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Abétracﬁ of A Comparison of the Attitude Structures of
Five Sub-Publics in Newfoundland Concerning .
the Factors and Definitions of Effective Schools )

According to  Kerlinger's Social  Attitudes Theory, the
attitude structures of groups of sub-publics towards social
bbjects called criterial referents, such as the factors and
definitions of effective schools, can be determined by factor
analysis. A review of the literature on school effectiveness and
other allied bodies of literature provided a large number of
schonl effectiveness characteristics and three  dominant,
definitions of effective schools.” By an extensive refinement
process,  including two  pilot studies;’ﬁhe school effectiveness
characteristics were reduced to a manageable number of 73. These
characteristics ana the three definitions of effective schools
were used to construct a  school effectiveness attitudecscale.
Provision «was made - on the scale for write-in's of additional
characteristics and definitions. The purpose of this study was to
use the Attitude scale to determine and to coﬁpare the éttitude
stiuctures of secondary-school — students, parents, teachgrs,
principals and superintendents towards the factors and definitions
of effective schools. Also, in the study an attempt was made to

modify the existing theoretical framework of an effective school

{(xi)



as derived from the literature, in light of different attitude .
structures of sub—-pubﬁcs associated wit.:h- it..."'

In the first phase of' tﬁe study, eleven col;:mon fgctors and
three dominant definitions of an effective school were identified
from the.. literature. It appeared from the literature that the way
in which an effective school was defined ‘determined‘ somewhat * the
factors which had beén r‘écognized as characteristic of an effective

school,

—In the second and thlrd— phé.se of the sudy, which proceeded
v e .

almost simultaneous.ly. the theoretical framework for an effective
school w!a.; modified in 1light of two "bilot studies. A. school
o effectiveness attitude scale was developed which was considered to
I:;e valid and reliable. Following devélopmcnt of the first draft of
the attitude scale, the first pilot study was conducted in 'thc
Ottawa region using 437 students, parents, superintendents, teachers
and principals. Twelve common factors of an effective school were
identified. Data from 440 teachers, students and parents in
Newfoundland in the second pilot study eﬁabled the identification of

ten common factors of an effective school, using a modified second

draft called the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II.

In the fourth phase of the study, the following process
factors were identified as characteristic of an effective school:
DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE; CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS, OBJECTIVES,

MISSION; HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS; DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING

(xii)




AND COOLLABORATION. The followihé. organizational or, content
factors were identified as characteristic of an effective school:
STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP; ACADEMIC EMPHASIS; POSITIVE
SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL "RELATIONSHII‘S WITH BDARD AND BOARD OFE‘IC'E
PERSONNEL; TEACHERS CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOR; INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES; and GOOD HCPIE;SCEIGJL-CI}MUNITY RELATIONS.
Application of Kerlinger's four criteria for determining factor
e;tra;tion using attitudes data and test-retest dgéa analysis
‘nsing Pearson anq gglit—half correlations appeared to indicate
that all process facfors and the first three content factors could
be considered factors of an effective school. The last three
content. factors were considered to be tentative factors because of
inconclusive results from this process.
More than 45% of sub-publics in both pilot studies and in the
main study prefefred the following definition of an effective

school:

An effective school can be defined in terms of the
degree  to which student achievement is maintained and
increased and students demonstrate high attendance
rates, low delinquency rates and generally good behavior
and attitudes.

This reseayéh provides answers to the four research

questions:
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1. What are the criterial referents and the factors, identified

in the literature, which constitute the conceptual framework

of an effective school?

2. Can a reliable and valid-instrument be developed to measure
the attitude structures of the five sub-publics; 1i.e.,

students, parents, teachers, principals and superintendenhs,

concerning an effective school?
3. What are the differences in the attitude structures among
sub-publics with respect to an effective school?
|
4. Are there differences in the attitude structures of different

sub—publiés concerning the definition of an effoctive school? .

It was getermined from the research that an effective school
is one where there 1s academic emphasis and strong supportive
leadership, particularly in instruction; teachers model good-
Behavior and instructional strategies are designed to accanplish
desired outcomes; there are frequent contacts with the home and
commuhity and positive relationships have been established with
the board and board office personnel; a distinctive school culture
has been nurtured® which involves clearly articulated and

understood goals and objectives, decentralized decision making and

collaboration, and high expectations of all school personnel.
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Parents and students endorsed more humanistic factors and
this was similar to their endorsement of definitions which dealt
with student tréétment and freedom within the school. teachers
and principals appeared to’ support more ‘holistic or whole-child
aeQelopment definitions and this also appéared to be in line with
their rating of such.factors. . Superintendents appeared not to
have a pa;ticular preferred definition of an effective school.

All sub-publics were concerned that minimum standards of
school buildings, facilities and working conditions were met and
maintained. This factor- may be of major importance in
Newféundland, where we have yet to meet even minimuam standar@é in
manf. regions. This may be a pre-requisite for any school

improvement effort.
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CHAPTER 1

A MULTIPLE-CONSTITUENCY VIEW OF ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

Schools in  this study were considered to' be social
;mrganizatioﬁé (Rutter, Maughan, Mortimer and Ouston, 1979). Not
only were schools likely to be influenced by social groups within
the organization (p.153) but they were also likely to be
influenced by citizen groups (Fantini, 1986) and others, such as

. parents and board office personnel, who were in a sense outside

the organization but have a stake in the effective operation of '

it.

A multiple-congtituency view of orga'nizational effectiveness
was, therefore, adopted in this study (Connolly, Conlon and
Deutsch, 198q, p.212). Effectiveness was treated not as a single
statement, but as a set of several statements, each reflecting

the evaluative criteria applied by the various constituencies.or

sub-publics (Downey, 1959, 1960} who are involved to a greater or
" Tesser degree with the focal organization. ’'Sub-publics' in the
study include parents, secondary-school students, teachers,

principals jnd superintendents.
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The maltiple~constituency view was regarded as a key concept
for this gtudy, since the attitudes of people both ingide and
outside the school were considered to be of major importance. It
was thought that the attitudes of both groups concerning the
definitions and general characte:Iistics or factors of an
effective school should be solicited. 'Definitions' of an
effective school refers to statements of the primary'purposes or
the 'outputs' of an effective school. | 'Factors' of ‘an' effective
_school' refers to STRONG SCHOOL LEADERSHIP or ACADEMIC EMPHASIS
and other such general‘ characteristics identified in the
literature.

This research was considered to be both exploratory and
confirmatory. It was exploratory in the early stages in that a
conceptual, fra;mework for the effective school was developed based
on school effectiveness and related literature, input from a
panel of experts on the effective school and two pilot studies.
It was confirmatory in the later stages when the main study was
conducted. The attitude structures of five sub-publics
concerning the definitions and factors of effective schools were
compared with each other and with the conceptual framework for
the effective school. The structures of social attitudes were
defined as the sets of beliefs about social ( “c:':bjects" or
referents shared by many people of a society (Kerlinger, 1984, p.
xiii}. -The conceptuzl framework for the effective school was

modified in -light of the attitude structures of the five sub-
publics.

-
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KERLINGER'S SOCIAL ATTITUDE THEORY

Kerlinger (1984) congiaered attitudes to be complex Iearned
entities which were structures in two senses. Attitude
structures meant t.hat attitudes existed in some form in the long- '
term memory of individuals, or that attitude structures existed
in large mumbers of individuals (p.7). Kerlinger's Social
Attitudes Theory, which provided the theoretical basis for this
study, was concerned more with the latter. In the theory there
was a detenniﬁation of tlfle attitude structures of sub-publics
towards criterial referents in society, such as p;OPIE, things or
constructs, including the factors and definitions of effective
schools. A criterial referent‘: of ’an attitude was a-congstruct
that was the 'object' or focus of an attitude (Kerlinger, 1967a,
p-111).

'Social attitudes' were the generally held or shared beliefs
of large groups of 'people concerning social ‘'objects', or
criterial referents in society {Kerlinger, 1984) such as freedom,
pri\fate property or free enterprise (p.120). Educational
attitudes were shared beliefs about criterial referents such as
student discipline, non-graded schools or individualized.
instruction (p.113). | .

Kerlinger's (1956, 1958, 1967a, 1967b, 1970, 1972, 1980, 1984)
Social Attitudes Theory provided the means by which to determine

and to compare the attitude structures of various ' sub-publics

L




with respect to the cfitex_‘ial referents of effective schools
identified from the literature. Ir; the likterature, first and
second-orde; \factor analysis was used to determine the attitude
struc;:ﬁre of vat.'.ious groups in society. The assumption was that
large mumbers of individu_als 'share similar views on I'important social
issues and probléms. such as the def‘initions and ‘factors of
effective schools. Specific characteristics of effective schools
were used as criterial referents 'in this study. Since the
definitions of effective schools also beca.me. the objects of
attitudes, in this sense they also became criterial referents.

Data from studies which have tested Keflinger's theory have
been penerally supportive of the conceptual framework of the theory |
(Sontag,~1968, Zak, 1973; Reid and Holley, 1974 Marjoribanks and
Josefowitz, 1975; Zak and Birenbaum, 1980; and Robinson and Stuart,
1987). Arguments from both a con;:eﬁtual and a methodological basis
against Kerlinger's theory were made ir; oné report (Zdep and Marco,
1969) .

Research resu1|ts Tsuippc;r!:ed ihe view that constituents or
sub-publics of schools are impori:ant in any consideration of school
effectiveness, since the definitions of sg;hpol effectiveness would
probably vary with the sub-public {involved (Siléﬁla. 1981; Bevah.
1983; Gallup, 1986 and Clark, 1987).

1,
-

\



SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS STUDIES

Nine key school effectiveness -studies were 'selected to
repregsent the period from 1971 to 1986 (Weber, 1971; Edmonds,
197%9a, 1981, 1982; Phi Deli:a Kappan, 1980; Teddie, Stringfield,
Falkowski, Desselle and Garvue, 1982-84; Goodlad, 1976, 1984;
Rutter et. al., 1979; Brockover and Lezotte, 1979; Wynne, 1980,
1981 and ILEA, 1986). | ‘ '

Cfitérial referents identified in the nine school
effectiveness studies were grouped into eleven comon factors as
follows:‘ STRONG SCHOOL LEADERSHIP; SAFE, ORDERLY SCHOOL CLIMATE
AND SP'IRI'I;: CO['IERENCE AND OONSISTENCY; HIGH EXPECTATIONS; G]AIS,
OBJECTIVES, M'ISSION; ACADEMIC EMPHASIS; STUDENT EVALUATIONS;
INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES; GOOD HOME-SCHOOL RELATIONS; TEACHERS'
POSITIVE ROLE MODEL; and STUDENTS' SOCIOECONCMIC STATUS. The
factor STUDENTS' SOCIOCECONCMIC STATUS was omitted as a factor of
effective schools, since it had been derived from criterial
referents identified in one study only (Teddie et. al., 1982-84).

It was known from the literature examined that tt{ree
dominant defir@ibns ‘of an effective school exist. It was also
lknown from the  literature that the kinds of criterial referents
deéned important as characteristics of effective schocls in the
studies conducted, using a variety of sub-public groups as
subjects, appeared to be related to the particular definition of

an effective school which was espoused.

28



School effectiveness studies have been widely ‘criticized. For

—c:eampLeT—-‘-Madaus.—M{asﬁn—and__Keuagth_(ma)——and—qtherﬂave-———
crit.icized the narr.ow definitions of effectiveness in some of the
,lit‘cratur_e (Weber, 1971; Edmonds, 1979a, 1980, 1981) in which"
effc;c-:tiveness is defined only in terms of student achievement on
standardized tests. Fullan (1985) and others have also criticised
school effectivenes studies on the basis of the narrow listingwof
content variables only (such as academic emphasis or strong
leadershi-p)' the over- simplification of highly complex phenomena
and the population sampling. which has often been limited to urban,
elcmcntary. inner-city schools. Studies which are considered to
have overcome some of these. difficulties have included exami;mtion
of both content variables (:uch as strong instructional leadership)
and process variables (-such as decentralized decision making) over
longer periods. These studies involved the examination of the inter-
relationships of wvariables, both élementary. and secondary school
populatiqns have been included and exténsive and combined

qualitative and quantitative research methods have been employed

(Goodlad, 1976, 1984: Rutter et al., 1979; Wynne, 1980, 1981 and
ILEA, 1986).

'

FOCUS OF THE STUDY AND THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Since the perceptions of school effectiveness were considered

likely to be affected by the interest groups or sub-publics



involved, the major focus of this research was to determine and to

comnann_JﬂuL_aLLiLude_31xncLn:n&_ni_JﬂnL_ttue_snh=publics_concenning__————————-
the factors and definitions of effective schodis. The specific
questions of the study are as follows:
1. What are the criieéiél referents and the factors,
identified in the literature, which constitute the
conceptual fr?mework'of an effective school?
2. Can a reliable and wvalid 1n§trument be developed to
measure the attiéude structures of the five sub-publics:
oi.e., students, parents, teachcrs; principals and
‘ superintendents, concerning an effective school?

3. What are the differences in the attitude structurcs'among

sub-publics with respect to an effective school?

4. '‘As a secondary but relevant interest, what are the

differences améng the sub—publics‘ concerning the
- definition of an effective school?

The first research qﬁestion was addressed by a search of
school effect;veness and allied bodies of literature. The
development of a conceptual framework of effective schools in thig
study involved the listing of the factors_of effective schools, some
identification of the relative importance of the .factors, any

interrelationships which existed among the factors \
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as well as taking into account the attitudes of sub-publics

concerning the factors of effective schools, and additional

-

characteristics—of—effective schoolsfrom write=in's. The second
research question was addressed in the development and testing of
the school effectiveness attitude scale in éilot studies one and
twao., The third research question was addressed in the main
study. Research quest.ion number four was addressed in both

_ \
pilot studies and in the main study.

N

THE FOUR PHASES OF THE S'I'[JDY

This was a study of educational attitudes towards school
effectiveness factors and definitions which was conducted in four
phases (Figure 1). The first step of Phase 1 involved the

examination of 66 pieces of literature, including school

effectiveness research studies and syntheses, descriptions of

"models” of effective schools, school improvement listings,
editorials, speeches and the like. The purpose was to identify

criterial refe;ents or specific characteristics of schools.

An important aspect of Phase I was the establishment of a .

Measurement Standard (Figure 1 and Appendix C) made up of the

factors or general characteristics of the "ideal" effective

school as derived from the literature and as determined by a

panel of experts. A Measurement Standard of factors was
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considered to be necessary to make comparisons with the factors

of effective schools from analysis of pilot and main study data.

Overarching general characteristics of effective schools
from the literature were the primary sources of factors of the

Measurement Standard. Included were factors such as  STRONG

SCHOOL LEADERSHIP, HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS, ACADEMIC EMPHASIS
and ot.!jer suc'lil .recurring factors which have heen listed in muéh
of the literature to date.

Organizational effé;:;tiveness for purposes ‘of‘ this research
was approached from a constituencies perspective (Connolly,

Conlon and Deutsch, 1980). To develop the Measurement Standard,

it was thought that a panel of 11 experts, who collectively were
familiar with the factors of effective schools, would be a good
substitute for the various sub-publics orl constituencies to be
surveyed in the field study to be described. The experts were
asked to group the criterial factors in ,a Pprocess also to be
described. . |

Phases ITI and II.I of JIth:i.s' study (Fiéuré 1) proceeded al;nost
simultaneously. Phase II involved | the development of a
conceptual framework for effective schools. It was organized
with reference to the three definitions of an effective school as
identified in the literature. It could not be completed until

the main study had been campleted.

Phase - III (Figure 1) involved the development of a school

* effectiveness scale, the first draft of which is called the

School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I with fifteen sub-scales.

\/
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Items for the scale were the criterial referents as derived
from the literature survey of Phase I in the study; the items of

the scale were gropuped into fifteen sub-scales. Data used in the

R

scale development process were gathe;ed by administering the
scale inl the first pilot to 437 second;ry-sc£001 students,
teachers, principals, parents and superintendents in the Ottawa
region. First-order factor analysis of data derived from scale
items was used to identify relevant f;ctors of effective

schools. A second draft of the scale, referred to as the School

.Effectiveness Attitude Scale II, had eleven sub-scales; it was

.administered to 440 teachers, principals and parents  in
Newfouﬁdlaqi in a second pilot study to validate the instrument
in the area of the main study and to further refine it.

Phase IV (Figure 1), or the main study which was conducted

in Newfoundland, involved the use of the School Effectiveness

Attitude Séaie II to determine the attitude structures of various
sub-publiés - towards school | effectiveness factors and
definitions. Comparisons were made among £he attitude structures
of the five sub-publics. Comparisons were also made between the
attitude structures of the sub-publics and the conceptual
framework for effective schools previously established from the

literature survey, the Measurement Standard and the pilot studies

(Figuré 1). A further basis for comparisons was among the-

preferred definitions of an effective school by each of‘the five

sub-publics in the main study. ’

’
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' /
In Chapter One, or the Introduction of this dissertation,
there is an attempt to give a ratisnale for the study and to give’

a brief review of the literature related to school effectiveness

and Kerlinger's (1967a) Social Attitudes Theory. An outline of
the problem and thé/ research questions to'! be addressed in the
phases of the study (Figure 1) are also given.

In Chapter Two, there is a review in some detail of "the
literature related to school effectiveness and Kerlinger's Social
Attitudes Theory. The criterial referent was the key concept
which drew both bodies of literature t_:ogether. Criterial
referents were considered to be both specific characteristics of
‘effective schools, as identified in the literature, as well as
objects of social attitides. A detailed statement of the
research problem and an outﬁne -bf the research questions to be
addressed are also given.

Chapter Three gives a description of the methodology of this
_study. A detailed account of the .four phases of the study
(Figure 1) is given. Other topics dealt with include a
distinction between criterial réfe'rents versus. full statements
for scale itenfs, the basis for firs.t-order factor analysis of
attitudes data and the 'literature derivation of criterial

referents of effective ' schools. The development of the

Measurement _Standard, School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I, and.

School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II are also described in

detail. The first pilot study, which was conducted in the Ottawa

~
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region, and the second pilot study and the main study, which were

conducted in Newfoundland, are also described.

Chapter Four gives the results and the analysis of data from

Pl SN

the—main—study—A—total—ef—568—parents;—secondary—schoot

il

students, teachers, principals and superintendents in

Newfoundland were surveyed for their attitude structures
concerning school effectiveness factors and definitions.
Comparisons were made émong the attitude structures of the five
sub-publics with respect to the factors of effective schools.
Comparisons were also made among the attitude structures towards
the definitions of effective schools preferred by the five sub-
publics and between the attitude structures and the conceptual
framework of effective schools.

In Chapter Five, the results of the analysis of data from
both- the pilot étudies and the main s-tudy_ are discussed and
-compared. ' '

. In Chapter Six, conclusiong are drawn from the analysis and
comparisons of attitude structures of the five sub-publics with
respect to the factors and definitions of effective schools. An
attempt is made to answer the research questions. Information
with respect tc; the relative importance of the factors of
effective  schools  and interrelationships  perceived  are
discussed. Based on this information :and the literature survey,
a comprehensive conceptual framework for school effectiveness is

cierived .
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

SCHOOLS AS ORGANIZATIONS

The scientific management schdol and the work of Weber gave
rise to the notion that organizations were bureaucracies (Gib_son,
Ivancevich and Donnelly, 1976). In this view humans within the
olrganizat;_ion were considered to be si_r;ply part of the machinery
needed to realize the goals of the organization.

The human relations movement and the work of Barnard gave
rise to the view that corganizations were coopérative systems of
human beings, and not products of mechanical engineering (Gibson,
Ivancevich and Donnelly, 1976). There was a stress on upward
communication, authority from below and leaders who functioned as
a cohesive force (p.5}. There was a de-emphasis on things which
are now considered to be bad for morale within organizations,
including: routine tasks, ignorance of ‘goals, centralized
decision making and the like (p;6).

While it is unlikely that pure forms of either hureaucracies
or cooperative systems existed, elements of both could prob_a‘bly
be found in most organizations. For example, Keeley (1984)
stated that goal-based 'de‘finitions‘,\of effectiveness were still |

thg rule in  organizational theory {p.1), and Hall
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(1980) listed the goal model as one of two basic approaches to

org;anizational effectiveness (p.536).

More recent studies of schools and post-secondary

institttions have introduced new andTevolutionary—ideas—inte—m——— —
organizational _theory. Cohen, March and Olsen (1972), for

»

example, in" studies in wniversities concluded that they were
organized anarchies which were characterized( by problematic
preferences, unclear technology and fluid participation. The
organization operated on the basis of a loose collection of ideas
rather than as a ccherent structure. There was unclear
technology in that the organization managed to survive and even
produge, but its OWn  processes were not understood by its
members. There was fluid participation in the organiz;ition 850
that the boundaries fof the organization were uncertain and
changing (p.1). These characteristics have given rise’ to the
garbage can model of organizational choice for universities and
other similar organizations (p.3).

An alternate view of schools was that they were loosely
coupled systems (Weick, 1976) in which a soccer field metaphor
was used to represent a schocl or a school system. The field was
round; there were several coaches scatter/ed. around; people
entered or left the game at will; the field was sloped and the
like. This co_uld be compared with the situétiqn Iin a school in
which offices such as the principal's and counsellor's are

connected, but relatively autonomous decisions are made by each.

Uncertainty was a major factor in such loosely coupled systems.
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Firestone and Wilson (1986) and others have attempted to
test whether schools and school districts better fit a

bureaucratic model of organization (Mott, 1972) or a loosely

couplﬁi—nﬁdmh—lﬁﬁﬁw from a stody of a
random sample of 27 elementary and 23 secondary schools,
Firestone and Wilson concluded ‘that the pattern at the secondary
level seemed to conform more to the notion of a loose coupling
structure, and this is accentuated 1?y departmentalization.
Furthermore, increased school size undermined agreement on goals
and blocked efforts by administrators to influence classroom
management. ‘In the elementary school, on the other hand, there
appeared to be more of a sense of shared purpose; there was
emphasis on basic skills teaching, the staff could be considered
as a work group and principals had more opportunity to be
instructional leaders by influencir.lg classroom teaching.

