88 .86 .91 .88 .82
29 .77 .78 .82 .86 .83 .87
30 .70 .78 .75 .88 .78 .80
31 .73 .80 . 8C .81 .75 .78
32 .72 .83 .80 .87 .87 .85
33 .68 .84 .76 .87 .89 .78

Items scored for Frequent Monitoring

34 .67 .85 .77 .86 .81 .78
35 .66 .84 .77 .83 .83 .84
36 .69 .82 .80 .84 .84 .81
37 .65 .78 .69 .81 .84 .78
38 .48 .66 .53 .65 .65 .60
39 .74 .83 .78 .88 .85 .83
40 .61 .75 .65 .72 .76 .68
41 .59 .77 .73 .81 .75 .73

Items scored for Positive Home/School Relations

42 .82 .77 .83 .89 .78 .88
43 .85 .75 .78 .80 .73 .87
44 .73 .81 .81 .85 .87 .87
45 .77 .82 .82 .86 .86 .87
46 .78 .83 .84 .84 .84 .89
47 .71 .70 .72 .75 .68 .81
48 .82 .72 .81 .78 .68 .83
49 .55 .78 .74 .68 .77 .69
50 .77 .67 .78 .78 .67 .80

Note. Item-scale correlations are corrected for part-whole
relationships. ILP = Instructional Leadership of Principal. FA =
Emphasis on Academics. HE = High Expectations. PSC = Positive School
Climate. FM = Frequent Monitoring. PHSR = Positive Home/School
Delations.
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Table A-5

School-Level Correlations Between Student Demographic Characteristics and Aggregate
Educational Outcomes . .rades 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, and 10)

% Meeting
Crit. On-Time

Demographic
characteristics

Grade 1 (N = 42 schools)

Mean age 43
- % never retained .52
% white .64
X free/reduced lunch -.76
% male -.05
Grade 2 (N = 42 gchools)
Mean age -.55
% never retained .60
% white .75
% free/reuced lunch -.81
% mate .01
Grade 3 (N = 41 schoals)
Mean age -.55
% never retained .56
% white .67
X free/reduced lunch -.80
% male -.29
Grade 6 (N = 18 schools)
MHean age -.70
% mever retained .68
% white .76
X free/reduced tunch -.77
% matle -.16
Grade 8 (N = 16 schools)
Mean age -.89
X never retained .90
% white .66
X free/reduced tunch -.76
X male .33
Grade 10 (N = 11 schools)
MHean age -.57
% never retained 36
% white .97
% free/reduced tunch -.92
% male -.05

N

- .54
51
.52

-.68

c.14

-.68
.61
.58

-.56

-.32

Reading Math

Crit.

Crit.

Mean for On-
Level Students

-.35
.37
.48

-.56

-.06

-.31

.63
-.64
-.05

-.21
A7
RY4

-.59

-.38

.66
57
.57

-.59

-.42

-.84
.81
74

-.26
.33
.39

-.47
.15

-.38
.38
.58

-.62

-.n

.40
37
.52

-.60

-.28

-.70
.61

.46
.45

-.80
.62

-
57

-.59
.00

-.88
.92
.59

-.72

-.12

.58
-.70

-.15

-.90
.93
.62

-.74

-.1N

-.89
.94
.60

-.73

<17

-.95
.95
.50

-.57

-.33

-.98
.92
.60

-.69
.32

<45
.56
.69
-.80
-.06

-.45
.48
.76

-.80

-.0

-.50
.52
.64

-.76

-.22

-.58
.58

-.88
.00

-.87
.83
.7

45
45

.07

.51
.70

.52
.52

46
.67
-.61
-.23
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Table A-6

Correlations Among the Scales of the Conmecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire

...............................................................................................

Safe &

Orderly Clear

Environ- School
Scale ment Mission

Safe & Orderly Environment 0.96 0.72
Clear School Mission 0.48 0.84
Instructional Leadership 0.12 0.30
High Expectations 0.71 0.55
Opportunity to Learn & Time on Task 0.88 0.88
Moaitoring Student Progress 0.70 0.85
Home/School Relations 0.87 0.71

Instruc-
tional
Leader-
ship

High
Expec-
tations

0.67
0.31
0.09
0.81
0.90
0.65
0.83

to Moni-
Learn & toring
Time on Student
Task Progress

0.87

0.78

0.65
0.22 0.29
0.70 0.47
0.91 0.85
0.85 0.78
0.87 0.70

»
B
5
3
N
3
2

\
L8 LA U ien,

Home/lf
School;
Rela-

i

5

AR5 w3

R I AT PRy Y
D it R

-——--——--- - -
e e iR T

Safe & Orderly Environment -- 0.49
Clear School Mission 0.78 --

Instructional Leadership 0.45 0.54
High Expectations 0.81 0.67
Opportunity to Learn & Time on Task 0.94 0.88
Monitoring Student Progress 0.86 0.89
Home/School Relations 0.95 0.76

0.19
0.45
0.32
0.51
0.57
0.52

0.63
0.35
0.07
0.87
0.76

0.87

0.76 0.69
0.55 0.84
0.21 0.46
0.75 0.68
- 0.73
0.94 --
0.92 0.81

......................
..........................................................................

Note. N = 10 schools. Based on a reanalysis of data presented by Pecheone and Shoemaker

(1984, pp. F1-F7).
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