The view of schools which was adopted in this study was‘ that
they wer;a social organizations (Rutter et. al., 1979.) in that
they were likely to be influenced by the composition of the
social groups within them (p.153). Rutter et. al. claimed that
in Great Britain, where their study took place, the variations
bet*;ween schools in their effects on children did not depend on
factors such as buildings and resources but, rather, on the
school's capacity to function as a social organization.

Not only must 'groups within schools be considered in viewing
schools. as social érganizations, but also citizen involvement in

schools must be considered since this has become deep-rooted in

e
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education in the United States (Fantini, 1986), and in Canada as
well. Schools have become extensions of the family as teachers

and  administrators have assumed parental tasks and

responsibilities—such-as sex_education, home economics and driver

education (p.313). Schools are, therefore, intricately connected

with the greater social system of which they are a part.

-

. -

ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

! Goals and systems theories have been the dominant theories
underlying the construct of organizational effectiveness
(Yuchtman and Seashore, 1967 and Goodman and Pennings, 1977).
pProductivity commonly has been used as an indicator of
organizational effectiveness ,but it "represents only one aspect
of the total construct space" (Caméron and Whetten, 1983, p.7).
The results of such empirical approaches to organizational
effectiveness are based on limited types of organizations with
unique characteristics and a limited mumber of constituencies, or
interest groups, from whose point of viéw effectiveness has been
judged (p.10). It had been shown that effectiveness in public-
sector organizations had a different meaning from ;EffECtiVEHCSB
in private-sector organizations (Molner and Rogers, 1976).

Campbell (1977), following an intense perusal of literature

on the topic, presented 30 indices of ) organizational
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effectiveness. Campbell raised the important issue of
appropriate criteria for organizational effectiveness, and stated

that the criteria of organizational effectiveness can only be

_n_————dm—by_mﬁudgﬂmntﬁ—and—p&th—&eal—gonsme rations

(p.46).
L There was, therefore, at this time no "uni'vers:ally
- ', - acceptable theory or corresponding methodology for the assessment

of. effectivenesd of organizations" (Webb, 1974, p.663), and
considerable confusion existed in the literature.

In a study of 130 church members, Webb (1974) used factor
analysis to generate five models of church organizational
effectiveness, including internal spiritual growth of membership,
external involvement of the congregation, special ministries,
special services rendered :aild growth activities (p.673). 1In a
general model, organizational effectiveness was considered to be
equal to cohesion plus efficiency plus adaptability plus
sﬁpport. Cohesion was defined as'sa positive working relationship
among-the membership. Efficiency was the production of -a desired
‘result with the minimization of the expenditure of time, effort
and expense. Adaptability was the cqngregatic;n's readiness to
accept change. Support méént the degree to which membership
stood behind the minister (p.672), Webb concluded from th'is
study that the same development programs used for B'usiness‘
organizations and government orgar;izations would not necessarily
be effective for church organize{ti}ons or other voluntary

associations and that more résearch was needed (p.676).
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Jobson and Schneck (1982) measured. the effectiveness of
police grganizations using 10 criteria. The results of the study
showed an  important degree of compatibility - between

organizational and community measures of effectiveness (p.25).

It was also found that criteria for effectiveness, derived from
multiple goals of both ‘internal and external constituents:
created .very cokﬁplex inter-relationships among the criteria -
relationsnips that could result in numerous tradeoffs, potential
confliqt. and inconsistencies. Police organizat':ions could resolve
conflicting demands to solve crimes, prevent crimes, or deal with
clients humanely. The emphasis on one or the other of these was
determined by internal or community pressures (p. 32}.

Goodman and Pennings (1977) stated that organizational
effectiveness was a pervasive phenomenon in our daily lives but
the construct of organizational effectiveness has never been well
specified. Many different definitions existed and there have
been few ai;tenpt.s to reconcile these differences since the
definition of effectiveness t;ras-. affected by the interest groups,
constituencies or su.b-publics { Downey, 1959, 1960) involved.
'Sub-publics' of an ofganization were simply the groups who had a

gtake in its effective functioning.

Effectiveness must be considered’ in terms of a set of

several statements, each reflecting the' evaluative criteria

applied by the various constituencies involved with: the
organization (Connolly, Conlon and Deutsch, 1980). The term

'constituencies' rather than 'participants' was used to emphasize
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‘Fhe posaihility that individuals or groups not directly
e;ss.;ociated with the organization could evaluate and influence the
activities of the organization (p.112}. |

The frame of reference - in evaluating effectiveness,
- therefore, was an important coﬁsideration, since, for example,
managers and sotiety at . large had different expectations of an
organization (Spray, 1976). It would be expected also that

different constituencies or sub-publics of schools would have

. different opinions or atfit@des both about ‘the definition and -the

criterial referents (Wilson, 1973).lor characteristics of an

-

effective school. ,

.

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS

Three dominant definitions of school effectiveness have been
found from a review of the literature on school effectiveness.

They were as follows:

1. An effective school can be defined in terms of the
_degree to which student achievement is maintained and
increased (Weber, 1971; Edmonds, 197%a, 198i,-}982; Phi
Delta Kappan, 1980; Teddie et. al., 1982-84 and Goodlad,
1976, 1984). 4 >



A

2. An effective school can be defined in terms of the
degree to =Which student achievement is maintained and
increased and’ students demonstrate high attendance
rates, low delinquency rates and generally ~good
behaviour and attitudes (Rutter et al., 1979; Broockover
and Lezotte, 1979 and ILEA, 1986).

3. An-effective school can bé defined in terms of stﬁéent
character development including manners, diligence,
kindness, taét, hoﬁesty, obedience and the like ({(Wynne,
1980, 1981).

The definitions of school effectiveness were considered

.important because it was likely that the definitién which was
endorsed would have an effect sﬁzthe kinds of criterial referents

Y

(Wilson; 1973) which were considergd important by various, sub-
publics (Downey, 1560). It wa; Jdikely that the criterial
referents of effective schools which “were considered to be
important would be different for different sub-publics. 'Sub-

publics' were defined as the constituencies or groups of

individuals such as students, teachers, parents, principals and

-~

superintendents, who have a stake in the effective operation of a

. ® )
~ school. '_'Criterial referents', for purposes of this research,

were defined gas both the gontent and process features or

characteristics of an effective school which became the focus'of

the attitudes of sub~publics concerned with effective schools.
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purkey and Smith (1983) defined content features as
identifiable characteristics of schools and their 'personnei. |
These characteristics included variables such as leadership of
the principal and the: e;chool's assessment procedures (p.429).
Fullan (1985) referred to these as organizational variables and
included instructionally focused leadership, district support,
cnphasis on éurriculum and instruction, clear goals and high
expectations for students, a system for monitoring performance
and achicvement., on-going staff development, parent.;xl ipvolvement
and support, and an orderly and secure climate (p.400). E‘ullar?
stated that there were slight variations in .these variables from

»

one study to another (p.399).

r
Process variables were considered to d§fine the general
conc'(.;pt. of school culture and -cljmate (Blrookover, Beady, Flood,
Schweitzer and Wisenbaker, 1979; Brookover and Lezotte, 1979 and
Rutter et al., 1979). Purkey and Smith (1983) listed -four
variables in this category: collaborative planning and collegial
relationships, I sense of comunity, clear goals and high
axpectations?* ‘shared by stude_nté and staff, and order and
discipline (p.441). “These variables are the dynamics of the
school ; ‘that is, they s:eem responsible for an atmosphere that
leads to inc‘reased student achievement" (p.442). Fullan (1985)
also related process variables in a school to the dynamics of the

organization. He listed four additional variables: a feel for”

the improvement ‘process on 'the part of leadership, a gquiding

1y
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value system, intense interaction and commnication, and
collaborative blanning and implemeﬁtation (9.400).

In sch;ol effectiveness studies conducted during the middle

and léte 1960's, tﬁe outcomes of schools were considered
primarily in terms of student achievement. Family background,
student cognitive ability, socioceconomic factors and the like
were rated as being more important than school cha;acteristics in
their impact on student outcomes, Coleman et. al. (1966)
reported that socioeconomic factors marked a strong relation to
the academic aphievement of students, and when these factors'were
statistically controlled, the differences " between schools
"acéounted for only a small fraction of differences in student
achievement” (p.21}. Jencks et. al. (1972) also reported that
.family background and "cognitive skills" were major dcterminers
of student achievement and that "school quality has little effect
on achievement" (p.158). Conclusions from these reports, and
from other similar reports, probably provided a major incentive
for thg proliferation in school effectiveness rescarch and
writings during the past fifteen years (Madaus et. al., 1980).

Research reports which. were representative of each of the
three dominant definitions of school effectiveness will be
discussed iﬁ. the following three sections. In an attempt to
standardize terminclogy and fo introduce the language of
Kerlinger's - {1967a, l984i Social Att;tﬁdes Theory, effective

" school characteristics will be referred to as criterial

. referents. ~
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¢

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS DEFINED TERMS OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

-

X In the five representative studies chosen, the emphasis was
on defining school effecti\;eness in  terms of cognitive
development as manifested by student achievemént as determined
lonl‘y by standardized tests (Weber, “1971 apd Edmonds, l979:-.}, 1981,
1982). Other studies on school effectiveness conducted during
the past few years have enmphasized student °~ achievement,
pax;ticularly as notéd in t;.he effective schools research syntheses
(Clark, Lotto and McCarthy, 1980; Sweeney, 1982; Purkey and
Smith, 1983 and others). It was felt,l however, that the five
chosen best 1'epresen£ed the era in question, were typical of
effective school studies and were perhaps the best known.

Weber's (1971) stud.y of four successful inner-city schools
provided a point of departure from the Coleman et. al. (1966)
report, and it is intended on a small scale to be an alternative
to Coleman's widely acc_epted conclusions that schools were not
significant to student achievement (Sweeney, 1982, p.346). 1In a
test. devised to determine student reading; competency, Weber found
that a significant number of poor students scored above national
readiflg norms. The results pointed towérds the school as the
determinant of success in student reading achievement.

Schools that met Weber's criteria had the following

characteristics (criterial referents}): strong school leadership,
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an atmosphere of order, high student 'expectations, careful
evaluation ‘o_f‘ student progress, individualized instruction and a
st;rong reading emphasis. -

Weber's detailed study of -four schools whbich had high
reading results used data derived from direct observations of the .
operations of schools I‘and‘ classrooms, and conversgtions with
school personnel, students, board office personnel and parents.

Ednonds (1979a, 1981, 1982) began in 1974 by using reading

and mathematics scores from standardized tests to identify the

effective schools from among 20 located in inner-city Detroit.
Nine of the 20 were judged effective in teaching reading; eight
were judged effective in teaching mathematics; and five were
judged effective in teaching both mathematics and reading
(Edmonds 1979a, p.20)}. The overriding point derived from this
initial research was that pupil / family backyround nejther
caused‘ nor precluded ‘ elementar'y' school instructional
effectiveness (p.2l}.

Edmonds (1979a) listed the following as characteristics
(criterial referents) of schools where students had higher
reading and mathematics scores: strong administrative leadership
and attention to the quality 'of instruction; a climate of
expectation in which no children are permitted to fall below
minirmum levels of achievement; a safé, orderly climate wt'nich ig

conducive to teaching and .learning; frequent monitoring of
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student' progress; and, when necessary, diversion of school energy
and ‘resources from other‘ .buéincss to address fundamcntal
objectives. The last characteristic was eliminated from later
reports (Edmonds, 1981, 1982). .

Since the details of t'hisl intensive in-school research
effort were not given in the three re;ports examined (Edmnds,‘
1979.3, 198%, 1982), it was difficult to determine exactly hov:: the
data were collected. In a conversation with Brandt (1982), with
reference to research methods used, Edmonds stated that first the
effective schools are identified, and then they are observed to
determine what makes them different from ineffecti\.;e schools. He
then referred to school effectlivcness research generally as
providing a number of specific characteristics of effective
schools (p.13). Since few methodological details were available,
it can only be assumed that Edmonds' data have come from personal
cxperience, participant observation, conversation with educators
agsociated with the effective schools, and the effective schools
‘literature itself, which may have provided a substantial amount
of information. --

The Phi Delta Kappan (1980) study consisted of eight case
studies or histories of urban elementary schools in large and
medium-sized midwestern cities. Eight school districts were
asked to contribute a case history of an improving elementary( -
school in their dictrict. Common guidelines for the case

-

histories were agreed upon. The local teams collected data by
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interviewing staff, parents, students, central office
administrators, non-certified school staff and community
leaders. School- documents, including test scores, were also
used.

The definition of an exceptional school in each case was
"one that consister;t.ly ‘improved or mai.nt-;ained student achievement
over a four-year period" (p.10}. Test scores on standardized
tests for readi}lg and mathemati:cs in urban elementary schools
we;'e used.' Therer was no attempt to define any other outcome:
variables (p.132). -

In the Phi Delta HKappan (1980} study, key variables
(criterial referents) identified in exceptional schools included
strong principal leadership; participatory decision making; staff
selection within the school; personal and professional,
characteristics, including empathy, interest, concern and action-
orientation; and role expectations, including contihuity ‘and
stability. Other factors™ included teachers' expectations of
students; the effective use of other professionals; especially
funded programs geared to specific'subject areas; positive and
supportive parent involvement; and a controlled ‘ schooll
environment.

'Teddie et. al. (1982-84) reported the results of: the
Louisiana Sc.hool Effecti:.reness Study. A total of 76
representative schools was studied in the Chicago area, and' 1t
was concluded from the study that schools in Louisiana make a

large difference in student achievement beyond the effect of the
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soC Loeconomic charac-t‘Eristic.s; of students in the schools (p.1).

Student data in the Teédie et al. (1982-84) study came from
scores on the Louisiana E%sic Skills Tests (BST) and scores on
the Educational Developiugiixt Series (EDS), a lower primary test
(the specific purpose of which was not explained). Student
socioeconomic characteristics (SES) were gathered from the BST.

School data were collected by school climate questionnaires
from students, teachers and principals. |

Twelve key factors (criterial referents) from - the
socioeconomic status (SES), school composition and questionnaire
data were found to be significantly correlated with student
achievement (Teddie et al., 1982-—84, p.3). The twelve were
students' SES (socioceconomic status); percentage of student body
and teachers who are white; students' future educational
expectations; students' perceptions of negative school climate;
st:udents" perceptions of teachers' work anc_i' push; students'
perceptions of how much teachers and other si:udents care about
grades; teachers’' expectat.:ions that students attend college;
teachers' perceptions of their students' academic abilities;
principalé' future expectatigns for students; principals’'
perceptions of the scl:lools' success and students’ academic
abilities; principals' work with teachers; and principals'
perceptions of parental support for education {(p.3).

A significant characteristic of the newer literature on
school effectiveness was that the school and its operations were‘\"_l\
becoming-;"a major focus of the effectiveness research. Goodlad |

r
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who has been a major advocate of this approach, has this to say

in an interview with Quinby (1985):

‘For nearly two decades I have been espousing the

idea that the individual school is the key unitq

for change. I have -also noted, though, that

individual schools can be very lonely, £fragile

. places. So, although the school is the unit for

change, it cannot do everything by itself.

| (p.16)
Goodlad’s (1976, 1984) study was probably not typical of the

other studies chosen to represent school effectiveness defined
strictly in terms of student achie\:'elmnt {Weber, 1971, Edmonds,
1979a, 1981 and 1982; Phi Delta Kappan, 1980 and Teddie et al.,
1982-84) simply because of its scope and magnitude and its
extended time period. It was included with this group because in
the schools t;tudied, students, teachers, principals and parents
regarded intellectual development 4ds the primary function of
schools. Goodlad (1984) caqgended that the sub-publics involved
wanted more than is implied by "the words “intellectual
development”, t}‘1ey wanted a reasonable balance of intellectual,
spéial, 'voca-tional and personal emphases (p.61). The cmphasis,
nevertheless, by the sub-publics of the study was on intellectual
deveiopment which was manifested in most cases by student
achievement. With these recognized reservations, Goodlad's study
may serve as a bridge to the definition of effective schoclg as
.used in the next section. |

Goodlad (1976, 1984) supervised a massive longitudinal study

of 12 senior high schools, 12 junior high schools and 13
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elementary schools\ located throughout the United States. The
study was called "The Study' of Educational Change and School
Improvement”, or sometimes simply as "A Study of Schooling”
(p.58)., sStudents', teachers’', pareqts' and principals' views on
a .variety of school-related topics were obtained and compared
with observers' views. The intention was to study a small number
of schools as total entities (p.l7}. | ~

Goodlad claimed that the 8624 parents surveyed in the 1970's
were highly -dissatisfied with their children's schools and held
narrow, more limited educational expectations for schools than
had prevailed in the past. This watyattributed: to the fact that
the data were obtained during the gecond half of the decade
during the height of the so-called back-to-basics movement
(p.35). |

As :a result of th-e study, a list of academic goals;
vocational goals; social, civic and cultural goals were prepared
to "guide school board mrs, parents, students and teachers in
the needed.effort to achieve a sense of common direction for
their schools and to build programs of teaching and learr:xing
related to these goals” (Goodlad, 1984, p. 51). (

As la result of the' study, Goodlad also listed twelve
performance standards (criterial referents) for an effective
school including: decentralized decision  making; ore
instructional time and unvarying uniformity of subject‘ time

allocations; planning; concepts, skills and values to provide
4
‘ '

means not ends; heterogeneous grouping; clarification of the
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implications of classroom activities; enployment\of head teachers
with doctorates and successf[ull‘teachlng experience; division of
twelve years of schooling into three four-year phases; non-graded
units of 100 children or less; limited career education; and the
. instituting of partnerships with business. He also noted, in a
conversation with Quinby, (1985) that "where you have a good
school, you usually find a good principal” (p.17).

It is attar@ted in Table 1 to summarize the criterial
referents of effective schools which have been derived from the
five studies described above (Weber, 1971; Edmonds, 1979a, i‘JBl,
1982; Phi Delta Kappan, 1980; Teddie et. al., 1982-84 and
Goodlad, 1976, 1984). Some of the criterial referents have been
reworded to accommodate those which are similar but have come
from different studies, or to make certain criterial referents
understandable out of the context of the study in which they had

.been established.

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS DEFINED IN TERMS OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND
STUDENT DEMONSTRATION OF HIGH ATTENDANCE, LOW DELINQUENCY RATES
AND CIIO!?_ BEHAVIOUR AND ATTITUDES ‘ .

A more limited number of studies have been conducted which °
broaden the base of the definition of school effectiveness to
include, attendance, delinquency, general behaviour and attitudes

;
of students, in addition to student achievement. Three
representative studies have been selected (Rutter et. al., 1979;

Brookover and lezotte, 1979 and ILEA, 1986).
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Table 1: Summary of Criterial Referents from Studies in Which
k- School Effectiveness is Defined in Terms of Student
Achievement.

. strong supportlve aschool leadershlp
high expectatlons of students and staff*
. careful evaluation of student progress*
. individualized instruction*
. strong reading emphasis
. attention to the quality of instruction*
. a safe orderly climate*
. frequent monitoring of student progress*
decentralized decision making*
. more instruction time*
. unvarying uniformity of subject time allocations*
planning*
concepts, skills and values to provide means not ends
.  heterogeneous grouping*
head teachers with doctorates and successful teaching

experience
. disggiiT of twelve ool years into three four-year

phase
. non-gra

units jof 100 children or less
limited i

discussion re role expectations
staff professional development centred on school
goals/objectives*

. skills developed for individual/group work

. needs-based use of support personnel*

. parents interested in/involved with the school*
school environment conducive to learning*

. students SES

5 . percentage students who are white

teachers' /principals' expectations of their students*
teachers'/principals' perceptions of students'
academic abilities and successes
principals’' perceptlons of parental support for
education*

. students' future educational expectations*
students' perceptions of teachers' work, push and
caring about grades*

*used as an attitude scale item in original or modified
form .
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The Rutter"‘ét al. (1979) study extended over several years.

It ‘was concentféted .on twelve British senio_r schopls with a
student population ranging from 450 to more than 2,000. Schools
with good outcomes were defined as having good student attendance
ana behaviour, low delinquency rates and high student success
rates on external examinations. Data were gat:.hered from case
study analysis, public examinations and teacher-made test
v .

results. Information was also gathered about~ students' home

environments and socioeconomic backgrounds.

The criteria for success (criterial referents) noted in the

"schools of the Rutter et. al. study included pleasant working

conditions and coherent, consistent functions which influenced
the school's atmosphere; high teacher expectations; a clear set
of goals; academic emphasis; immediate direct praise and approval
as the prevalent means of classroom feedback; the teacher's
positive role nbdel, which included inmefiy;e, concerned,
restrained use of pﬁysical punishment; easy access by students;
and fesponsil;ility being given to students. Although the
leadership of the headmaster was not listed among the criteria,
the presence of strong leadership, especially in the
‘instructionahl afeas, was evident in the descriptions given.
Brooicover and Lezotte (1979) regarded student achievement
and attitude; (self-concept and self-reliance) as output measures
of school systems, although thé measures were made within

individual schools. It is not clear exactly how output measures

of student achievement and attitudes were made in this study of
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improving and effective schools. In another similar stu

‘(Brookover, Beady, Flood, Schweitzer and Wisenbaker, 1979) of a‘

random sample of public elementary schools in Michigan, data on
acaderﬁic‘ achie.vement of ‘students were gathered by use of the
Michigan School Asgsessment Test. Self-concept of dcademic
ability data were collected by use of an ability scale developed
at Michigan State University. Students' self-reliance data were
gathered by use of,a modified instrument first developed at Johns
Hc;pf{i'ns University.

Brookover and Lezotte (1979) gathered d;ta on the criteria
{criterial referents) of improving and effective schools from a
variety of sources, including interviews wit]') school personnel
and students, qﬁestionnaires, case studies, expert opinion and
the like. 'I‘ht?_ following wer.e listed as critenial refexu'ents of
inproving ar;d -effective schools: aphasis on basic skills
mastery .as primle 'c.goals and ijectiveé; the staff belief that all
students can mastef the basic - skills and they assume
responsibility for this; the staff spend more time on basic
skills objectives; the staff expect their. studen'ts will go on
with their education; the principals are assertive instructional
leaders  and * disciplinarians who assume responsibility for
evaluation of basic skills aéhievément; the staff accepts the
conc':cpt.' of accou.ntability; te;:achers‘ are pot satisfied with the
tstaﬁxs quo;  there is more pa.rent—initiated contact and

involvement with the school; and compensatory education érograms
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de-emphasize paraprofessional and® teacher involvement in ‘the

selection of students for these programs. )

In -the ILEA study (1986), which resulted in The Junior High

School Project in Great Britain, the learning progress and

develtzg;rent of an -c';ge grouj; of almost 2,000 students in 50 junior
schools were ftz;llowed for four years. The three cat:eglories of
information collected included measures of ‘pupi_l- background
characteristics, mleasures of pupil progress and developlpent, and
nmeasures of classroom learning environment and school processes.

Coqnitive outcomes, which 'included ba'sic skills assessments
as well as non—cognitive outcomes  including students' self-
perception, attendance and attitudes, were measured and used to
define school effectivenessé?in the ILEA study. °©

Data were gathered from pupils' personal files, resultls of
students' assessments and testing, measures of pupils' personal
pfrceptions and teachers' perceptions..of pupils, interviews with
all school personnel and with parents, classroom obseﬁations by
field personnel and the like.

. In the ILEA Study, the researchers noted certain 'given'

features whic‘h were outside the school's contrel, but which made

it easier to create an effective school. Included were schoo‘ls

which covered the entire primary age range, voluntary-aided
schools, smaller schools and schools with physical amenities.
Smaller classes with less than 24 students also benefited the

school, as did the stability of the school's teaching force.-

&
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Where there had been no change of head  for a long period,
how'éver, schools were less effective.

Twelve 'key criteria (criterial' referents) which were
considcred‘ to be within the control of the school and which
appeared to promote effectiveness were identified in the ILEA
study including: purposeful leadership by the head teachex",
involvement of the deputy head, involvement of = teachers,
consistency among teachers, structured (teaching} sessions,
intellectually challenging teachings, a work-centred environment,
limited focus within sessi;jns, maximnn communication between
teachers, record keeping on students for planning and assessment,
;i».'u‘:-nt‘.al involvement and a positive climate.

Table 2 attempts to summarize the criterial referents of
effective schools which have been derived from the three studjes
described (Rutter et, al., 1979); Brookover and Lezotte, 1979 and
TLEA, 1986). As in Table 1, certain referents have been re;vorded

to accommodate similarities and understanding out of context.

a’r

SCHOOL EFE‘BC’I‘IVENESS DEFINED IN TERMS OF STUDENT CHARACTER
DEVELOPMENT

‘Onee of the most comprehensive studies of suburban schools

=

ever conducted was compiled by Wynne (1980) in the Chicago area.

The study of good or effective schools was a subset of the larger
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Summary of Criterial Referents from Studies in Which
School Effectiveness is Defined in Terms of Student
Achievement and Students' Demonstration of High

Attendance, Low Delinquency Rates and Good Behaviour and
Attitudes.

. « - strong purposeful school leadership*

= -

.- pleasant working conditions*

. coherent, consistent functions/teacher relationships*

. good school. atmosphere*

. high expectaticns of students*

. clear goals*
academic emphasis* '
classroom feedback: immediate direct praise/approval*
teacher's positive role model*

. involvement of the vice-principal
structured teaching sessions*

.+« intellectually challenging teaching*

work-centred environment*
limited focus within sessions
maximum communication between teachers*

. record keeping on students for planning/assessment*
parental involvement*
positive climate*
emphasis and time on basic skills*
accountability for basic skills assumed by staff*
staff expectations that students continue education*
principals assertive instructional leaders/
disciplinarians*
teachers not satisfied with status quo '
parent-initiated contact/involvement:*
compensatory education programs de-emphasize
paraprofesssional /teacher involvement

ot

used as an attitude scale item in original or
modified form N
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study (Wynne, 1981). The larger study consisted of a synthesié
of 167 undergraduate and graduate student reports of studies
which had been conducted between 1970 and 1980. The research
studies were primarily case studies/of‘ et;hnggraphic type and they
involved participant observations in schools and classroor:ls;
interviews with studer;ts, teachers, - administrators, aides,
gecurity guards and parents; and the collection and analysis of
school  documents, including school -newspapers and teachers'
manuals. |
Test scores of‘ student achievement were not used in the’
Wwynne (1980, 1981) study because it would ‘be impossible to
identify key variables that would account for significant
differences in student achievement among the schools (p. 377).
Although student achievement scores were a factor in assessing
school quality; the schools diffc_;_ered in such areas as public
-versus érivate, suburban versus inner-city, and elementary versus
sccondary.  Feelings and values of people in schools were llooked
at more carefully as} the roots of human conduct (Wynne, 1980,
p.xxi). Wynne contended that academic- proficiency can only be
achieved By character building, not academic achievement, and he
considered this to be the primary aim of good schools and of
schooling generally.
. Wynne (1981) listed coherencé as the key _chéracteristic most
commonly associated with good schools. This was defined as the
concééf of things sticking - together/ or as .many different

activities bearing predictable relationships with one another.
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In a sense "the goodness in a good school was pervasive"
(p.377). Other criterial referents of good schools included are
as follows: staff conduct, hiring practices, the conceptualizing
of goals_;, keeping informed, supervising staffs, creating
incentivés for learning, pupil discipline, extrécurricular and
stude‘ent service activities and school sp\ix'-it; g

Table 3 is a summary of the criterial referents of good
schools which have been derived from the Wynne (1980, 1981.)
study. There has also been an attr;npt to partially definc

referents which seemed to be unclear.

QOMMON FACTORS IN SCHOOL: EFFECTIVENESS STUDIES

Table 4 lists the factors common to.definitjons ane, two and
three (pp. 21—22)7- of school effectiveness and as derived from the
criterial referents listed in Tables 1, 2 and 3.

It dan be seen that definitions one and two of school
effectiveness share the largest number of common factors with
eight and nine respettively out of the total of 11 gggmn factors
identified (Table 4). Definition three ‘shares only four common
‘factors with thel others out of the total of 11 identified.
Since, in definition one, emphasis is placed on student
achievement and, in definition two, ,e.nphasis is placed on student

achievement and attendance, general behaviour, delinquency and
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Table 3: Summary of Criterial Referents from Wynne (1980, 1981)
in Which School Effectiveness is Defined in Terms of
Student Character Development.

coherence: activities bear predictable_relat%apships
with one another* - ’
staff conduct: which includes working hard and
striving to relate work to school aims*

hiring practices: personnel chosen carefully*

all staff clearly conceptualize goals*

keeping informed: all staff work at good
communications*

supervising staffs: supervisors (school
administrators) can define clearly the elements of
effective staff performance

creating incentives for learning: the "symbols" of
good schools*

pupil discipline: everyone informed and clear on
rules*

extracurricular/student service activities*

school spirit: considered by all to be important
element of coherence*

* used as attitude scale item in original or modified
form

4
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Table 4: Common Factors Derived from Criterial Referents under Definitions
One, Two and Three (Tables 1, 2 and 3}.

befinition Definition  Definition
One Two Thiee
{Table™1) (Table 2) (Table 3)

1. STRONG SCHOOL LEADERSHIP: X X
particularly strong instructional
leadership by the principal

2. SAFE, ORDERLY SCHOOL CLIMATE/
SPIRIT ‘

3. COOHERENCE AND CONSISTENCY: X X
activities bear orderly and '
predictable relationships with
one another '

4. HIGH EXPECTATIONS: ' X X
of both students and staff

5. GOALS/OBJECTIVES/MISSION: ' X X
clearly stated, well defined,
specific and communicated to all

6. ACADEMIC EMPHASIS: X X
with emphasis on basic skills
primarily

7. STUDENT EVALUATIONS: X
frequent and consistent monitoring
of student performance and problems

8. INSTRUCTIONMAL STRATEGIES: X X
individualized, of quality,
invelving direct praise and
approval in the classroom,
structured and intellectually
challenging

9. GOOD HOME-SCHOOL RELATIONS: X X
teachers'/principals’ perceptions
of parental support and parent-
initiated contact with the school

10. TEACHERS' POSITIVE ROLE MODEL: X X

hard work by staff related to
school aims and students' perceptions
of teachers' work, push and caring

ﬂ;bout grades

. 1l. STUDENTS' SOCIOECONGMIC STATUS: X
including percentage white

8 3 4
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attitudes, it is perhaps understandable ﬁhat in- effective
schools, defined in these ways, there would be many factors in
cbmmn. Since, in definition three, school effectiveness is
defined in terms of student cl:haracter development alone, it is
again undex‘standéi:le that schools defined in this way would be
recognized as -being perhaps unique, or at least gomewhat
different, from the first two. ‘

If the data given in Table 4 are examined more closely, it
becomes evident that STRONG SCHOOL LEADERSHIP, particularly in
instructional areas, 1s emphasized in definiiions one and two
but not in definition three. In definition three student
achievement, the result of instruction, is de-emphasized as a
measure of school effectiveness.

A SAFE, ORDERLY CLIMATE AND SPIRIT is included among the
factors of cffective schools defined by the three definitions
(Table 4). 1t appears to be an important aspect of a school no
matter how school effectiveness is defined.

COHERENCE AND QONSISTENCY is a factor of schools defined by
definitions two and three but not by definition one (Table 4).
The omission or down-playing of coherence and consistency for
schools defined strictly in terms of student achieéément, is
probably significant since this factor represents a complex
inter-meshing of all the elements .of an effective school -
something perhaps not neeessary when there is one single and
narrow focus of a school such as student achievement. It would

be an  important  factor when school effectiveness is

!
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defined in terms of something as subtle and complex as student

character development.

as a factor of schobls which emphasize student  character
development or as given | in definition t_hree, but it is
recognized as a factor of schools which are defined by
definitions one and two {Table 4). This again makes sense,
since these are for the most part 'high academic expectations' -
something not emphasized in definition three.

The omission of GOALS/OBJECTIVES/MISSION from schools which
are defined by definition one. is perhaps again significant,
since in these schools student achievement probably represents
the one over-riding goal which is clearly articulated and
understood by all (Table 4). It can be said to be a 'given' in
effective schools defined in this way and no further focus is
needed I;E”would, however, be essential as a factor in schools
defined by definitions two and three where the intentions of the
school are probably more complex and diverse. 7 ‘

The omission of ACADEMIC EMPHASIS as a factor of effective
schools - defined by definition three .(Table 4) iz agailn
unders;tandable; It would be this kind of school which would be
most likely to down-play academics. Effective schools defined
by definitions one and two both include this as a faf:tor.

only effective schools which place exclusive emphasis on

definition one, or student achievement, would be expected to

HIGH EXPECTATIONS (of students and staff) is not recognized

"
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place emphasis on STUDENT EVALUATIONS as appears tc be the
case (Table 4}. |

INSTRUCTIONAL STRATBGIES, as expected, 1is not recognized as
a factor of effective schools defined by definition three. It
is recognized as a factor in schools defined by definitions one
and two {(Table 4), since it is in the ingtructional strategies
whfich are emphasized in a school that the academic emphasis or
intentions are manifested.

It is not clear why GOOD HOME-SCHOOL RELATIONS is not
recognized as a factor of effective schools defined by
definition three but it is recognized in effective schools
defined by definitions one and two (Table 4). It may be that
the lin;itcd literature sample is a factor here.

The omission of TEACHERS' POSITIVE ROLE MODEL as a factor
of effective schools defined by definition one is
understandable, since__:'g_t‘:‘_is unlikely that the role model of _any
of the staff would be important if a _single focus, student
achicvement, is emphasized. in the school effectiveness
definition (Table 4).

STUDENTS' SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS, including percentage white,
is recognized in one étudy (Teddie et. al., 1982-84) and may
simply be é factor u}lique to that particular situation only
{Table 4). More research would be needed to draw any firm
conclusions.

Ten out‘ of the 11 factors of ﬁ‘able 4 seem, therefore, to

logically relate to effective schools definitions almost without

3
-
v
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exception. Since factor 11 (Table 4), or STUDENTS'
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS, relates exclusively to one study, Teddie
et al.;‘ 1982-84, it will not be retained as a factor of
effective schools as identified from the literature on effective
schools. It can be said, in conclusion, that from the nine
studies of school effectiveness examined in some detail in this
section, ten school effectiveness factors have been identified.
These factors appear to relate selectively to effective schools

depending upon how school effectiveness is defined.

A CRITIQUE OF SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS STUDIES

The definition ;;\theffective school derived from the work
of Rutter et al. (1979); Brookover and Lezotte (1979) and the

ILEA (1986) study which is preferred for purposes of . this

research is definition two:

~

An effective school can be defined in terms of
the degree to which student achievement 1is
maintained and increased and students
demonstrate  high  attendance  rates, low

delinquency rates and generally good hehaviour
and attitudes. .

Definition one, which deals with student achievement only,
is considered to be far too narrow as a definition of an

effective school. Definition. three, which deals with student
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character development, is considered to be a desirable aspect of
‘

an effective school, but again too narrow. Definition two deals
not only with studlent achievement but also with student behaviour
and attitude.a or, taken together, one way by which student
character development can be defined. Definition two, therefore,
may be considered to incorporate aspecté of both définitions one
and three, and is considered to be the preferred definition of an
effective school. |

The nine studies chosen to represent effective schools
literature (Weber, 1971; Edmonds, 197'93; 1981, 1982; Teddie et
al., 1982-84; Phi Delta Kappan, 1980; Goodlad, 1976, 1984; Rut:ter
ct. al, 1979; Brookover and Lezotte, 1979; Wynne, 1980, 1581 a d
ILEA,. 1986) are perhaps the nine moslt comprehensive and well-
known studies conducted to date. Together they span a sixteen-—
year period fr'orn 1971 to 1986. They are not without short-
comings, as well as some considerable strengths.

The Weber (1971) study was narrow in focus and limited in
scope but. it represents the first suggestion that school
differences may, 1in fact, be significant in their effects on
student achievement. The major criticism of this study would be
that school effectiveness was defined in terms of réading
ach.ievement test scores qnly. | N

Edmonds' (1979a, 1981, 1982) work and the work of Edmonds

apd Frederickson (1978) have also been Qidely ¢riticised mainly
on the Easis of the narrow definition of school effectiveness in

terms of student achievement on standardized tests. The poor
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delineation of research methodologies has also given rise to the
suggestion that only a limited amount of school-based research
was actually conducted by Edmonds (D'Amico, 1982; Fullan, 1982)
in deriving the llSt of school effectl\.reness characteristics.
Although the narrow definition of school effectiveness in
terms only of student achievement also existed for the F;hi Delta

Kappan (1980) study, the selection .and study of exceptional

schools was deliberately local where personnel would be expected .

to know their schools. There is, however, the question of bias

on the part o{:' local investigators, both in terms of school
selection (the schools might not have “béen exceptional if
subjectéd to other selection criteria) and criterial referent
identification.

In the Teddie et. al. (1982-84) study school effectivencss
was also defined in terms of student achievement, but the
sﬁﬁrength of the study seemed to have been in the broad base of
parents, students, prir.lcipals and teachers from wh;nm data werc
collected. The use of a questionnaire instead of Emtervimus and
on-site observations seemed to have weakened this somewhat.

Brookover and Lezotte (1979) broadeﬁed the definition of
school effectiveness to include, besides student achicvement,
student attitudes. The study. however, appeared to  have been
little different from the other studies mentioned above, since
similar content criterial referents of effective schools have

been listed. -
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Fullan (1985) was critical of most of the effective schools
rescarch that simply listed - several content variables or criteria
hy which to judg;s: effecti‘ve schools. He also stated' that
r:ffectiye ‘sr:hoc:ﬂ';s research demonstratea that some goals (usually
in reading and mathematics measured on standardized tests) can E
addressed ‘relatively SUCCGSSfl-JlJ.y, but "it does not mean that-.‘
Highr_-r-;_:rdcr cognitive and pni:rsonal-social ‘developnent goals can
#be achieved: “teaching basic reading and m?thematics is one
thing; teaching students to think abstractly, analyze and solve
problems and write effectively is another” (p.397-). These were
clearly serious short-co'mings of effective schools literature.
The  instructional. objectives of modern curricula consist of much
motre Lhan reading and mathematics scores on sf.andardized tests
which quite often de not assess the degree of accomplishment of”
At"h(_" objectives of even _'the reading and mathematics programs
t};emselves for which the tests were in-tended.

f"hdi!!;s, kellaghan, Rakew' and King (1979), in reporting the
results  of  regearch conducted in secondary schools in  the
Reyablic” of  Ireland, also strdngly questioned the use’ of
standardized achifavemnt tests as measures for  comparing the
culity of differentscho@ls (p.207. Thef recognized that the
advantages of sucl‘i use of stan_dardiz:ed tests were that they were
readily  available, they- were thought to be ob_jective, they have
been popular for over fifty years and they were bélieved' to be

useful for making comparisons across schools (p.226). Serious

disadvantages of such use of standardized tests, as indicated by
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the study, were that classroom variables explained more variance
in public examination performance than they did in standardizéd
test performance. The dbmponept of between?-classA variance on
public examinations uniquely explained by classrocm';"x faétors was
alsq cpnsiderably larger than th{; conponeni: these blocks uniquely
explained for the standardized tests“(p.216). It was further
suggested by Madaus et. al. that there was substantial evidence
that achievement tests were primarily good measures of verbal or
general ability and that they did not dis.tinguish between

¢

classrooms or schools (p.210).

Fullan (1985) also criticized the limited kinds of
populations studied in effective schools research. le considered
that much of the research was based on small samples of ' cuasi-
volunteer populations in inner-city elementary schools that
already have effective programs in existencg. The performance of
the effective school on a small range of goals was i;}:;zn comprared
with that of inferior schools. His claim was that we do not know
enough  about c_onmunity variables, differences in teacher
populations, -‘rural  and msubur.‘ban_ settings, large schools,
longitudinal "attempts at del iberate change, " broader goals .'md'
measures of effectiveness (p.397).

While it is not advocated that we do- nothing with respect to
school effectiveness until we have gained knowledge in all of the
‘areas mentioned by Fullan, the claim that the populations studied

were of limited kinds would depend upon the study in question.

It is true that populations studied werc generally urban and

o
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mostly inner-city (Weber, 1971; Edmonds, 1979a, 1981, 1982;
- Teddie et. al., 1982-84; Phi Delta Kappan, 1980; Goodlad, 1976,
1964; Ruttér et. al, 1979; Brookover and Lezotte, 1979; Wynne,
1980,.1981 and ILEA, 1986). We are not clear as to what the
.thool population was in the Teddie et. al., (1982-84) study; it
is [nssiblé that a number of the schools may have been rural. In
Lhe: Good!ad,.Phi Delta Rappan, ILEA and Wynne studies schools
were hoth clementary and secondary and in the Rutter et. al.

T

study the schools were -exclusively secondary. There was no
appvirent. attempt to examine the performance 6n a narrow range of
qoals in the more extensive studies, sqph as that by Goodlad and
Wynne, and there was no apparént comparison with inferior schools"”
in these Hpgéies.

Fullan }1985);claiméd that effective %chools research takes
a4 highly complex  phenomenon  and represénts it in a vwvastly
%implifhxl manner. There were three basic criticisms. First,
the factors were an abstraction acrosss several situations.
Second,  the  factors  represented  statistically significant
corvelations rather than full statements. Third, the existiné
research told nothing aboué the process of change (p.398).

while there 1s no argument against £he'view that effective
schools researchlsimplifies complex phenomena,- each part of the
‘arqument necds to be examingd. The first part, that factors of
effeétivc schoolg_were ap'ébétraction across sevéral situations,

is  basically an argument against quantitative research in
C Ve
general, vather than an argument against effective schools

-y .
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research specifically. This is simply the way in which
quantit;ative research 1is conducted. Similarly, statistically
significant correlations are the ;assence of quantitativq research
studies and to us@ these in drawing full—statexﬁent conclusions in |
éffective schoc:)ls research is no more a problem here than
anywhefe" such statistics are used. The third argument, thatl
ex:i.s;ting research does nothing about the process of change, is
addressed in somd of the more comprehensive cffective  schools
research (Goodlad, 1976, 1984; Rutter et. al., 1979; Wynne, 1980,
1981; ILEA, 1986). S

In studies by researchers such as Goodlad (1976, 1984),
Rutter et. al. (1979), Wynne (1980, 1981), and the ILEA (1.98(:1 .
study, longitl.t-dinal case studies have been conducted. These
studies have been able not only to identify many of the
significant conterlmt factors and processes of effective schools,
but also the-y have been able to identify and describe many of the
dynamic relatj:onships which exist in the schools.

For éxample, Wynne (1981) noted that the cohcerence of a good

school comes from the "appropriate meshing of many clementy”

(p.é??). With reference to the key function of communication in
good schools, Wynne stated that the schools adopted a variety of
strategies to f igﬁt the centrifugal tendencies which prevented
efféctive commnication. . One principal, for example, carefully
observed incident -student/teac:hel; contacts  1n  corridors  and
lunchrooms on the premisc: that in such contacts the respect. and

enthusiasm, or indifference and slovenly casualness, students
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have for teachers would be revealed (p.378). With respect to

school spirit, Wynne found that in weaker schools teachers and
principals dejectedly discusse‘d the apathetic spirit of the
times, while in good schools staffs assumed that persistent and
ingenious adult manipulation could foster school spirit and they
set about doing it (p.281). -

| Wynne's (1980, 1981) extensive synthesis of 167 studies of
schools in the Chicago area resulted in a definition of an
effﬁ{'tiﬁe school which was student character develogmerlmt. It was
rrssonlziéxlly a conservative approach to school effectiveness -
. perhaps more conservative even than defining school effectiveness
in temms of student achievement. Wynne provided data and logic
to support the view that schools must revert to older values and
a stricter behaviour code for students if they are to regain the
grc:un.d he perceives they have lost in this area in recent years.

e stated that,

The important thing is that researchers seem to
have begun to shift from relatively simplistic
nose counting. We ,have started to look more
carefully at the feelings and values of people
in schools. And, after all, feelings and values
are the roots of human conduct.

(p.81)

Tt is difficult to refute the logic of such arguments, but
the narrowness of defining school effectiveness in terms of -
character development alone must again be noted. If allowance
can be made for the fact that too many demands are now being

placed on schools by society, we can -hardly discount the
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requirement of schools to at least provide students with basic

literacy and nuneracy  skills qlo’ng ‘with, perhaps, student

. . . character development. This argument takes us back to definition
., two: effective schools must be defined in temms of student

achievement, behaviour and attitudes.

The Rutter et. al. (1979) study of British schools
represented an extensive, in-depth, case-study look at ‘a small
number of schools. It also macie use of quantitative data such as
p\ljblic examination results and demographic data of‘.: students ands
parents. It differed from other studies (Weber, 1971; Edmonds,
1979a, 1981, 1982 and Phi Delta Kappan, 1979) in that a group of
stud_ents have been followed for a period of time from primary
into secondary sc\hoo_l, and the impacts that  different\scheols

A have - har_i. on ‘the students' achiéven;ent and  behaviour were

;:arefully dc_:cmnented. Although the study was not designed to
deliberately .identify’ effective schools, ‘it oes much in this
area and it gives insight into the effects oX s}chool‘sciiffcrrznmes
on studer.]ts. ' ! \

The Rutter et al. (1979) study can br criticised on the
groundé that only twelve schools were involved in the study and
that the cx;iterial referents identified in these schqols may not
be: cha’i‘é&ieristic of other sc’:hc-)ol'é in the general [:opullation, or
it would be difficult Eo generalize results.

t_ - The ‘'given' characteristics described in the TLEA (1986)
\\>’fs‘£tudy, such as a. good physical environment, the stability of the

/
(‘school's teaching force as well as the head and deputy head

]
teacher, appear to provide the "supporting framework within which
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the head and -‘ teachers can work to promote pupil 'progress ‘and
development® (p.34). These highlight . the importaﬁce of external
facturs beyond school control as fa‘ctors to be considered in
school effectiveness.

School factors and processes that are within the control of
the head and teachers are, then, those which can be ch&fnged énd
improved. The point was also made in the ILEA study that the
schoel and the classroom were interlocked in many ways; what the
teacher can or cannot do depended, to a certain extent, on what -
was happening in the school as a whole (p.38).

The TLEA study was also an ‘extensive longitudinal study,
extending ov;:' Jour yeaps, which made use ‘of both qualitative and
quantitative data. It ha's‘ satisfied a criticism of the small
school sample in the Rutter et. al. (1979a) study in that 50
junior schools have been included in the ILEA study.

e Goodlad (1976, 1984). consistently argued that to achieve
significaﬁt ippﬁ:am@t of schooling and-'not mere  tinkering
requires  that Z?ie focus be on entire schools. Even more
imgeitant than this was Goodlad's point that the quality of
cducation provided by any school depends 'uponl the interactioh
:betwer:n teachex;s and the circumstances of schooling (p.178).
There was'a need, Goodlad: believes, for school-by-school agendas
based on hard data. Schools vary enormously ifi both _the problems
perceived by those closely associated with the school and in the
intensity or seriousness associated with the problems (p.175).

The message here seems to be that, although there may be

LY
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commonalities between and among® schools, each school is unique

and must be considered as such in any attempt at school

improvement.

Goodlad's (1976, 1984) study was large and longitudinal in,

time, and both qualitative case study and cuantitative methods
were used to gather' data from pérents, teachers, students and

principals. For these reasons, it was regarded as one of the

ta

most comprehensive studies of its kind ever conducted. It has . .

been included under definition one, in which school effectiveness
has been defint?d in terms of student achicvement, but it -could
also have been placed under definition two, or even three, if’ the
" broader implicat.ions of student intellectual development, as
"Goodlad suggests, are .considered (p.62). It was a broadly based
study, in that all schools in the sample, and not just the ones

ked at: in great depth; this

In terms- of terial referents,| it is difficult to scparate
those which have obviously been ideptified in the schools studicd
and those which seem tfs be Goodlad's personal-agenda items. Tt
is well known, for example, th_at heterogeneous grouping rather
than 'trackiﬁg' (p.150) was one of Goodlad's strongest
recommendations for any schoi:l or school system, and that he is
strongly opposed to the latter. The employment of head teachers
with doctorates and successful teaching experiences hardly seemed

"to be a criterial referent identified in successful ‘schools

studied, yet it was included in the list. Limited carcer
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education seeﬁed less of a finding in effective schools as it was
a personal preference of Go@dlad himself.

The main criticisms of Goodlad's s?udy, therefore, related
more to the lack of clarity as to the source of criterial
referents -identified, than ‘to methodblogical or conceptual
problems with the study or of the particular definition of an
effective school which was advocated. It can be said that the
Goodlad studytsecﬁéd-not only to be a very vaiuablé contribution"
to effective schools research but-also to education in general.

In séme of the school effectiveness studies, particularly
the earlief ones (Weber, 1971; Bdmonds, 1979, 1981 and 1982), a
very narrow definition of school effectiveness has been adcptéd,
usually in terms of student achievement, and content criterial
reforents of effective.schools onl$ have been listed. 'in other
studies, although student achievement has been endorsed as the
definitién of school effectiveness, the nethodolégical base has
been broadened to include more extensive qualitative techniques,
such as case study analysis employing participént—observation and
oxtensive  interviewing, as well as standard cuantitative
technicues and  analyses (Teddie et. al., 1982-84; Phi Delta—
Kappan,l1980 and Goodlad, 1976, 1984). The criterial referents
identified in the latter group of more extensive and
‘pomprehensive studies of'eéfective schools include: with content
criterial referents, school -process criterial referents and their

interaction.
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With the change to defining school effectiveness in broader
terms of not .only student achievement but also of student
behaviour, attitudes and character develt;gr\eht (Rutter et. a‘l.,
1979, Brookover and Lezotte, 1979; Wynne, 1980, 1981 and. ILEA,
1986), the studies seemed to have become more complex and
}ongitudinal. More in-depth analyses ha-ve been conducted and
extensive lists of criterial referents, which included both

content and processes of effective schools, have been suggested.

F

SOME CONCLUSIONS ABOUT SCHOOI, EFFECTIVENESS

while in some definitions of school effectiveness there has
been' a concentration on cognitive outcomes a's manifested by
student achievement (Weber, 1971; Edmonds, 1979a, 1981, 1982; Phi
Delta Kappan, '1980; Teddie et. al., 1982-84 and Goodlad, 1976,
1984), other definitions have included student attendance,
behaviour, dellinquency and‘_attitqdes ‘(Rutter et. al., 1979;
Brookover a.md Lezotte, 1979 and ILEA, 1986). Student character
developner;t was another way in which school effectivencss - hasg
be;en defined {(Wynne, 1980, }981).

It has been found in the literature review conducted in this
study, that the E)'articular definit;ion of an effective school
which is espoused by the researcher appeared to have had an

offect on the kinds of criterial referents which have been noted
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as characteristic of an effective school. Alternatively, it may
be that the particular cx;iterial referents which have been
identified by the researcher in effective schools have had an
effect vpon the way in which school effectiveness was defined..

Regardless of  which came first, the definitions and
criterial referents of effective schools in the research appeared
to be related. It can be extrapolated from this that the‘. way in
which a person defines an effective school will influence the
choice of particular criterial referents which the person thinksl
are 'mportant.' This will be of particular significance in the
educational attitudes survey which will be conducted in this -
study.

"Unless it was specifically stated within the literature in
question, it was difficult to determine exaltly which definition
of school cffectiven;;ss was being espoused in a particular
study. In research syntheses where large numbers of school
effectiveness studies have been discussed as a group (Hersh,
1982; Purkey and Smith," 1983 and Murphy, Hallinger and Mesa,
1985), this became a particular problem. Also, in literature
such as cditorials and school improvement reports (Ingrassia,
1982; Spill.ane, 1984; Stevens, 1985 and Minnesota State
Department of Education, 1985), there was usually nothing more
than a ’listing of the factors of effective schools whiéh the
writer recognized. The definition of an effective school:was not

usually mentioned. Since, in literature of this type, no link
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" could be established between the criterial referents listed and
perceived school effectiveness .éutcomcs, | the literature was of
limited value except as™ a source for criterial. referents of
effective schools i1;1 the development of school effectiveness
attitude scales and assessment instruments.

A corfsiderable number of individual criterial referents or
characteristics of effective schools have been identified in the
nine school effectiveness . studies examined in detail in’ this
study (Tables 1, 2 and 3). Ten school effectiveness fa'ctors have
been extracted as commonalities of fhese crit.erial referents
(Table 4). It 'is expected that, if é broader spectrum of related
literature, including school improvement, change, implementation
literature and the like 'were examined, the list of school
effectiveness factors would increase. )

It has been stated, for purposes of this )researr_-h, that
schools are considered to be social organizations {(Rutter et al.,
1979) which are likely to be influenced by the composition of
social groups within "them, and that schools are intricately

connected with the greater social system of which they are a

part. Considering that the definition of an effective school

which is espoused, and the criterial referents recognized as

characteristic of an effective schoel, appear to be: dependent.

upon the individual or: group involved, it seems quite useful to

approach  school effectiveness from the point of view of,

constituencies or sub-publics (Downey, 1959, 1960) both internal

and external (Cameron and Whetten, 1983 and Vale, 1983%).
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The way in which different constituencies or sub-publics
define an effective school may have important implications for
the kinds of criterial referents or characteristics which are
considered to be important and are promoted in an effective
school.

It could be expected that different sub-publics would
approach the definition of school effectiveness in different‘
ways. In light of this, it is considered important to examine
socinl  or educational attitudes as they relate to school

effectiveness.

SOCIAL ATTITUDES THEORY

Cardino {195%) defined attitude as an "existi'ng
predisposition to respond to social objects wh.ich, in- interaction
with situational and other disposit@nal variables, guides and
directs the overt behaviour of the‘-\individual“ (p.2).

Smith, Bruner and Whit_:e (1967) defined attitude as. a
"predisposition to expericnce, . to be motivated ;md to aét toward,
a class of objects in a predictable manner® {p.33). e

Allport  (1935) considered attitude to be the nost
distinctive and indispensable -concept of contemporary social
psychology; ,Shaw and Wright (1967) regarded attitude research as

occupying a central pogition in social psychology. It was not

g .
until the 1960's that there were attempts to relate the structure
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- ~
of attitudes to general psychology (Jahoda and Warren, 1966,
p.1l).

Although the term 'attitude' was initially used to denote a

person's physical posture, it has come to connote the -

psychological or mental state rather than the phy.sical
orientation of a person (Jahoda and Warren, 1966). Attitude is
now considered to be inter-disciplinary, bridging both psychology

and sdciology (Petty and Cacioppo, 1981}.

Fishbein and  Ajzen  (1975)  established theoretical 4

relationship between beliefs, attitudes, intentions and °

behaviours. Beliefs represented infoma£ion a person has about o
particular object;. they were the basic build]}ng blocks of our
conceptual frameworks. A person's attitude toward any object,
igsue, behaviour or event is determined t;y his/her beliefs,
linking the objects to various attributt.:-s and by his/her
evaluat':ions of these attributes. The person's attitude towards
the behaviocur, and subjective norms which may also develop,
determine a person's intentions to perform a behaviour in the
future, and this intention leads to performance or nonperformiance
of the behaviour (p.511).

Shaw and Wright (1967) regarded attitudes as end products of
a socialization process which significantly.inflacnce a person's
response to cultulral products ( such as effective schools;
churches or the money Vsystan), to other persons or to grour‘s-{ of

persons (p.l). -

-
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KERLINGER'S SOCIAL ATTITUDES THEORY '

.

-

The definition of attitude which was adopted for purposes of

this research was Kerlirngef's (i%?a) adaptation of Rokeach's:

definition of an attitude: "an enduring stmctux':e oﬁ‘descriptive
and evaluative beliefs that pr'edis‘gx)se the individual to (think,
feed, [x:-rcei\.m and) behave selectively toward the referents of
the attitude” (p.10). A more comprehensive descriptibn of this
definition was as follows:

o

"Scxrial attitude” expresses the psychological
oricntation’ of  people to their social’
environment.. Whether directed toward social
issurs, ethnic groups or abstract ideas,

v attitudes are efficient psychological
‘ ‘mechanisms that  strongly  influcence  social
beshavior ces They {attitudes) - represent

cmotional, motivational and cognitive reactions
of people to the social | "objects" of the
environment and thelr predisposition to act -
toward these social objects.

»
T 16)
N

N e
"Referents” or social "objects"™ may be social issikg_’,' ethnic
groups, abstract  ideas or almost anything in society” towards
. X :
which an attitude can be directed (RKerlinger, 1984, p.2).

Brown (1958} was perhaps the first to point out that a

referent. like a name is a category which applies to all classes

~

of:'h phenomena rhysical objects, events, behaviours, even

»

(\nnétmct's." Brown said that any’ kind of ref?(zence in the

nonlinguistic )-.world‘can become the referent of ‘a name; any‘

recurrence can be the referent of an attitude. A referent is any -

.
.
L]

. . .
.



- 63 -

‘.
object‘: or-construct of psychological regard or,- in set. langu;age,u
a set "of. thin{:;s-s' .éf aﬁy kind toward which an attitude may be
directed (p.36). .

b , i

An attitudinal referent is a construct that stands 'fo'r a set
or.category of obj;*:cts, ideas, properties, or behaviours that can
be the focus of an attitude (Ih'e-rlinger, 1‘)_6'7;1).. The term
"drit‘:erial" connotes' a standard’, a means of judging rulravanc-r-\.
If a referent is critel‘"iz.lil for an individual, it acts as a
judgem:‘ntali standard for him or her. A criterial mfofent. of an
attitude "is a construct that -is th.e focus of an attitude that is
significant fandr relevant: for the . individmla. Referents  of
at.titudes are criter:'_La_l in d.ifferent ways for different
iﬁdividuals; what. is criterial for one individual ma‘y not  he
critefial for ancther individual. | Criterial referents must he
shared - if. aﬁn attitude 1is to be an  attitude; they are
differentially shared; i.e., we can assume o continuum of
relevance_':for different people for any ré_-fer(-nt (p.11L).

‘_Kerlinger's Social‘ Attitudes Theory (1956,. 1958, 19674,
1967b, 1'970, 1972, 1980, 1884), therefore, began with a

definition - which .differed from other definitions in  the

literature in two major ways: (a) attitudes are defined as set G

of beliefs and, (b) the things or objects - in socicty towards

which attitudes are directed are called referents.

Kerlinger {(1967a) claimed that educatidnal attitudes (which
are the basis of much of his research and a subset of general

social attitudes) break down into a basic dichotomy or dualism

»

. . 4

<3
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“called “progressi\ﬁism" and "traditionalism", which are qusets of .-

-"Jibgré]igm" and '?conservatiSmﬁ-:in-'géheréi; soéiél" attitudes
(p.111). |

Factqr anainis was used -to derive the first-order factdrs-
{ rom datg from attitude scales completed by educators. For
traditionalists, referents such as student discipline,- sﬁbjec£4
matter, moral standards and certain other referents would be
criterial. For pwogressivists, referents such as child needs,
individual differences and social learning would be criterial,
but these would not be criterial for traditionalists (Kerlinger
19674, p.11l).

Kerlinger (1967a) refuted the notion that social beliefs and
actions were hipolar or t;hat they existed along a continuum. He
stated that they were, instead, "dualistic" (p.112). Liberalismj
and conservatism in general social attitudes and the subsets of
these, progressivism and traditionalism in educational attitudes,
were dual attitudes which existed separaﬁely from each other.
Sccond-order factor analysis of first-order factors would show -

.

that these two c]ustetgy eéerged no .matter what the original’
number of first—order—éaétors. The.factors o%_egch‘clustér woulal
b reiativeiy ﬁncorréiatéd_or brthogoﬁél to eéch other or perhaps
slightly negatively corréléted (p.114).

Wilson (1973)' showed .that similar .factors emerged even when
subjects were offered attitude scales with items which were

single words or phrases, as opposed to full statements towards

which they can express agreement or disagreement on a scale. The
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"'wbrd‘_s or short phrases were called simply criterial referents

(Kerlinger, 1984, p.2).

" ) .
* .
. . - :
'

TESTS OF KERLINGER'S SOCIAL ATTITUDES THEORY

Three studies which appear to lend supporlt to the conceptual
lfranm.‘wdrk of Keriinger's solcial‘ attitudes thec;ry in a gencral
sense were reported by Zak (1973), Marjoribanks and Josefowitz
(1975) and Zak and Birenbaum (1980). Two studies which 51I1pporl;(_-d
the central duality-criteriality hotion of the theory in an
educational context, but also concentrate on a description and
analysis of the first-order factors, were reported by Sontag
{1968). and Reid and Holly (1974). One study (Robinson and
Stuart, 1987) attempted using Kerlinger's (1584) theory to show
that the voting tbehavioﬁr of teachers was related to the
political and educational ideolagies of teachers. One Ye-
analysis of Kerlinger's theory of social attitudes refuted the
basi'c ideas of the theory, based mainly on the notion that the
~use of available educational attitudes data ‘could not br usced to
extend .the theory 1nto the realm of sogla_;mattﬂudr_s genr'ral}yl_'

fro T

(Zdep and Marco, 1969).

, Zak (1973) investigated Jewish and American identity using
1,006 Jewish-American college students from various parts of the
Unitéd States Second-order factor analysis of‘f test scores

revealed that most of the common factor variance was appropriated

]
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by two relatively orthogonal factors. ‘Items dealing with
American identity and thése dealing:' with Jewish and American
identity were thus sﬁ;portéd and the\ cbnceptual framework of
Kerlinger's theory appeared to be 'suppbrted {p.BS1).. |
Marjoribanks and Josefowitz (1975} used 460 .17-year old
secondary school students  in Engl"and and Wa'les to ‘test
Kr%rlingier's theory of social attitudes. First-order factor
analysis cjave eight factors which were defined as either

conservative factors or liberal factors {p.821). Second-order

.fac'tr')r analysis confirmed the groupings into two relatively

orthogonal  second-order factors: conservatism and liberalism.
. . .

Support appeared to be ac_jain provided by the results ﬁoi‘ the

‘concoptaal framework of Kerlinger's theory.

Zak = and Bi renbaum (1930) tested Kerlinger's criterial
refeorents theory using 713 individuals in Israel. The dualistic
structure of  educaticonal attitudtes was - tested using  Radial
I"nwjr-lling Analysis, avoiding*ré'taticnal procedures (p.923). The
data appeared.-to support Kerlinger's conceptual framework, since-

two main  dimensions .emerged without the aid of rotational

procedures: the duality and lack of bipolarity predictions

~appeared. to be supported (p.928).

Zdep and Marco {(1969) re-analyzed Kerl'inger's Social

attitudes theory and, as a fesult; accused Kerlinger of

‘overgeneralization based on the preponderance of educational

attitudes data.  They also stated that several of the

implications had little Jjustification empirically or logically
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~{p.731). It was also t.:hought-that .Kerli*nger's theory could be
:.zmbsumed under Fishbein's (1963) ‘theory of attitudes. The latter
also basically dealt with the relationships between 'bc;liefs about
an object and attitudes towards the object (p,233).

Two studies which analyzed teacher attitudes were conducted
by Sontag {1968) and Reid and Holley (1974). Sontag investigated
the role of educational attitudes in the perception of teacher
behaviours {p.385). Eighty  subjects cérmpleted an attitudex
questionnaire a_nd also an B80-item O sort to measure desirable
teacher behaviours (p.386). It "was founél that four factors
underlie the behaviours judgéd desirable for elementary tc;‘ac:lhers,
and’ there were two which accmm;:ed for the major portion of
variance: concern for stL:dents. and nmphaé;is on structure arﬂ
- subject _matter. These two factors appeared to ‘be related to
attitudes towards education, in that..prpgressiw:s loaded on the
first factor and traditionalists loaded 6n the sr.rcrqnd r a(:tg‘t,‘.
The exception was that a general subject matter far.-ton: r:mrl:rgr.‘:r.l
which accounted for 46% of the val_riance and scparate high school
factors 'alsb emerged which were related ,Eo progressivism  and
traditionalism (p.387). ‘It \_uas. thought that Kerlinger's theory
"supported .l the .generality',' -of the. factors thét emerged in this
_ investigation (p.400). | a

- Reid' and Holley (1974) used _.a 40-item Likert-type attitude
inventory to survecy t:hc: attitudes of 448 teachers in 'schools in

sixth form in England. First-order analysis yielded eight

factors, six of which were: interpreted. Two factors were

e

AN
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i .
retained from second-order factor analysis of the eight factors.

‘It was concluded that there was some confirmation of the view

‘that‘ attitudes towardé education are basically duaiisti_c and
Kerli‘nger'sconce'[{tual framework appeared to be supported.
Robinson and Stuart (1987) examined the vot;ing bn_ehav'iour of
British Columbia teachers. Among others, théy attempted to show,
‘ \
using .Kr__-r]inger's E1984) theory of social attitudes, that the
voting behaviour of teachers was related to the po\litical and
udur:atf_ioml ideologies of teachers (p.2). The educational
ideoclogy of teachers was measured uéing a scale *developed by
Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1968). Tt could not be determined how
data‘ were analyzed, but it was concluded t:hatq there were
consistont felationships between the voting b:ehaviour of teachers
and the political and educational ideologies of teachers.
Teachers who were traditionalists in educatiohal ideclogy were
rightist in their political ideology. Teachers who were
|_::r0gress'1ve.‘; in educational ideology werc leftist in political
ideology. Kerlinger's 'rdichotomy of  traditionalism ~ and
pl'ogt'fzssiv:ism in educational videology appearéd to again be

supported by the data (p.10).

I
v ‘ .
A CRITIQUE OF KERLINGER'S SOCIAL ATTITUDES THEORY

-k
‘.

Kerlinger (1984) stated that he does™not use the word

"theon,"‘f"in his criterial referents theory in the usual sense of
% a , - ! b e ",
. .. .

/
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the use of the word. " Theory, he said, is used instead as a
“factor analytic ‘'explanation' of the structure of social
attitudes, together with a hypothesized reason, the critefiality

of attitude referents, for the underlying structure a_hd the

latent variables of social, attitudes” (p.EB); This appeared to

be a much narrower use of the term than was normally the case

when a theory has evolved over a longer period of £ime and has
undergone- perhaps several rﬁodifications.
| The not\'ion articulated in the first @art ofy . crl.inger's
theory. was primarily n\ethodologiqal.' It is, Bas on the idea
that 'the stmqtme of social attitudes can be determined by thq
collection of data from a large number of people on attitudes
to.wards cert;ain social objects, called criterial ‘referents of the
attitudes, wnd by factor analysis of the data. Tt was mally. not.
new in sociology or psychology. Peopl&(—like Thurstone (1935’1} and
Thurstone and Thurstone (1941), who were primarily responsible
for. derivation of the multiple natuge of the structure of
intelligence by factor analyzing data from several intelligence
tests, ha\.;e employed similar techniques.

An important cqx:it;ribution to Kerlinger.'s (l:J()?a) thecory was

probably the extensive and detailed definition of attitude which

. was used. Kerlinger (1984) defined criterial referents, the

objects of social attitudes, as "social issues, ethnic groups or

 abstract ideas" (p.l) and attitudes are ”effic'h\t paychological

mechanisms” directed towards these vobjecté;_: I\t\l@s ‘these
. . i
reactions which predisposed people to act in };er_-tain ways. The

¢
o~



=70~

detail and specificity of this definition provi‘ded‘ a framework
for Kerlinger's theory itself. The definition was quite
different from ‘other definitions of attitudes quoted ~earlier
(Cardino, 1955; Smith,  Bruner and Wwhite, 1967) whicﬁ were
gomewhat general in scope, and the definition was propably not
typical. - ,
The definition provided the steés by which the.structure of
social. (including cducational)'attitudes_may be determined. Data
collected- froﬁ'—people about their attitudes toﬁardg certain
criterial reférénts can be factor aﬂalyzed to douthis. This parﬁ
' of the theory seemed sound and the ‘methodology has  been
suceessfully - used iﬁ--ﬁther seéﬁingé- with other constructé
(Thurstonc,l1933 and Thurstone and Thurstone, 1941).

Th&_duality nbtion, or the idea that all 'social attitudes
were underlain by the | latent variables- liberalism and
conservatism, was Eerhaps the major focus of Kerlinger's theory.
It has heen criticised-in a nu;ber of ways.

First, the approach of many reéearchers to attitudes has
been in dimensional  terms SFishbein and ﬁjzen, 1975); i.e.,
attiéudes are‘lthought to -exist glong a ‘continuim iranging from
"very strongly like” to "very ‘strongly dislike" or they are
bipolar in ﬁature. For example, a person who likes, and can
identify with, Fhe liberal party would probably dislike the
conservative partf.‘ ‘

- This bipolarity was refuted in Kerlinger's (1984) theory.

The two major groupings of the social attitudes of large

N
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groups of people were considered to be distinct and separate ‘and

not opposites of E«?CH other (p.185) in s'};ii:e of the fact that, by
application of the énalysis of covariance str&éture tests bath
the two—factofdf‘hypoﬁhq;lﬁuJand the biﬁolarity .ﬁypothesis,

Kerlinger stated "the theory is not unambiguously supported"

(p.205).

. %dep gnd Marco (1969) further questioned phe two-factor
notion‘ of the' theory by suggesting that rejection of attitude
unidimensionality and bipolarity may be an artifact of the
operational définition ﬁf.a£titudes,‘which are aefined as sets of
beliefs, rather éhan as afféct toward an object {(p.731). The
theory, tﬁerefore, appeared not to be a definitive explanation of
the struct;re of social attitudes in this sense ahq more reseérch.
was néeded.

Second, in. factof analysis, to agree without reservation
with the duality of two-factor notion of the theory, was to deny
that nggativg correlations in factof analysis can exist.
Kerlinger (1984) himself, however, feportea nine negative
correlations out of 33 in rotated second-order factors of one sot

of data (p.152)} and eight negative correlations out of 36 1in

" another set of data {(p.155). These numbers appeared to be too

high to be éhmpl¥ anomalies of thg data or ofl the analysis
itself.

Third, although Kerlinger (1984) listed in two tables
(pp,239-240} the results of what he calls a "sifting of

experience with- the results of many factor analyses of the items

s
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of referent scales" (p.239), there appeared to be a vagueness and
imprecision about the results. This may be a characteristic of

most factor. analyses' results, but it seemed to be part'i:Cul

e
el
ks

- P

‘ }}‘"\_
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noticeable in these results.
Fourth, Kerlinger's theory r'nay simply be édditi_dpél
information about Eyscnck's (1944, 1976) theory of two major___'

factors or the dimensions of radicalism-conservatism (R) and

... toughmindedness-tendermindedness (™ of social “ attitudes.

Eysenck (1976) had a commercial polling agency conduct a quota
sample of the general populatibn and, using criterial referents
{(Wilson, 1973}, appearec;l to be able to demonstrate radicalism-
conservatism  and toughmindedness—tendermi.ndedness in the
attitudes of the general population. Kerlinger rﬁay simply be
adding further details to an already'existing theory.

Fifth, 2Zdep and Marco (1969) and others Bave'criticised the
limited population sampling done to develop Kerlinger's theoxiy.
They claimed that the':theory was an attempt by Kerlinger to
explain his accumulated research on educational attitudes ik a
parsimonious fashion (p.731), sir;ce the theory, up to that point,
rested on educational attitudés alone (with the exception of one.
unpublished study of general social attitudes). This argument
has been nullified somewhat by the publications since of a 'nuinbe.?f "
of general .social attitur:les studies in different countries
{Kerlinger, Middendorp.and Amon, 1976 and Kerlinger, 1978, 1980).

Although Zdep and Marco (1969) have refuted Kerlinger's

‘t,heory, there have been several studies which have/ reported
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‘evidence which appeared to support the theory (Sontag, 1968; Zak,
1973; Reid and Holley, 1974; Marjoribanks and Josefowitz, 1975; Zak
and Birenbaum, 1980).

The Qagueness of ;he results from the factor indentification
in social attitudes and the presence of negative correlations in
factor analysis of Keriinger's data would probably be insufficlent
evidence to cast doubt on the- theory. Added to this, though. was
the argument about limited populétions and the broadpning ;f'
conclusions drawn almpst entirely from research on educatibnal
attitudes to general social attitudes. It was fortunate that
kcrl{nger's later studies have broadened the rescarch base, not only
to the general population but to populations of several different °
countries as well, and.the results supported the earlier duality of
social attitudes conclusions.,

It was difficult to provide clear justification for the
argument ihat _{erlinger's theory was merely a modi{ication of
Eysenck’s (19&4. 19763 theory of radicalism-conservatism (R) and
toughmindedness—tendermindeéness (T). It _Dbay indeed be that
‘Eysenck's theory was a modiéica;ion of kcrlinger's theory; since the
two theorigg\appeared to be very much alike in many ways, and they
appeared to have been developed at approximately'thq same time or
during the decade of the late 1940's and early 1950's.

- In spite of these perceived wpaknesscs in . certain parts of
‘Kerlinger‘s theory, the -theory provided a . conceptual and

methodological framework for this study. The cf}térial referents

. 3 ,

<,
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uged in this study-;re the characteristics of effective schools;
these are abstract ideas and they fit th; category of the social
objects of attitudes.part of the theory.

In this study an attempt is maée to determine whether
different constituenciés'or sub-publics have different attitudes
concerning a _group of crlterlal referents of effective schools;
i.e., whethox each sub-public- has a dlfferent attitude structure-
with respect to the criterial referents of the effectivg school.
Also inveétigatad is whether different sub-publics define school

'efféétivencss in different ways. Fo£ these reasons, the
definition of -social attitude uséd in Kerlinger's theory and the
nntﬁodological part. of the theory are well suited to the major
focus of the study.

Considering all the arguments, ;there seerns to be a
substantial and growing body of empirical evidence in support of
Kerlinger's theory. There seem to be: no substantive arguments
againéﬁ the'first; or'methodological, part of the theory, and'ip
is this part of the theory which will be utilized' in this study.
The position is that the theory should stand until further strong

evidence 1is plesentpd to refute it.

SUB-PUBLICS OF SCHOOLS

Schools as social organizations have several groups or -

constituencies who have a stake in the educational process and
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are, therefore, concerned about, and have attitudes tmvard.s. the
effecti\..rene‘ss of the school. Downéy (1959) ref@pred .to these
constituenciéé of schools as- sub-publics, which for purposes of
this study incLuc:ie parents, secondary-school students, teachers,
principals and superintendents.

Clark (1987) gave the results of a survey of'\ l.,7l_2 high
school seniors in 421 schools across the Unj:tﬂd StaL:os. 1t was
found that high school seniors believed that the publ‘ic schools
in the United States were in trouble. Only 5.7% would ¢ive the
'schools a grade of A; almost” 205% of nonpublic school seniors and
10% of public¢ school seniors would give public school grades of D

L

or F. The median grade was a C (p.505).

¥

. Most students gave the school they attended a good grade:

fewer than 5% rated their school as below average. One—cuarter
of all students thought their school descrved an A.  High schdol
seniors believed that the trouble with public’ cducation was

élsewhere (Clark, 1987, p.506).. Sp:‘_ci-ficallry,'lthe Clark survey

found that: o v

. o . ,
racial- problems were mentioned by £% of the
respondents ’
13% of ‘ respondents noted Serious

teacher/pupil -problems _

a small number mentioned crowded or
inadequate conditions .
the most frequently mentioned curriculum
problem was a too-narrow set of course
offerings or the absence of a desired course
of study . '

wt

i
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Bevan (1983} characterized schools as social systems that
existed within a serious of concentric and overlapping

environments. There was first, the nejghbourhood; then, the

-
N

commnity or pgpulation centre; next, the gecgraphical region aﬁd
finally, the pravince., Each of these environments not: or;ly
interacted with and have an impact on the school's environment,
but there was an’'interaction between and among the external
environments themselves. The sﬁcﬁcess - enjoyed by the school
depended to a large extent: upon its relationships with the
various ext.e{nal environments (p.20). Bevan gave two conditions
which n'}_z‘st'\ge) present if schools were to cnjoy harmonious
relationships with their immediate environments. The first
condition was a basic u'nity and coherénce within the school
itself, and the second was the gaining of conmunity' acceptance
concerning its mode of operation (p.21). Basic unity and
) /“\-cgherence within the school itself were not considered to ’be

necessarily a measure of the schoel's success; rather, there must

&

be certain basic givens before there e harmonious

relationships with the community. These rela hips with the
community will then enable the school to enjoy somesmeasure of
success (p.22}).

Sikula (1961). suggested that the shielding of educational
and sociological issues that confront schocls out of fear of
public reaction was a mistake. As the schools have moved toward
a somewhat autonomous existence regardling their surrounding

communities, it was suggested they may have discovered they need
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community support to function effectively and progressively. The
necd was for a full support system which lay both within and

outside the school walls (p.62).. The onfy way to devélop'the

full suﬁﬁort systqp of the school was toﬁaggin by samplihg the

opinions or attitudes of the sub-publics of schools, including

such gfoups aé payents and superiatendents\;ho are, in one sense,

ogtside the school, as well as s%édents, teachers and principals

who were inside the school. Cross-comparisons can then be made

to determine similarities and differences between and among the

op;njons of the different sub-publics involved.

' Wynne (1980) stated that, in eleven of the past twelve
national Gallup polls on education conducted in the United
States, (prior to 1980) the major concern of parents was student
discipline. TIn 1971 the lack of proper fﬂ;ﬁﬁiéim}imgort was
considercd to be the most important proﬁlem for parents
(p.xvii). In the 18th annual Gallup poll conducted in 1986, for
the first time, parents identified drug use by students as the
most  important problem facing the public schools. One might
speculate that AIDS would be a major concern of parents in fu;ure
polls in both Canada and in the United States.

It was clea; that parents, high school students and the
general public have views and concerns about the schools. It was
likely that they would have opinions or attitudes concerning the

way in which school effectiveness was defined and concerning the

characteristics or criterial referents which made up an effective

v

school. J

A | /‘
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Since teachers, principals and superintendents were directly
employéé as p:ofeséionals-within the scH;;IWQQ;;ém, it was also
to be exéected that they too would.have opinions and attitudes

’
cpncerqing the way in which school effectiveness was defined, ahﬁ"
concerning the characterisLics or criterial referents which made

up an effective school.

SUB-PUBLICS AND SOCIAL ATTITUDES !

—

In Kerlinger's (1984) terms, the social obijects towards
which attitudes‘of sub-publics (Downey, 1959, 1960) were directed
were the criterial référents considered to be necessary to Jjudge
school effecti€eness asr derived from the literature.

For purposes of this research, thg criterial referents of
effective schools have been selected from a relatively large body
of research reports, syntheses, editorials and the like. ‘The
objects of the opinions or attitudes of 'sub—publics {Downey,
1959, 1960) sampled in this research were the criterial referents
(Kerlinger, 1984) identified from effective schools research.

"In Kerlinger'§=(1967a, 1984) Social Attitudes Theory, there
was"ag attempt to explain how social attitudes were structured.
The theory attempted to explain the structure—of such attitudes
by specifying the factors behind the responses to attitude scales

and items, and also by specifying the relations among the

factors. The assumption was that there was some finitg number of
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attitude factors that underlaid the responses of many individuals
to attitudinal stimuli (p.28). Kerlinger considered these to be
latent variables which presumably underlaid certain observed
variables (or criteria). The actual meaning and naming of these
latent variables was tﬁe responsibility of the researchers, énd,
for this research, it has involved the determination of attitude
structures of sub-publics concerning the criterial referents and

the definitions of effective schools. -

STATEMENT OF THE PRCBLEM e

In the main study the attitude structures, or the nature of
the atéituaes, of five sub-publics, secondary-school students,
parents, teachers, principals and superintendents, concerning the
criterial referents of effective schools were determined and
compared by administering a school effectiveness attitude scale
developed for that purpose to the sub—gublics.

The attitude structures of the five sub-publics concerning
the definitions of an effective school were also determined in
the main study by administering a separate definitions section of
the school effectiveness attitude scale to the sub-publics.
Compariso;s were then made between these attitude structures for
different sub-publics.

In this research a conceétual framework for effective

schools has also been developed, based on the underlying factors
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of the criterial referents of effective schools and their inter-.

relationships and the definitions of effective schools as derived
from school effectiveness literature and other 'allied bodies of
literature. The concéptual framework has béen modifieﬁ in light of

data gathered in pilot studies one and " two and the atitude

structures of the five sub-publies.
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SPECIFIC QUESTIONS OF THE STUDY

[£S]
.

The specific questions of the study are as follows:

What are the criterial referents and the factors, iaentified

in the literature, which constitute the conceptual framework

of an effective school? o \
| 1

Can a reliable and valid instrument be developed to measure

the attitude structure of the five sub-publics; 1i.e.,

‘students, parents, teachers, principals and superintendents, —

concerning an effective school?

What are the differences in the attitude structures among
sub-publics with respect to an effective school?

As a secondary but relevant interest, what are the

differences among the sub-publics concerning the definition
4 .

of an effective school?
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CHAPTER 3

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

INTRODUCTION

In Chapters Two' and the beginning of Chapte} Three, the
research question, "What are the criterial referents ;nd the
facgprs, identified in the literature, which constitute the
conceptﬁal>f£amework of an effective school?" is addressed. In
Chapter Three, the research question, "Can a reliable and valid
instrument be developed to measure the attitude structures of the

five sub-publics; i.e., students, parents, teachers, principals
and superintendents, concerning: an -effective‘ school?" is
addressed. In Chapter Three also the resgarch question, "What are
the differences in the attitude struc;urés among sub-publics with
respect to an effective school?", is addressed regarding pilot
studies one and two. _-

The- three phasés invoived in the development of the
instrument to measure the attitude structures of the five sub-
publics are descfibed in Chapter Three. Selection of criterial

referent items from the literature for wuse in the instrument by

use of a Measurement Standard and a panel of experts is described

first. Development of the first draft of the instrument, the

School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I, and the use of the

. sinstrument in the first pilot study are descrived next. Finally,

-~

Il
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developrent of the Becond. draft of the instrment, the School

Effectiveness Attitude ScaL.e II, and the use of the instrument in

the second pilot study are described. The validity and relia-

bility of the instrument are addressed in the development process.

F 4

CRITERIAL REFERENTS VERSUS FULYL STATEMENTS
" Phase I of this study involved the determi'nation of
criterial referents, or specific characteristics of effective
schools, ~as der“:i.ved from the literature ,(Figuré 1). Since
modified criterial referents, rather than full statements, were
used in the survey instruments of this research, it is important
to distinguish het;ween statements and criterial referents used in
attitude instruments (Kerlinger, 1984), The statement item is
the usual kind of camplete declarative sentence in which an
attitude-relevant proposition or statement is given and subjects
rmust respond with varying degrees of approval or disapproval,
support or no support, positive or negative feelings (p. 62).
Wilson and Patterson (1968) were two of the first to develop
and introduce a new test which attempted” to circumvent the
perceived deficiencies of full-statement . item attitude tests.
They contended that items presented in the form of p;opositional
statements can never provide an adequate basis for the measurement

of attitudes. Theéy considered that such statements, rather than

clarifying an issue, tended to create in the respondent conflict



between rating the idiosynprasies of the particular statement
presented versus the more general issue which it is suspected the
tester is . broaching (p. 264), Further ambiguity is introduced
vhen the point of emphasis of the statément is considered. The
kind of complex thinking required to clearly underatané a full
statement item furthef clouds the issue (p. 265).

The solution Wilson and Patterson recommended was fo abandon
the propositional form of item in favour of brief labels or catch-
phrases representing the general meaning. Wilson (1973) is
credited with the introduction of referent items which are single
at}itude—reiatedf words or attitude-related sh;rt phrases or
expressions. He claimed that they are both reliable and valid, in
addition to being economical in space and time to administer,

With respect to the ‘interpretability or ambiguity of such
items, Kerlinger (1984) claimed that the reliabilities_and item-"
total correlations ﬁage been mainiy satisfactory, even A&ghly
satisfactory, It is believed that there is considerable consensus
of subject interpretation over many people of such items (p. 63).

The iteﬁ;-used in the survey scales developed for use in this
study are considered to be modified criterial referents. They are
neither full statements nor the typical brief one-to~five worded
criterial referent items used in the REF-I and REF-IV social

attitudes referent scales (Kerlinger, 1984, p. 261), but something

in be}ueen these two.

\
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LITERATURE'DERIVATION OF CRITERIAL REFERENTS

Criterial referents wWwere derived from a comprehensive survey
of effectiﬁe schools literature, 'including research studies,
research syntheses, descriptions of '"models'" of effective schools,
o school improvement reports, editorials :i; journals, Speeches and
comparative study reports. Téﬁle 5 gives several examples from
the litcrature; The examples have been untouched, without
clarification or the elimination of redundant items.

The only stipulation in the selection process was tﬁat the
criterial referents must have been listed in research studies,
research syntheses, descriptions of '"models' of effective schools,
school improvement reports, editorials iﬁ journals, speeches or
comparative study reports as characteristiés of an effective
school. No attempt was made to ensure that each criterial
referent came from a valid and reliable research study, since this
would have been iqpossible under the circumstances, especially for
source;,such as research syntheses, A total of 66 pieces of

literature was examined (Appendix A) to derive a total of 245

criterial referents (Appendix B).

MEASUREMENT STANDARD AND SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE I

A Measurement Standard, by which to compare later results .

from factor analysis of criterial referents of effective schools,
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Table 5: School Effectiveness Criterial Referents

from the Literature.

astrong supportive school leadership*

safe orderly climate*

high expectations of studenta*

clear goals and objectives*

basic skills emphasis* '

careful monitoring of student achievement*
individualized instruction*

reading emphasis

curriculum articulation

effective instruction*

coordinated instructional strateg:.es*

self-paced instruction* /
small-group assignmenta* ’
child informed of learning expectations*

building philosophy from school-based educators*

grading philosophy*

progress reportsg required*

practices that promote achievement*

clear curriculum objectives*

state-of-the—-art teaching methods

pos:.t:.ve attitudes induced towards learning*

provision for continuous exposure to new knowledge*
encouragement and sustained involvement in successful new’
knowledge and' learning experiences* .
time on task* )

staff evaluations ) ¥
program evaluations '
teachers with high verbal/conceptual ability*

teachers upgrade professional skills*

quality of home -environment

more experienced/skilled teachers*

increased social interaction among students

development of more balanced curriculum

school key organizational unit

selection/deployment staff: school- level reaponalbz.llty
teachers treated as if must function collegially

mach budgeta authorlty _given to school
-flexible teagln learning and internal organlzatlon

school 1rrprovements dynamic and cyclical*

used as an attitude scale item in original or modified form

5




- 87 -

was considered necessary (Figure 1, Phase I and Appendix C). The

Measurement Standard was derived by clumpi ‘ grouping the

" criterial referents of effective schools from the literjture. The
clumpings were carried out by means c;f two steps. The/ first step
involved pefceiving the recurrence of certain cvex;éhing comon
factors in the literature which would be used to,group several

ofher subordinate coriterial referents. In the rsecond step; a
panel of eleven experts on effective 8 (Appendix C)-were
asked to match each criterial referent from a complete list
supplied by the researt;her to one of the general factors | from a
list also supplied by the researcher. Certain redundancies,
anmbiguit;ies and poor wording ‘of criterial referents also were

v

eliminated by this process.

The Measurement Standard was designed with 133 modified

criterial referents and 18 school effectiveness factors {Appendix
C). The modified criterial referents were selected from 245
criterial referents de_:;‘-iVed from 66 pieces of school effectivenesé_.
literature . (Appendix A and B). : ?;5"’
Following suggestions from two members of the judging panel,
descriptor definitions were used with each of the 18 school
effectiveness factors to énsure that all judges agreed on the
definition of each factor {Appendix C).. -The 3Jjudging panel were
asked to match each modified criterial referent with one school
effectiveness factor. They were also requested to make

suggestions as to: “
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1) wording or re-wording of criterial referents or factors;
2} ambiguous or redtmda'rit items;
3) elimination/inclusion of criterial referents or factors;

4) specific details or . difficulties in grouping certain
criterial referents under one factor;

5) any additional comments or recommendations.

Agreement by seven of ‘the eleven members of ‘the judging
_ panel (64%) was the criterion considered necessary to retain a
particular criterial referent item -under a specified sachool

effectiveness factor for use in the School Effectiveness Attitude

Scale I. Factors for which there were no clear 'matchinga of
modified criterial referents were eliminated. The results of the

judginzg panel fgroupi'ngs of items with criterial referent factors

of effective schools using the Measurement Standard instrument are

given in Appendix D. Details of the de\'relogmnt of the School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale I are given in Appendix E. Criterial

referents from the Measurement Standard which did not meet the 64%

judging panel agreement criterion have not been included in the

School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I (Appendix F).

Three definitions of an effective school, as derived from
nine key studies of school effectiveness (Weber, 1971; Edmonds,

1979a, 1981, 1982; Teddie et. al., 1982-84; Brookover and Lezotte,
1979; Goodlad, 1976, 1984; Rutter et. al., 1979; Phi Delta Kappan,

1980; Wynne, 1980, 1981 and ILEA, 1986), were also included in the
scale (Appendix F).
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4

SUB-SCALES OF SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE I

. &*
Analysis of the data derived from the judging panel enabled

the elimination of the factors POSITIVE MOTIVATIONAL RELATIQNSHIPS
WITH STUDENTS, STUDEN‘I: BF;HAVIOUR and HIGH STUDENT - EXPECTATIONS.
Criterial referent items judged to relate to these were included
(Avpendix D)’ with another factor or the it.ems were climinated.

becaucs  of poor wording. As a result of thi"sl.) the School

ii:ffectivencs; Attitude Scale I has fifteen sub-scales as determined
by the factors remaining from the analysis of data derived from the

judging panel and the use of 'the Measurement Scale (Table 6). Items

of the sub-scales were randomly distributed in constructing the
attitude scale to permit it to be used in pilot study one.

It is thought that the research question, "What -are the
criterial referents, and the factors. identifiéd in the literature,

which constitute the conceptual framework of an effective: school?”,

has now been addressed. Sub-scales ,of the School Effectiveness

Attitude, Scale I represent the cox:\ceptual categories or factors of

an effective scéhool from the literature as shown in the tv;o left

y
columns of Table 6.

PILOT STUDY ONE & ) r\_/

+

The School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I was administered to

437 teachers, principals, secondary-school students, parents and
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Table 6. Sub-Scales of School Effectivensss itude

al and )
Factors of Effective Schools (N = 437)
L]
Sub-Scale* Item and No. ## Factor Item and No,4*
L]
STRONG SCHOOL 2, simple organization and STRONG SUPPORTIVE
LEADERSHIP lean management

21,

)8,

43,

60,

' 62,

69,

DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL 1

strong supportive school
leadership

principal works through
and with people

extracurricular activitiea
important to principal

pecple in authority infect
othera with caring

instructionally focused
organization

planning/effective control
school '‘operations by
principal

principal visits clnnnraum
frequently

individualized instruction

SCHOOL LEADERSHIP

DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL

CLIMATE/CULTURE that meets students needs CULTURE
4. safe orderly school
environment
L 4
A
-
24, teachers have zood
rapport with students
L] See Sheet B {(Key) (Appendix c)
o From School Pffectivencss Attitude Scale I (Appendix F)

LLL Highest item loading on the factor

M.

18,

20,

21,

24,

(.53}

whole stafl involved with
arganized staff
development (,48)44%

school spirit  promotgy
{700

extracurricular activities
important to  principal
L.45)

safe orderly achoul
enviranment (.41

positive motivational
stratepies used by staff
with students (.45}

1
sulficient ataff and
resources (,78)

ataf{l open apnd receptlive
{,R4)

Irnson  goals  explained
.50} - !

collaboratiun amongk nlnrr

basic conduct rules
understood/accepted 1,00}

careful monitoring atudent
achievenent 1,414

'
strong supportive achonl
leadership (.72}

clear goals And objectives
for school (.49}

principal  works through
apd with peopls (.33} -

teachers have pond rapport
with atudents (.77

L

{Ten items have been eliminated from factor ;roupinzs because they uere unclear) \



Table 6 {con't)

- 91 -~

Sub~Scale

Item and No.

Factor

Item and No.

2.

1.

56.

CLEARLY ARTICULATED 15.
SCHOOL GOALS AND
ORJECTIVES

0.

40,

51.

good teacher/student
relations

school spirit promoted

humanistic orientaticn
in the school -

strong sense of student
identification/affiliation

Ll

basic conduct rules
underatood/accepted

clear goals and
objectives for school

workable philosophy
of education within
school

clear curricular/
instructional
objectives

CLEARLY ARTICULATED
GOALS, OBJECTIVES,
MISSTON

%26,

.

29,

32,

40,

45,

49,

72,

7.

46,

50,

51,

53.

54,

61.

65.

teachers and students ¢
involved wvith  problem
solving together (.52}

intellectually challenging
teaching (.57}

school board and
superintendent under-
stand/committed to school
improvement (.50)

good teacher/student
relations (.79)

workable philosophy of
education within school
(.51)

good home-school relations
(.46}

staff have healthy self
concepts and high norale
(,48)

strong sense of student
identification/affiliation
.40

achool learning problems
handled effactively {(.47)

staff meetings planned by
teachers and
administrators to solve
problems {.37)

community resources/
facilities used to
enrich student learning
.53

clear curricular/
instructional objectives
{.50)

small=-group student
assignments {(.71)

teacher—design curriculum
materials used (,54)

staff development /
inservice to realize
school objectives (,47)

provision for staff to
have continuous exposure
to nevw knowledge (.60)
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Sub-Scale

Item and Mo,

Factor

ftem and No.

ACADENIC EMPHASIS

DECERTRALIZED
DECISION MAKING

INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES

5.

6.

12.

23.

68,

10,

7.

26,

46,

55,

58,

12,

7.

a5,

52.

54,

basic skilis emphanis

students informed of
high expectations

report cards emphasize
basic skills

student have high
acadenic expectations
of themselves

acadenle priorities
clear by time
allocations

all ataff recognize
high academic
expectationa

academics recognized
as primary purpose
of school

teachers and students
involved with problem
solving together

astaff meetings planned
by teachers and
administrators together

decentralized decision
making

less influence by staff
in educational decisions
alfecting whole achool

positive motivational
strategies used by ataff
with students

lesson goalsb explained

intellectually challenging
teaching

direct inatruction main
teaching approach

small-group assignments

teacher-designed curriculum
materials used

ACADEMIC EMPHASIS,
PARTICULARLY OF
BASIC SKILLS

DECENTRALIZED
DECISION HAKING
AND COLLABORATION

S

LHSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES

5.

12,

35.

36,

35.

56,

L

41,

L8,

basic
(.18)

skills  emphasis

report cards emphasize
basic skills (,60)

direct instruction main
teaching approach {.80}

student have serioua
attitude touvarda
taking {,65)

lest-

decentralized drcision
making (.58}

humanistic orientation
in the achool {,%%)

use of student assesaments
to improve instruction
(.6))

yniform sybject time
allocations {.46)

record keeping part of
teachers planning/
assesaments .17
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Bub~Scale Item and No. Factor Item and No.
59. hetercgenecus grouping
within the school (.B66)

66, numbers of clamaroom

groupa for instruction

reduced .
POSITIVE POSITIVE SUPFORTIVE 9. grading and reporting
RELATIONSHIPS EXTERNAL RELATION- policy established (.19)
WITH DOARD AND SHIPS WITH BOARD
POARD OFFICE AND BOARD OFFICE
PERSCNNEL PERSCNNEL .

- 13. trained local school
board facilitators avail-
for guidance of staff
(.63}

19. teachers upxyrade
N professional skills (.58)
29. school board and
superintendent under-
stand/committed to
school improvement
*77"-3‘5. district staff support
and encouragement
42. special funding provided
£.29)
oD IOME/SCIOOL/ 10, regular attendance UNIDENTIFIED
COMMUNITY RELATIONS expectations comunicated FACTOR (BEOCMES
to parents GOOD HOME /SCHOOL
COMMUNITY RELATIONS
18. teacher visits homea 18. teacher visits homea (.79}
25. comunication to and
from environment
31, more instructional time
) available (,37)
45, good home/schcol relations
. 50. commnity rescurces/
facilities used to enrich
student learning
64, partnershipe for education
with buainess .
TEACIER 11. ataff opeD and receptive UNIDENTIFIED
CHARACTERISTICS . FACTOR (BEOOMES
AND BEIWVTOUR TEACHER
CHARACTERISTICS
. AND BEHAVIOUR)
30, teachers on ataff
youngest ard least
experienced as campared
with other staff
53. teachers with high verbal/
conceptual ability
- 58, less influence by staff in
educational «  decisicns
affecting whole  school
{.50}
63. teachers with greatar 63, teachers with greater

experience/education/akilla

exparience/education/
skills (.76}
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Sub-Scale

Item and No.

Factor Item and No,

"AVAILABILITY AND
USE OF RESOURCES
AND PERSONNEL

HIGH STAFF HORALE

USE OF TTHE

STAFF PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

HONITORING AND
USE OF STUDENT
ACHIEVEMENT

SCHOOL ORGANIZATION

8,

42.

47,

14,

49,

28.

.

L

Al

61.

65.

67.

36,

48,

57.

7.

&b,

59,

73,

sufficient staff and
resources

trained local school

" board facilitators

available for guidance
of staff

special funding provided

resources/facilities of
minor importance in thelr
effect on student outcomes

callaboration among staff

ataff have healthy sell
concepts and high worale

teachers emphasize time
on the task of instruction

more instructional time
available

less timg managerial
activities/record
keeping by teachers

uniform subject tinme
allocations

whole school involved with
organized ataff development

teacher upgrade
professional skills

staff development/inservice
to realize school objective

provialon for sraff (o have
continuous exposure new
knowledge

change-inducing ataff
development

NO FACTOR IDENTIFIED

NO PACTOR IDERTIFIED

NO FACTOR IDENTIFIED

NO FACTOR IDENTIFIED

grading and reporting policy NO FACTOR IDENTIFIED

established

careful monitoring student
achievement

astudents have serious
attitude toward test-taking

record keeping part of
teachers planning/assess-
ments

use of student assessments

o improve instruction

special atudent classroom
pull-put used with
discretion

reduced adult/child ratios

heterogeneous grouping
within the school

school learning problems
handled effectively

RO FACTOR IDENTIFIED
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Sub~Scale Item and No.

Item and No.

O SUB-SCALE
IDENTIFIED

NG SUB-SCALE
IDENTIFIED

NO SUB-SCALE f
1DENTIFIED

NO SUB-SCALE
IDENTIFIED

NO SUD-SCALE
IDENTIFIED

HIGH STUDENT
EXPECTATIONS

POSITIVE
MOTIVATIONAL
RELATIONSHIPS
WITH STUDENTS AND
PARENTS

REDUCED CLASS
NUMBERS FOR
INSTRUCTION

UNIDENTIFIED
FACTOR

UNIDENTIFIED
FACTOR

6. students informed of high
expectations (,53)

23, studenta have high
academic expectations of
themselves (.67}

70. all staff recognize high
academic expectations
(.56}

71l. academics recognized as
primary parpose of school
(.56)

1. individualized instrution
that meets students need
(.47} G

L

10. regular attendance
expectations comunicated
to parentas {.38)

37, special student classroom
pull-out used with
discretion (.64)

43. people in authority infect
others with caring (.33

visits
frequently

69. principal
classrooma
(.60)

44, reduced adult/child ratios
.50} .

66. nmumber of clasaroom groups
for instruction reduced
.81}

34. less time managerial
activity/record keeping by
teachers (.90}

2. mimple organization and
lean management {.86)



superintendents in the Ottawa region of Ontaric in the first pllot
study. Sub-publics were asked to rate the criterial referent items
using a Likert scale of 1 to 10, rapging from 'very.strongly agres'
to 'very strongly disagree'_(Appendix F}. There was a ratio of six
to one between the number of individuals asked to complete the
instrument and the number of items used in the instrument.

Sub-publics -were also asked to rank order the three
definitions of an effective school from ‘most important' (1) to
"least important' (3) (Appendix F).

Appendix G gives the means and standard deviations for the 73

items of the School Effectiveness Attitude Sgglg I for data obtained

from the 437 subjects.

Table 7 gives the number and percent of sub-publics in each of

the five groups who responded to_the School Effectiveness Attitude
Scale I in the pilot study. It can be seen that teachers
constituted the largest groups with 263 respondents (60.2%) and

superintendents the smallest with 17 (3.9%) of the total.

FIRST-ORDER FACTORS

Principal components method of = factor analysis and promax
oblique rotation were used in factor extraction for data compiled in

pilot study one by administering the School Effectiveness Attitude

Scale T to 437 subjects (Tablp 6).
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Table 7. Frequency and Percent of the Total of Five Sub-Publics
Responding to the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I
in Pilot Study One (N = 437)

Sub-Public Frequency Percent Cummulative Cummalative
Frequency Percent
Principals . 27 ’ 6.2 27 6.2
i

Teachers 263 60.2 290 66.4
Secondary- = ‘

School Students 64 14.6 354 81.0
Parents 66 15.1 420 96.1

Superintendents 17 3.9 437 100.0
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The data commonly analyzed in factor analysis are correlation
coefficients. The- correlations améng all the items (criterial
referents) to be analyzed are caleulated, and the resulting
correlation matrix 1is. then factored by any one of a number of
methods (Kim and Mueller, 1978). It is a process of findiﬁg which

criterial referents belong together, as determined by the "magnltudes
‘ of the correlations amoné the criterial referents {(Kerlinger, 1984,
p. 246).

The purpose of principal components analysis is to determine
factors (or principal components) in such a way as to explain as
much‘of the total variance in the data as possible, with as few of
the factors as possible (Kim and Mueller, 1978, p. 14).

Rotation of factors means rotation of the axes to which factor
loadings are referred and on thch they can be plotted (Mulaikl
1972, p. 13). The argument for rotation is based on invarlance:
that the same factors emérge with different sampies and'ﬁiffercnt
measures of the same variables EKerlinger. 1984, p. 248). Unrotated
factors are not invariant. Rotation of factors was carried out in
the analysis of data in this study.

The ﬁgctor;- obtained from direct factor analysis of tests,
scales, items énd ‘variables in general are called first-order
factors. When a correlation matrix is factor énalyzcd In the usual
way, ;he resulgg;;\“Yactors, rotated or nunrotated, are called
first-order factors. When the fir;t-order factors are further

factored, the results are cal{sf second-order factors, or the latent
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variables behind the factoré. First-order factor analysis was used
in this research. -

The difficulty in determining the proper number of factors to
extract is noted by Kerlinger (1984), who lists four criteria for
determining the number of factors to extract:

1) An eigenvalue of 1 or greater associated with a factor;
2) Two or more factor loadings greater than or equal to .35 for
orthogonal solutions and greater than or equal to .25 for

oblique solutions recommended for consideration of a factor;

3) A relatively sharp break in the magnitudes of the eigenvalues,
Indicating a possible stopping point of factor extraction;

1) A "condition" that the variables, or items with substantial
loadings on a given factor, substantially intercorrelate, and
that there is agreement between the rotated factors and
correlations from the correlation matrix.

. (pp. 72-81).

Three of these criteria have been used to aid in factor extraction

for data analysis of the first pilot study.

Table 6 gives factor arrays of criterial referents with factor
loadings for 14 factors. |

Table 8 gives the eigenvalues for the ten factors retained;
the percent of variance explained by each factor, eliminating other
factors; and the percent of variance explained by 'each factor,
including other factors.

Fourteen factors were extracted with eigenvalues greater than

1; ten of the 14 factors were retained, since at least two items

loaded on each of the ten factors with a value greater than .25

(Table 6); all eigenvalues of the correlation matrix associated
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Table 8. For Pilot Study One Data, Eigemvalues, ‘Proportions and:

(A) Percent of Variance Explained by Each Factor Eliminating Other Factors;
(B) Percent of Variance Explained by Each Factor Including Other Factors,

Factor - ' EiQenvalue . Proportion (A) i
1. DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE  18.1952 0.2888 4.9046 15.1594
2. CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS, 3.1462 0.0499 1.9147 10.2000 .
OBJECTIVES, MISSION -
3. STRONG SUPPCRTIVE 2.4208 0.0304 2.2090 3.1052
SCHOOL LEADERSHIP ) .
{
4. ACADEMIC EMPHASIS - ‘ 1.8810 0.0300 1.7111 8.5378
5. DECENTRALIZED DECISION -, 1.7611 0.0260 1.8723 5.5461
MAKING AND OOLLAPORATION - '
6. HIGH STUDENT -EXPECTATIONS 1.5988 0.0254 1.3838 3.4171

RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD
AND BOARD OFTICE PERSONNEL

7. POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE 1.3690 0.0217 1.5436 4.2445

8. TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND  1.3018 0.0207 1.7763 1.8438
BEHAVIOUR .
9, INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES .  1.2144 0.0192 1.4318 4.0677

10. GOOD HOME-SCHOOL~ 1.1797 0.0187 1.4562 2.4094
CQOMMINITY RELATIONS .
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with a given factor were greater than 1 (Table 8) and factor
intercorrelations fof the ten factors were almost all low (Table
9). Except for two cases, all factor intercorrelations were below
24 This indicated that factor rotation was nearly orthogonal;
i.e., the aub-scale.a were easier to interpret and the validity of
thé instrument was strengthened. Except between the factors,

DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE and(:bEARLYAKI'ICUIATEb@I.S,
OBRJECTIVES, MISSION, where the eigenvalue difference was 15.05,
there was no sharp break elsewhere -in the ma:‘gnitude of the
eigenvalues. This criterion (Kerlinger, 1984, pp.- 72-81) could
not, therefore, be used as a means by which to determine when to
stop factor extraction.

The lowest factor loading in the pilot study was for the item
gpecial funding provided wﬁich had a' .29 loading ox_i-t.he factor
POSITIVE, SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD
OFFICE PERSOMNEL (Table 6)., The highest item loading was for less
time managerial activity/record keeping with a .90 loading on one
of the unidentified factors. This was the only item which loaded
on this paréicular factor. The next hiéhest loading was .86 for
two items: simple organization and lean th which was the
only item loading on ancther unidentified ‘fact:\o_r, and
heterogeneous grouping within the school, loading on the fact§r

INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES. ' -
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~ Table 9. Factor Intercorrelations for Pilot Study Ome
{Reference Axis - SAS) )

Factor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. 1.00 -.22 -.04 =-.29 -,20 -.07 =-.17 O ~.09. -.20
2. 1.00 -.08 -.20 -.09 -.13 -.14 =-.07 -.24 ~-.05
3. 1.00 .07 O A2 -4 -.14 0 03 =10
4. 100 -4 -0 .01 .10 0 .02
5. 1.00 -.09 .02 .10 .04 .21
6. - 1.00 .07 -.19 -.08 ~-.10
7. - 1.00 .05 306 .07
8. - 1.00 -0 .11
9, 1.00 .02
10. | 1.00
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A problem noted was that certain items loaded on more. than
one factor. For example, the item individualized instruction that
meets students' needs had the highest loading at .47 on the factor -

POSITIVE MOTIVATIONAL RELATTIONSHIPS BY ‘STAFF WITH STUDENTS AND

PARENTS; the same item loaded .35 on the factor DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL
CULTURE and .29 on an unidentif__ied factor (Table 6). Some
rewording was necéésary to use these kinds of items in a revised

scale. Items which could not be salvaged by this means were

discarded.

FIRST VERSION OF THE SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE

b

.There . were seven sub-scales of the School Effectiveness
) <«

Attitude Scale I which could be equated with factors of effective

schools from data analysis in pilot study one. Included were the
sub-scales: DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CLIMATE/CULTURE which was
identified as the factor, DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE (Table 6);
STRONG SCHOOI, LEADERSHIP whic_:h was identified as the factor,
' STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP; CLEARLY ARTICULATED SCHOOL
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES which was identified as the factor, CLEARLY
Aﬁ'ncum'rm GOALS, OBJECI‘IVE;S. MISSION; INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES
which was identified as the fa‘ctor, INSTRUCTTIONAL STRATEGIES;
DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKDB which was identified as the factor,

DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING AND OOLIABORATION; POSITIVE
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RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE PERSONNEL which was
identified as the factor, POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL
RETATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE PERSONNEL; and,

ACADEMIC EMPHASIS which was identified as the factor, ACADEMIC

i

EMPHASTS PARTICULARLY OF BASIC SKILLS.

The sub-scales: AVAILABILITY AND USE OF RESOURCES AND
PERSONNEL, HIGH STAFF MORALE, USE OF TIME,- STAFF PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT, MONITORING AND USE OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT and SCHOOL
ORGANIZATION (Table 6) were not evident in.the factors derived by
data analysis in pilot study one;

It should also be noted that several discrepancies exist

between sub-scale items of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale

I, and the factor .arra)‘rs for pilot étudy one. For exaiple, the
- sub~scale, DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CLIMATE/CULTURE, was identified as
the factor, DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE (Table 6); yet there were a
large number of item differences recorded. The sub-scale, STRONG
SCHOOL LEADERSHIP, had eight items in it; yet the factor, STRONG
SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP, had only three items load on it,
almost all different from the items in the sub-scale. Similar
comparisons can be made for the other'm.b-Bcales and factors
derived. |

There were enough item differences recorded between the sub-

scales of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale 1 and the

factors derived by analysis of data from pilot study one, that

there  appeared to be little correspondence between the two.
\ ) ' { ‘



- 105 -~

Considerable " modification had to be made in the School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale I as a result of this information.

Although data analysis in pilot study one did not clearly

delineate these rﬁEtUTs“‘fTHbjE“‘ﬁ?T——the——sub—écaiesT—-GOGD
HOME/SCHOOL /COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIPS and TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR were identified as the school effectiveness factors,
GOOD HOME/SCHOOL/COMMUNITY RELATIONSl and TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR respectively. The reasoning was that the two

factors had been identified in the earlier literature review and

in the work of the judging panel using the Measurement Standard

{(Appendix C).

%

Three other factors identified by data analysis in pilot

study one included: HRIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS, POSITiVE

MOTIVATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH STUDENTS AND PARENTS and REDUCED
CLASS NUMBERS FOR INSTRUCTION (Table 6). There were no sub-scales

of School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I which corresponded with

these three factors. Two factors were unidentified.

Respondents were asked.to indicate items which they felt were
unclear, Following data collection for pilot study one, but
before factor analysis, ten of these items were omitted, since
'8.682 or more of the totai..ﬁﬁmber of sub-publics indicated these
items were unclear (Appendix H). It is likely that unclear and
ambiguous wording may have been the major reasons for this. The
use of educational jargon with sub-publics, some of whom were non-

educators, probably also contributed to the problem,
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. Item 30, or teachers on staff youngest and least experienced
as compared with other staff (Appendix I), was considered to be

unclear by the largest number of sub-publics at 127 out of 437, or

2970&t—of—the—tUtaT—pUputattun—szmpTE“tkppendtx—ﬁ). ThHiv iTem was

considered to be unclear by the largest number of sub-publics for
four out of the five sub—publics sampled, None of the
superintendents considered this item to be unclear.
Superintendents, however, constituted only- 17 or 3.9% of the.total
population sample in the first pilot study (Table '7), none of whom
considered any of the ten items to be unclear.

Item 64, or partnerships for education with business (Appendix
I), was considered to be unclear by the smallest number of
sub-publics at 38 out of ;37. or 8.70% of the total sample (Appendix
H). Superinténdents did not consider this item to be unclear.

The ten unclear items reworded for use in a revised School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale II (Appendix J).

MEASUREMENT CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE I

Table 10 gives a summary of factors of effective schools from

Table 4, the Measurement Standard (Appendix C) and first-order

factor analysis of attitudes data in the first pilot study (Table
6). Twelve factors of effective schools were derived, two of which

are considered to be tentative factors retained from the literature.
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{Appendix C)

Pilot Study One (Table 6).

Summary of Pactors of Effective Schools from Table 4, thk Measurement
and First-Order Factor Analysis of Data from

From Table 4

(based on nine
kny studics.)

From the Measurement
Standard (based on

66 -pjeces nf
L 3

‘Pilot Study One

Factors (from
Rirst=-Order—Factor

Derived Factor

literature)

Analysis}

1. SAFE,ORDERLY
SCHOOL & SPIRIT

COHERENCE &
CONS1STENCY

1. GUALS ,DBJECT-
TVES, MISSION

J. ACADEMIC EMPHASIS

4. HIGH EXPECTATIONS
STUDENT
EVALUATTONS

5. STRONG SCHOOL
LEADERSHIP

DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL
CLIMATE/CULTURE

SCHOOL ORGANIZATION
APPEARANCE AND,
COMFORT

CLEARLY ARTICULATED
SCHOOL GOALS AND
OBJECTIVES

ACADEMIC EMPHASIS

HIGH STUDENT
EXPECTATIONS

MONITORING AND USE
OF STUDENT

ACHIEVEMENT

STRONG SCHOOL
LEADERSHIP

POSITIVE MOTIVATIORAL
RELATIONSHIPS WITH
STUDENTS

DECISION MAKING

SCHOOL CULTURE/
CLIMATE
HIGH STAFF MORAL

CLEAR SCHOOL
GOALS, OBJECTIVES,
MISSION

EMPHASIS ON
ACADEMICS
{BASIC SKILLS)

HIGH STUDENT
EXPECTATIONS

STRONG SCHOOL
LEADERSHIP

POSITIVE RELA-
TIONSHIPS WITH
STUDENTS AND
PARENTS '

DECENTRALIZED
DECISION MAKING
AND COLLABORATION

DISTINCTIVE
SCHOOL CLIMATE

CLEARLY ARTI-
CULATED  SCHOOL
GOALS,
OBJECTIVES,
MISSION

ACADEMIC
EMPHASIS

HIGH STUDENT
EXPECTATIONS

STRONG
SUPPORTIVE
SCHOOL ,
LEADERSHIP

POSITIVE .
MOTIVATIONAL
RELATIONSHIPS
WITH STUDENTS
AND PARENTS

DECENTRALIZED
DECISION MAKING
AND
COLLABORATION
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From Table 4
{based on nine
key studies)

From the Measurement

Standard (based on
66 pieces of
literature)

Pilot Study One
Factors {(from

First-0Order Factor

Analysis)

Derived Factor

9. INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES

10.

11. TEACHER POSITIVE
ROLE MODEL

12, GOGD HOME-SCHOOL
RELATIONS

13.
l4, STUDENTS' sOCIO-
ECONOMIC STATUS

15.

16.

*

POSITIVE RELATION-
SHIP WITH BOARD AND
BOARD OFFICE
PERSONNEL/AVAIL-
ABILITY AND USE OF
RESOURCES AND
PERSONNEL

INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES

USE OF TIME

TEACHER CHARACTER-
ISTICS & BEHAVIOUR

GOOD HOME/SCHOOL/
COMMUNITY RELATIONS

STUDENT BEHAVIOUR

STAFF PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

factors of an effective school,

POSITIVE SUPPOR~-
TIVE EXTERNAL
RELATIONSHIPS
WITH BOARD AND
BOARD OFFICE
PERSONNEL

INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES

REDUCED CLASS
NUMBERS FOR
INSTRUCTION

UNIDENTIFIED
FACTOR

UNIDENTIFIED
FACTOR

UNIDENTIFIED

FACTOR

UNIDENTIFIED
FACTOR

Retained because the literature review indicated these are

POSITIVE SUP-
PORTIVE
RELATIONSHIPS
WITH BOARD AND
BOARD OFFICE
PERSONNEL

INSTRUCTIQNAL
STRATEGIES

REDUCED CLASS
NUMBERS FOR
INSTRUCTION

TEACHER CHARA-*
CTERISTICS &
BEHAVIOUR

GOOD HOME-*
SCHOOL-COMMUNTTY
RELATIONS
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE 1I

»

The School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II (Appendix J) was
«

developed from the School Fffectiveness Attitude Scale T This
was necessary mainly because of the lack of correspondence between

items of the sub-scales of School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I

and items which loaded on factors of an effective school derived
from data analysis in pilot study one. The second scale also
contains 73 modified criterial referents and three definitions of
school effectiveness. The criterial referent items used in the
scale are given in Appendix E.

Space was also provided at the end of the first section of -

the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale IY for sub-publics to
write in any additional characteristic(s) of effective schools
which they considered had been omitted. . b

The definitions of an effective school used in School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale I were retained, unchanged, in the

new scale. Spaces for write-in of any additional definition(s) of
an effective school preferred by sub-publics were provided.
Changes to clarify the instructions of both sections of the

School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II were made since some

confusion of sub-publics completing the first scale in pilot study

\

/

/

one was noted.
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SUB-SCALES OF THE SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE IT

Analysis of data from pilot study one and the sub-scale items

of —School—Effectiveness Attitude—Scale I (Tahle 6), enabled a

number of changes to be made in the construction of School
Effectiveness Attitude Scale II.

GO0D HOME-SCHOOL RELATIONS was not recognized as a factor of
effective schools from analysis of attitudes data compiled from

administering the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I (Table 6).

GOOD HOME-SCHOOL REIATIONS was recognized as a common factor of
effective schools from the literature review (Table 4), and the

Measurement Standard (Appendix C) includes GOOD HOME/SCHOOL/

OOMMUNITY RELATIONS. It was felt, therefore, that this factor

should be addressed in the items of the new School Effectiveness

Attitude Scale II. The following revised criterial referent items

were, therefore, included from the original list of 245 (Appendix
B) as part of this mlb;scale (Table 11):

. teachers accept responsibility for student outcomes
(Appendix B: 176)

. homework policy clearly explained to parents and
students (Agperﬂix B: 40)

. community accepts way schoocl operates (Appendix B: 136
revised)

. student regular attendance expectations communicated to
parents (Appendix B: 196 revised)

.  parent volunteers and teacher aids assist teachers with
large classes (Appendix B: 51 revised)
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Table 11, Sub-scales of School Effectiveness Attitude Bcale IT
. and Factors of Effective Schools (N = 440) .
Bub-Scale* Item and No. ** Factor Item and No.
STRONG STIOOL 1. wchool safe and orderly " STRONG SUPPORTIVE 1. school safe and orderly
LEADERSHIP SCHOOL LEADERSHIP {.B5)amn

2. humanistic orientation 2. humanistic orientation
in the scheol in the achool (.49)

3. principal shows atrong 3. principal shows strong
muportive school HUPPOTTIVE BRSO 1
leadership leadership (,48)

5. powsitive motivaticnal 5. poeitive motivational
strategies uped by staff strategies used by staff
with students with students (.50)

9. clear goals and objec-
tives for school (.46)

10. teachers involved, 10. teachars involved,
responaible and have responsible and have
authority in the whole school authority in the whole
: achool (.33}

14. mchool administrators 14, school administratars
plan and control the plan and contrel the
operation of the school operation of the school

(.52)

15. basic conduct rules 15. basic conduct rules

understood and aceepted understood and accepted
{48}

32. mpecial student classroom
pull-cut used with discretion

45, extracurricular activities
important to principal

DISTINCTIVE 26, principal promotes school DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL
SCHOOL CULTURE spirit CULTURE
30. good relations between 30. good relationshipe between
parenta and achool staff _parents and echool staff
1.42)
31. strong sense of mtudent 31. strong sense of student
. identification with the identification with the
achool achool (.32)
38. principal visits class-
. rooms frequently (,59)

39. staff have healthy self
concepts and high morale 39. staff have healthy self

. concepta and high morale
(.37

46. people in authority, by 46. people in authority, by
their exarple, cause their example, cause
others to care others to care (.82)

48. good teacher-atudent 48. good teacher-student
relationa relations

58. teachers provide goeod role 58. teachers provide good role
mdela for students models for students (.67}

60. staff open and receptive 60. staff cpen and receptive

(.82}

71. widespread student praise 71. widespread student praise
and recognition and remqnition {.65)

72, workable philosophy of

education within school

Established after Pilot Study One and Data Analysis

From School Effectiveneas Attitude Scale IT

Highest item loading on the factor
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Sub-Scale*

Item and No. **

Factor

Item and No.

CLEARLY
ARTICULATED
SCHOOL GOALS
AND OBTECTIVES

9, clear goals and objectives

29, instfuctional time for all
subjects the same

" 65. teachers explain lesson

CLEARLY ARTICULATED
GOALS, OBJECTIVES,
MISSION

65, teachers explain lexwon

-

ACADEMIC EMPHASIS
PARTICULARLY OF
BASIC SKILLS

DECENTRALIZESS
DECISION MAKING

qoala-to-students
66. achool objective to use
cammnity Tesouces and
facilitiea to enrich
student learning

Y

67. teacher clasaroom
atrategies include small-
group student work'
asaignments (.76)

66. community involvement
imgortant to achool

70. atudenta given
individualized instruction
to suit needs

6. achool organized to
emghasize academic
ingstruction

8. students perceive teachers
as pushing and helping
academically

21, time devoted to academics
in the school indicates
thelr priority {.45)

25. all staff recognize high
academic expectations

33, studenta have high academic
expectations of themselves

42. reading, writing and
arithmetic akilla
emphagized

47. report cards emphasize
banic ekills

56. school primary purpose is
clearly academic

4. =staff input on decisionns
made in the achool

12. decentralized decision
making in the school

17. principal involves others
in decision making within
the achool

.

ACADEMIC EMPHASIS
PARTICULARLY ON
BASIC SKILLS

DECENTRALIZED
DECISION MAXING
AND COLIADORATION

[ ] Dt
goat s toatoudentes—iT7oF

66. school objective to use
cammunity resources and
facilities to enrich
student learning 1.61)

67. teacher classroom
strategies include amall-
group student work
aseignmenta (.76}

66. comunity involvement
important in the school
{.500

70, atudente qgiven indivad-

ualized instruction to

miit needs, .63}

72, workable philosophy of
education within schonl
(.43

6. wnchool arganized to
emphasize academic
inwtruction (.79

21, time devoted to acadrnics
in the schonl indicaten
their priority (.46}

L]
[

all staff recognize high
academic exprctations
(.42)

42, reading, wrating aml
arithmetic skills
cmphanized 1,851

56, nchool's primary puarpose

i clearly acadesuc (.46}

4. wutaff anput on deciwitne
made 1n the schonl .00

17

principal anvolves others
1n decision-making within
the schenl (,47) -
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Sub-Scale* Item and No. ** Factor Item and No.

20. lesm influence by staff in 20, less influence by ataff in

school decision-making . achool decision-making
(-.76)

23, student opportunities for
participation in school
decision-making

28, homework policy clearly
explained to parents (.3%)

53, staff development and in-
service to realize school
objectives (,.25)

69, staff mectings planned by 9. staff meetings planned by
teachers and administratorse teachers and administrators
to effectively solve problems to effectively solve

: : problems (. 44)
INSTRUCTIONAL 1li. heterogencous grouping INSTRUCTIONAL
STHRATEGIES within the school STRATEGIES .

24, numbers of classrocm
groups for instruction reduced

27, student claen sizea reduced
for epecial needs

52, direct instruction is the 52. direct instruction 18 the
main teaching approach main teaching  approach

r.64)

54. multicultural literacy $4., multicultural literacy
emphasized emphasized {.41)

57. teachers use student records 57. teachers use student
to help in planning of records to help in planning
teaching of teachings (.36}

59, studenta have serious 59. students have mericus
attitude towards test- attitude towards test-
taking taking (.78}

POSITIVE 7. reduced adult/child ratios POSITIVE
RELATIONSHIPS SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL
WITH BOARD AND RELATIONSHIPS WITH
BOARD OFFICE BOARD AND BOARD
PERSONNEL OFFICE PERSONNEL

22. achool objective to use 22, school objective to use
teacher-designed curriculum teacher-designed curriculum
materials materials (.28)

>
33. studenta have high academic
expectations of themaclvea
1.42) .

37. clear board policy on
atudent upgrading and
reporting

49. mpecial funding prewvided to 49. special funding provided
asaist school to assist school (.73}

50. schocl district support and 50. school district support and
encouragement encouragement (.47}

51. trained local achool board 51. trained local school board
facilitators available for facilitatora available for
guidance of staff guidance of staff (.29)

73, sufficient staff and 73. sufficient staff

resourcen provided by the
board

and resources provided by
the board (.46)
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Sub-Scale®

Item and Mo, **

Factor

Item and No.

GOOD HCOME/SCHOOL 16. teachara accept reaponai- GO0 HOME~SCHOOL 16. teachers accept reaponnibi-
COMMUNITY bility for student outcomes COMMUNITY RELATIONS lity for atudent outcomsu
RELATIONS 1,35
28. homework policy clearly
explained to parenta and
gtudents
34, comunity accepts way
school operates
43, etudent regular attendance
expectations comminicated
to parents
44. teacher visits homes 44. teacher vimits homes (,42)
55. parent volunteera and teacher '§5. parept volunteers and
aide assist teachera with teacher awdw ansiat
large classes “ teachors with large clasd
mmbers {581
TEACHER 13, teachera more task-oriented TEAGER
CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR AND BEIIAVIOUR
18. teachers upgrade profes- 18, teachers upyrade profos-
aional akills sional skills (,76)
19. teachers emphasize time 19. teachers emphasize tiume
for instructing students for inetreting stadents
t.57
23, wtudent opgortunities for
participation in mehool
decision-making (,50)
15, teacher with greater
experience/education skills
40. achool objective is to employ
teachers with high verbal and
conceptual ability
41l. wschool objective 1w to
coptinuously expuae staff
£ risw Rivwledoe (,34)
STAFF 36. principal and staff together NO FACTOR
PROFESSIONAL upgrade professional skille IDENTIFIED
DEVELOPMENT and knowledge
! 38. principal vieits classrcoms
frequently
41. school objective is to
contimuously expose staff
« to new lowledge
.53. staff develogment and in-
service to realize school ’
abjectives
HIGH STUDENT 61. parenta expect studants to HIGH STUDENT Gl. parentm expoct students te
EXPECTATICNS perform well academically EXPECTATIONS perfom well acadesnical 1y

62.

63.

64.

teachers have clear
instructional cbjectives

students informed of high
expectations

principal shows strong
msr;nx:tional leadership

.1

62. tmcrmxfhwe clear et~
tional ohiectives (.41}

63, mtudents informed of high
expectations (,71)

64, principal mhvwn atromng

natructional leaderubap

PRk}
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Sub-Scale* Item and No. ** Factor Item and No.
1]
NO SUB-SCALE UNIDENTIFIED 11. heterogenecus grouping
IDFNTIFIED EACTOR within the school (.58}
12, decentralized decision
" making (.80)
NO SUB-SCALE " UNIDENTIFIED 27. stodent class sizes reduced
IDENTIFIED FACTOR for special needs (.55)
34. comunity accepts  way
. school operates (.72)
1 4 *
NO SUB-SCALE - NIDENTIFIED 29, instructional time for all
IDENTIFIED ! FACTOR subjects the pame (.75)
¥ 40. school objective ir to
* employ teachers with high
verbal and conceptual
ability (.27}
NO SUB-SCALE UNIDENTIFIED 43. student regular attendance
IDENTIFIED FACTOR expectations communicated
to parents (.30}

45. extracurricular activities
important ' to  principal
(.81}

NO SUR-SCALE UNIDENTIFIED 24, number of clasercom groups

IDENTIFIED FACTOR for instruction reduced
(.50}

NG SUB-SCALE UNIDENTIFIED 8. students perceive teachers

IDENTIFIED FACTOR an pushing and helping
acadomically (.73}

37. clear board policy on
atudent grading and
reporting (-.48)

NO SUD-SCALE UNIDENTIFIED 47. report cards emphasize
IDENTIFIED FACTCR bamic skills (.99)

- L ]
ND SUD-SCALE UNIDENTIFI 26. principal pronotes school
IDENTIFIED FACTOR - spirit (.38}

35. teacher with greater exper-
ience, education and shills
{.78)

36, principal and staff to-

P

gether upgrade profesaional
akills and knowledge {.65)
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The item teacher vigits homes had a .79 loading on an

unidentified factor from the first-order factor analysis of

—attitudes-data—in-thefirst pilat study (Table 6). This item was

also included.
TEACHER POSITIVE ROLElMODEL.was recognized as a common factor

of effective schools from the literature review (Table 4), and the

Measurement Standard (Apbendix C) includes TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS

o
A ]

AND BEHAVIOUR as a factor of effective schools. TEACHER

CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR was not recognized as a factor of
effective schools from analysis of attitudes data compiled from

administering the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I (Table 6).

! . 4 .
There was, however, some -suggestion of-this factor, since two

items, less influence by staff in educational deciisions affecting

whole school and teachers with greater experfience/education/

skills, loaded .50 and .76 respectively on’an upmidentified factor

(Table 6)}. One of these items, teachers with greater experience/
education/skills, was included with the four additional items in
the sub-scale, TEACHER CHARACTERISfICS AND BEHAVIOUR (Table 11),

of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II (Appendix J). The

item, less influence by staff in educational decisions affecting

v

whole school, was included in another sub-scale. ,

Although -anly two items were included in the sub-scale,
POSITIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD OFFICER PERSONNEL,
four other items actually appeared to load on this factor in pilot
study one (Table 6). Sqmé-re—wordiné was done and three- of these

items were included with. four additional items  under the sub-
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scale, POSITIVE, RELATIONSHIPS WITH - BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE

PERSONNEL, of ;he School Efféctiveness Attitude Scale II (Table

1. |

STAFF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT wés again retained as a sub-
scale of the new attitude scale (Table 11), although it was not
recognized as a factor of an pffective school from analysis of
pilot study one data (Tdblé b). The reasoning here was that it
had been recognized as a school effectiveness factor in the

Measurement Standard (Appendix C) by the panel of judges and it

was a characteristic recognized 7in the 'school effectivengss

literature (Appendix B). Four items were included under this sub-

-

scale (Table 11)}.

)
¢

A sub-scale called, MONITORING AND USE OF STUDENT ACHIEVE-

MENT, had been recognized as part of the School Effectiveness

Attitude Scale I (Table 6).. A school effectiveness factor called,

>

HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS, had been identified from factor
analysis of data from pilot study one. Four items were,
therefore, included wunder the . sub-scale, HIGH STUDENT EXPECT-

ATIONS, of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II (Table 11).

ACADEMIC EHPHASiS, "a _sub-scale of the School Effectiveness

Attitude Scale I (Table 6), was modified to ACADEMIC EMPHASIS

PARTICULARLY OF BASIC  SKILLS -as a sub-scale of School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale II (Table 11). A number of changes
were also ﬁade in the items of this sub-scale.
The sub-scales, AVAILABILITY AND USE OF RESOURCES. AND

PERSONNEL, HIGH STAFF MORALE, USE OF TIME and SCHOOL ‘ORGANIZATION
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(Table 6), were all eliminated from the new School Effectiveness

Attitude Scale II. The items conaidered originally to constitute

these ag sub-scales of School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I were

either eliminated as unsuitable items or modified and included
under another sub-scale of the new attitude scale.

Although lthe factor, REDUCED (CLASS NUMBER FOR INSTRUCTION,
had two items which appeared to load heavily on it in pilot study

one (Table 6) and it was listed as a derived factor (Table 10),

. the new attitude scale did not have & sub-scale to correspond with

this factor (Table 1l1). The reasoning was that the item, number

. of classroom groups for. instruction, could be included under the

sub-scale, INSTRUCTIONAL SIRATEGIES and the item, reduced
adult/chid ratios, should be included under the sub-scale,
POSITIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD OFFICER PERSONNEL

A

(Table 11}. . *

The sub-scales, STRONG SCHOOL = LEADERSHIP, DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL

CULTURE, CLEARLY ARTICULATED SCHOOL GOALS AND " OBJECTIVES,

INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES and DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING were

all retained as sub-scales of the new attitude 'scale and a‘npmber
of modifications were made to the items of each sub-scale (Table
.

The School Effectiveness Attitude Scale III, " therefore,

contains 11 sub-scales (Table 11) and 73 items (Appendix J).

’
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PILOT STUDY TWO

Thé School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II was administered to

440 tcachers, secondary-school students aﬁd parents in Newfoundland
in the.secénd pilot study (Appendix K anﬁ L and Table 12).

Subkpublhics were asked to rate the criterial referent items
using a Likcrt scale of 1 to 9, ranging from 'very strongly agree'
to 'very strongly disagrece' (Aépendix J). There was a ratio of six
to onc between the number of items used in the in;trument. Spaces
were also provided for write-in's of additional items.

Sub-publics were also asked to rank orde the three definitions
of an cffective school from 'most important' (1) to ''least
important' (3) (Appendix 1. Spaces were also provided .for
write-in's of additional definitions. ‘ .

Appendix L gives the item means and standard deviations for

the 73 items of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II for data

obtained from the 440 sub-publics in the second pilot study.

FIRST ORDER FACTORS d
Principal componcnts method of factor énalysis and promax
oblique rotation were used in factor extraction for data compiled in

the second pilot study by administering the School Effectiveness

Attitude Scale 11 to. 440 subjects (Table 12).

A
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Table 12. Frequency and Percent of the- Total of Three Sub-
. Publicas Responding to the School Effectiveness Attitude

Scale I in Pilot Study Two (N = 440).

Sub-Public ] Frequency Percent Cumulative
Cumilative :

Frequency Percent.
Teacher% 328 74.55 328 74.55
Secondary- . e
School Students a8 22.27 426 96.82
Parents T 14 3.18 440 1100.00
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Three of Kerlinger's (1984) four criteria fof {etermining the
number of factors to extract (pp. 72-81) were agé used as a
guide for factor extraction in the second.pilot study. |

Table 11 gives factor arrays of criterial referents with
f;ctnr loadings for 10 factors.

Table 13 gives the - eigenvalues and the percent of variance
explained by each factar. eliminating other factors and th;'
percent of variance explained by each factor, iﬁcluding other
factors,

Eighteen facto;s were extracted with eigenvalues g;eater then
1; 10 of the 18 factors were retained. As for the first pilot
study, a sharg break in eigenvalues could not be used as a means
by which to determine when to Stop factor extraction.

At least three items with a value of .25 or greater loaded on
each of the ten factors retained (Table 11). Three items loaded
on one unidentified factor with loadings of .38 or greater, but
this factor could not be identified because ofrthe diverse nature
of the three items.

The lowest factor loading for the second pilot study was for
the item, staff development and inservice to realize school
objectives, which had a ,25 loading on the factor DECENTRALIZED
DECISION HAKING AﬁD COLLABORATION (Table 11), The highest item
loading was for reporf’ cards emphasize basic skills, with a .99

loading on an unidentified factor., This was the only item which

loaded on this factor.
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Table 13. For Pilot Study Two Data: Eigenvalues;
Proportions; and . }

(A) Percent of Variance Explained by Each Factor
. Eliminating Other Factors:
(B) Percent of Variance Explained by Each Factor

, Including Other Facgtors. v
Factor
Number Eigenvalue Proportion (A) (B)
DISTINCTIVE _
SCHOOL CULTURE 15.3787 0.2197 : 2.2321 10.6074

CLEARLY ARTICULATED
GOALS, OBJECTIVES,

MISSION 3.7310 ©0.0486 2.0383 8.3707
STRONG SUPPORTIVE

SCHOOL LEADERSHIP  3.4013 0.0486 2.0654 7.4304
ACADEMIC EMPHASIS  2.1620 -  0.0309 1.8609 4.8547
DECENTRALIZED

DECISION MAKING -

AND COLLABORATION  1.9200 0.0275 1.9423 7.2781
HIGH STUDENT : S '
EXPECTATIONS 1.7324 0.0247 ~  1.7105 4.5206

POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE
RELATIONSHIPS WITH
BOARD AND BOARD

OFFICE PERSONNEL 1.5602 0.0223 1.8666 4.3405
TEACHER

CHARACTERISTICS

AND BEHAVIOUR 1.4372 0.0205 ° 1.6134  4.9072
INSTRUCTIONAL )

STRATEGIES 1.3970 0.0200 1.9117 2.5945

GOOD HOME-SCHOOL- |
COMMUNITY RELATIONS 1.3500 0.0193 1.5295 5.2620
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For identified factors, the higheﬁp lcading items were school
safe and orderly on the factor STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP
(.85), and reading, writing and arithmetic skills emphasized on
the factor ACADEMIC EMPHASIS PARTICULARLY OF BASIC SKILIS (.85).
Except for two cases, factor intercorrelations for the ten factors
extracted in pilot study two were again below .24 (Table 14).
This strengthens the conclusions from pilot study one that factor
rotation was nearly orthogonal, sub-scales were distinct and the
validity of the instfﬁﬁent was strengthened. | | | |

It was difficult to satisfy criterion number four, or the
eondition that items with substantial loadings on a given factor .
should be substantially intercorrelated (Appendix M). It was
found that there were substantial intercorrelations’ beﬁ;gg?h}tems
leading on factors 1 and 2, ranging from .23 to .60. For factor 3
" the lowest item intercorrelation was _.14, between item two and
item fourteen. There ~ were low intercorrelations between itém'
fourteen and each of the-other items loading on factor 3 ranging
from .14 to .23. Item fourteen, therefore, may not clearly relate
to factor 3. The five-items which loaded on factor 4 had inter-
correlations ranging from .22 to .44 (Appendix M).

For factor 5, the range of item correlations for the five
items loading on this factor was -.18 to -.52 (Appendix M).
Several negative intercorrelations between items loading on this
factor were noted apparently because of the wording of the items
involved. For example, it is understéndable that an item inter-

correlation of -.52 would occur between item four, staff input on

-
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" Table 14. Factor Intercorrelations for Pilot Study Two
- {Reference Axis - SAS)

Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 1.00 -.23 -.17 -,03 -.23 -.20 -.14 -.07 .08 -.14

2 1.00 -.13 .04 -.08 .06 -.05 =-.19 -.07 -.15
3 1.00 -.27 -.14 .-.2§ 11 .04 .06 .01
4 1.00 -.03 -.06 .08 -.16 -.31 =-.12
5 - 100 -.08 -.20 .06 -.01 -.09

6 ' 1.00 .06 -.01 .13 -,11
7 : ©1.00 -.01 .05 -.04
8 | 1.00 0 -.07
9 1.00 -.11

10 : - | 1.00
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decisions made in the school, and item twenty, less influence by
staff in school decision-making. Although one* relatively:low
intercorrelation of -.18 was recorded between items twenty and
fifty-three, the other intercorelations were -.26 or higher.

For factor 6 there was a narrow range of item inter-
correlations from .32 to .48 (Appendix M).

The range of item intercorrelations for factor 7 was .13 to
.51. Most of the low intéfcorrelations, however, were between
item twenty-two and items thirty-three, forty-nin.e., fifty, fi;fty—
one and seventy-three (Appendix M). Item twenty-two, therefore,
| ~may not clearly relate to faci:or 7. The other item inter-
correlations for factor 7 ranged from .21 to .51.

The lowest intercorrelation for factor 8 was .09 between 1tem
nineteen, teaéhera emphasize time for instructing students, and
item twenty-three, student opportunities for participation in
‘achool decision-making (Appendix M). A relavitely high inter-
correlation was recorded ;Jetween item ninete_en and item forty-one,
school objectives is. to continuously expose staff to new
knowledge. Relatively high intercorrelations were also recorded
between item eighteen and nineteen, twenty-tﬁree and forty-one at
.33, .26 and .33 respectively.

For the f?ur items loading on factor 9, low intercor-
relations were recorded between item fifty-two and fifty-seven at
.12 and between fifty-nine and fifty-seven at .17 (Appendix M).

/
The range for all other intercorrelations was .19 to .30.

L
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4

For factor 10, a relatively high item intercorrelation of .33
was recorded between item forty-four, teacher visits homes, and
item fifty-five, parent volunteers and teacher aids assist
teachers with large class mumbers (Appendix M). The inter-
correlations between item sixteen, teachers accept responsibility
for student outcomes, and item forty-four and fifty-five were .11
and .07 respectively. - Itém sixteen, therefore, may not clearly
relate to factor ‘10. Items forty-four and fifty-five, are
intercorrelated at .33 and both load-ed suﬁsfantially on factor 10
at .82 and .58 respectively (Table 11}. ‘

In the first pilot study, it was noted that certain items
loaded on more than one factorf This was not entirély a‘bsent in
the second pilot study, but the problem was not nearly as severe,
since the instrnument had been revised in an attempt to address

this problem.

SUB-SCALES OF THE SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE IT AND
FACTORS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS . '

J- S

Ten of the eleven sub-scales of the School Effectiveness

Attitude Scale ITI could be equated with factors of effective

schoolg from data analysis in pilot study two (Tables 11). Only
the -sub-scale, STAFF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT, could not be
equated with a factor of effective schools and it was eliminated.

All items of the sub-scale, HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS,
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loaded on the factor, HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS (Table 11). No
other itemﬁ; loaded on this factor. ‘For each of the other nine

-gub-scales some differences were noted between items of the sub-
scale and items which loagded on the corresponding factor; but.,
generally, there was a relatively good match between items of the
sub-scale and factors of an effective school extracted in pilot
study two.

The diiffe;ences_rwere mainly in terms of fewer items loading
on the factor than were actually included in the sub-scale or one
or two additional items loading on the factor. For example, t';he
factor DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE had eight of the ten items of
'the sub-scale, DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE (Table 11), lcad on it.
One additional item, principal visits c1a_ssr<'aoma frequently, also
loaded on the factor. The factor, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND
BEHAVIOUR, had two of the five items of the sub-scale, TEACHER
CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR (Table 11),' load on it. Two
additional items, student opportunities for participation in
achool decision-making and school objective is to continucusly
expose staff to new knowledge, lalso loaded on the factor.

Items which did not load on one of the identified factors of
effective schools, loaded on one of the eight unidentified factors
(Table 11), or the items were eliminated from the date anz\ilysis as
unclear items.

The three items, 7, 13 and 32, were omitted from factor

analysis of data compiled from School Effectivéness Attitude Scale

II in the second pilot study, since 13.41% or more of sub-publics
¢ ’
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in the total sampls (440) indicated these iﬁems were unclear
{Appendix N). It was‘felt that the items were considered to be
uncleayr because thgy were not properly understood by sub-puﬁlics.
Item 32, or special student classroom pull-out used with
discretion (Appendix O), was conéidered to be unclear by the larg-
est number of sub-publics at 96, ér 21.82% of the total. Item 13,
or teachers more task-oriented, was considered to be unclear by

the smallest number of sub-publics at 59, or 13.41% of the total.

MEASUREMENT CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS
ATTITUDE SCALE II

Table 15 gives a final summary of factors of effective
schools from Table 10, and first-order factor analysis  of
attitudes data in the second pilot study (Table 11). Ten factors
were derived. These ten factors were considered Lo be valid hases

to constitute the sub-scales of the School Effectiveness Attitude

Scale II instrumenf.

The two factors, POSITIVE WPIVATIOI\IAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH
STUDENTS AND PARENTS and GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATICONS,
(Table 15) Qere coniln‘iried to  become GOOD HG"IE-SCHOOL-(IIMUNiTY
REILATIONS, as a final retained factor of an eﬁfective school. The -
factor REDUCED CLASS NUMBERS 'POR INSTRUCTION was rot identified

among the factors derived in the second pilot study and, it was

omitted from the final list of factors of an effective school.
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Summary of Factors of Pffective Schools From Table

10 and First-Order Factor Analysis of Data from

Pilot Study Two,

Derived Factor*

Pilot Study Two
Factors (From First-

Order Factor Analysis)®*

Factors of an
BEffective School

1. DISTINCTIVE
_ SCHOOL CLIMATE
2. CLEARLY ARTICULATED
. SCHOOL GOALS,
OBJECTIVES, MISSION

J. STRONG SUPPORTIVE
SCHOOL LEADERSHIP

4, ACADEMIC EMPHASIS

5. DECENTRALIZED
DECISION MAKING
AND COLLABORATION

6. HIGH STUDENT
EXPECTATIONS

7. POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE

RELATIONSHIPS WITH
"BOARD AND BOARD

OFFICE PERSONNEL

© 8. TEACHER

CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR

® From Table 10
*k From Table 11

DISTINCTIVE
SCHOOL CULTURE

CLEARLY ARTICULATED
GOALS, OBJECTIVES,
MISSION

STRONG SUPPORTIVE
SCHOOL LEADERSHIP

ACADEMIC EMPHASIS '

DECENTRALIZED
DECISION MAKING
AND COLLABORATION

HIGH STUDENT
EXPECTATIONS

POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE
EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS
WITH BOARD AND BOARD
OFFICE PERSONNEL

" TEACHER

CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR**%

DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE

CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS,
OBJECTIVES, MISSION

STRONG SUPPORTIVE
SCHOOL LEADERSHIP
ACADEMIC EMPHASIS

DECENTRALIZED DECISION
MAKING AND COLLABORATION

HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS

POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE

EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS
WITH BOARD AND BOARD

OFFICE PERSONNEL

TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR***

kk% Considered to be tentative factors because of inconclusive evidence.
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Derived Factor#*

+ Pilot Study Two Factors of an

Factors (From First- Effective School
Order Factor Analysis)** ‘

10,

INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES

POSITIVE MOTIVATIONAL
RELATIONSHIPS WITH
STUDENTS AND PARENTS

L]
' GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-

11.

COMMUNITY RELATIONS

REDUCED CLASS NUMBERS
FOR INSTBUCTION

INSTRUCTIONAL INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES#*# STRATEGIRS*#*
GOOD HOME-SCHOOL- GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-
COMMUNITY RELATIONS*#%*  COMMUNITY

' RELATIONS##*
UNIDENTIFIED UNIDENTIFIED

r
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To determine the intérnal consistency of the instrument,
Guttman Split-Half and Alpha Split-Half Part 1 and 2 correlations
were calculated ' for test—r?tlest data for the ten factorg of an
cffective identified .in the second pilot study (Table 16). |
It can be seen that for factors 1 .to 7, the range of
split-half correlations was 0.4208 to 0.8882 (Table 16).
Corrciations for _thc seven factors were almost all .abo've 0.51.
Considering correlations of this magnitude ‘and ‘;:he._additional
evidence presented above,l it is likely that the first seven factors
derived (Table 15) ‘can be considered to be factors of effective
schools which can reliably be expected to be derived frorruxl such

attitudes data over time using the School Effectiveness Attitude

Scale 11.. The evidence presented, howevér. for factors 8, 9 and 10

is lesg conclusive.

Guttman Sblit_—Half correlations for factors 8 and 9 for test
and“ 'ret_cst data_ were all l'e;.;s' than 0.5 (Table 16).. The Alpha
Split-Haif correlations for Part 1- for factor 8, on the other hand,
were abover 0.5. The Alpha Split-Half correlations for Part 2 for

the same factor were 0.1901 and 0.3695 réspecti\._rely. The reverse

was shown for factor 9 where the .Alpha Splif-Half correlations fof

-Part 2 wcre 0.4255 and 0.3477 respectively and the Alpha Split-Half

correlations for Part 1 were 0.0735 and 0.2353, respectively.
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Table 16. _Internal Consistency for the Ten factors of Effective Schools
- with Test versus Retest Data. - )
- .-
Factor Item Numbers Guttman Alpha For Alpha For
Number Split-Half Part 1 Part’ 2

(5 items) (4 itema)

1* 30,31,38,39,46,48,58,60,71 0.8882**‘ / - —0.8008—- 0.8352

30,31,38,39,46,48,58,60,71 0.7776***  0.7200 0.5981
— =

{3 items) {3 items)

2 65,66,67,68,70,72 0.8255 0.6222 0.7353 .
65,66,67.68,70,72 0.8021 0.6302 0.5749

il . (4 items) (4 items)

3 1,2,3,5,9,10,14,15 0.7658 0.8075 0.5842
‘ 1,2,3,5,9,10,14,15 0.7116 0.7556 0.5329
(3 items) {2 items)

4  6,21,25,42,56 0.6995 0.6448 0.4787
6,21,25,42,56 0.7730 0.7111 0.6030

(3 iPems) (3 items)

s 4,17,20,28,53,69 0.7543 0.6853 0.5484
4,17,20,28,53,69 0.6233 0.6261 0.4208

. (2 items) (2 items)

6 6,1.6'2",_i 3 0.7667 0.6366 0.6642
51,62,63764 0.7044 0.6585 0.6165

L2

* %
kK

See Table 15 for factor titles

Test
Retest
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Item Numbers

Factor Guttman - Alpha For Alpha For
Number Split-Half Part 1 Part 2
/ ' (3 items) (3 items)
7 22,23,49,50,51,73 0.8035 . 0.5108 0.7537
22,23,49,50,51,73 0.6515 0.4329 0.7725
(2 items) (2 items)
8 18,19,23,41 0.4681 " 0.5696 0.1901
18,19,2341 0.4457 0.5196 0.3695
{2 items) (2 items)
9 52,54,57,59) 0.4840 0.0735 0.4255
52,54,57,59 0.4242 0.2353 0.3477
(2 items) (1 item)
10 16,44,55 0.7345 0.1329 -
' 16,44,55 0.6339 0.3058 -
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The Alpha Split-Half correlations for P:;th 1 for factor 10
‘were low at 0.1329 and 0.3058 respectively, while the Guttman
Split-Half correlations were relatively high at.0.7345 and 0.6339
respectively (Table 16).

Internal consistency using test - retest data for factors é,
9 and 1d, therefore, provided inconclusive evidence to cléarly
identify thése as fa'cto.ra of effective schools.

To determine the reliability of the School Effectivenéas

.P_uttitude Scale 'IT over time, a total of. 150 tgachers and
priﬁcipals in Newfopndl’and were asked to éon'plete' the scale in
Septernber; 1988; the same subjects .wére asked to again complete
| the instrnument in Noveml;er or eight weeks l-éter (Appendix K). A
total of 120 teachers and principals actually complied with the
-request. |
Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated for data for

each item of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II for test

and retest means (Table 17}. An over-all correlation coefficient
(rtt) was calculated to be 0.7673.

It was found that the correlation between the means for test
and retest data for i;cems 1 o 73 of the attitude scale ranged
frcm a low of 0.3177 to a high of '0.3255 {Table 17).

The probability of a significant difference between the means
for test and retest means was primarily 0.0001, although a small
nurber of  items showed a slightl.y higher probability of

significant difference between the means (Table 17). .



- 135 -

3

Tablte 17. Summary of Pearson Correlation Coefficients for
73 1tems of School Effectiveness Attitude Scale
II for Test and Retest Data (N = 120 for both
Test and Retest Samples)

Item No. Pearson p -~ prob.
Correlation ¢
Coefficient
. x =
1 0.4912 0.000
2 0.3844 0.000
3 0.6149 0.000
4 0.5883 .. 0.000
5 0.5341 0.000
6 0.5881 0.000
.
8 0.5747 0.000
9 0.4829 0.000
10 0.5160 0.000
11 0.6166 0.000
12 0.4712 0.000
13+
14 0.5203 - 0.000
15 . 0.4803 0.000
16 . 0.4833 0.000
17 0.3475 0.000
18 0.5336 _ © 0.000
19 0.4099 . 0.000
20 - 0.5490 0.000
21 - 0.5178 0.000
22 0.5998 0.000
23 0.7133 _ 0.000
24 0.4313 0.000
25 0.4919 0.000
26 - 0.4410 0.000
27 0.6010 0.000
28 - 0.5985 0.000
29 0.6044 0.000
30 0.7028 : 0.000
31 0.7225 - 0.000
32* ‘
33 0.4660 0.000
34 0.4979 _ 0.000
35 0.4563 _ - . 0.000
* eliminated from analysis because > 13.41% of sub-publics

. indicated items were unclear
T values truncated at the third decimal :
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Table 17 (con't)

]
/

_/

Item No. ' Pearson p - prob.
Correlation
Coefficient
36 0.4416 0.000
37 - 0.3799 0.000
38 0.6298 - 0.000
39 0.5251 0.000,
40 , . 0.4707 0.000
41 0.4438 0.000
42 0.4729 0.000
43 0.4863 0.000
44 0.5410 0.000
45 0.5870 0.000
46 0.3208 0.000
47 0.3377 0.000
48 0.4959 0.000
49 0.4058 0.000
50 0.5834 0.000
5 0.4781 (.000
S2 e 0.4678 0.000
53 0.4516 0.000
54 0.4658 0.000
55 0.6911 0.000
56 0.4841 0.000
57 0.5743 0.000
58 0.4574 0.000
59 0.3223 0.000
60 0.4820 0.000
61 0.5039 0.000
62 0.4440 0.000
63 0.5350 Q.000
64 0.5644 0.000
65 0.5958 0.000
66 0.5354 0.000
67 0.4663 , 0.000
68 0.4916 0.000
69 0.5147 0.000
70 0.3177 G.000
71 0.6060 0.000
72 0.5236 0.000
73 0.6892 0.000
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No attempt was made in test-retest data analysis to compare
responses - of sub-publics on the definitions part of the School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale II ‘(Appendix K). .

Based on the analysis of test-retest data obtained, it was

thought that the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II was a

reliable instrument to test the attitudes over time of sub-publics
. towards the characteristics of an effective school. .

It is thought that the research qﬁestion, "Can a reliable and
valid instrument.be developed to measure the attitude structures of
the five sub-publics; i.e., students, parents, teachers, principals
and superintendents, concerhing an ef}ective school?" has now been

addressed.

DEFINITIONS -

In pilot study one, sub-publics were asked to rank order the
three definitions of effective schools as extracted from ﬁthe nine
key studiqs (Weber, 1971; Edmonds, 197%a, 1981, 19B2; Teddie et al.,
1982-84; Brookover and Lezotte, 1979; Goodlad, 1976, 1984: Rutter et
al., 1979; Phi Delta Kappan, 1980; Wyﬁne, 1980, 1981 and ILEA, 1986)
(Appendix F). The three definitions were ranked as follows: 1.
most important; 2. moderately important: and 3. least important.

A total of 126 definition responses, or 28.83% out of ..the

total sample of 437 in pilot study one, were made without
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following the directions of the School Effectiveness Attitude

Scale I (Appendix P). For the remaining 311 definition responses,
the preferred rank order of definitions ;és 3,1, 2 at 141 out of
311, or 45.34% of the total (Table 18). This means that
definition B (Appendix F), dealing with student achievement,
behavioﬁr, delinquency and attitudes, was preferred by 45.34% of
the-311 respondents. A preferred rank order of‘3, 1, 2 actually
means that the first chéice-of a definition of an effective school

N

for 45.34% of the population sample of sub-publics was:

An effective school is one where student academic
achievement is high and -students have high attendance

rates, low delinquency rates and generally good
behaviour.

The second choice was:

2An effective school is one where students develop good
character, as defined by manners, kindness, tact,
honesty and the like. -

The third choice was:

An effective school is one where student academic

achievement is high.

The preferred rank order of definitions by principals, who
constituted 6.2% of the total sample in pilot study one (Table 7),
was 3, 1: 2: 3.86% out of the total of 45.34% of sub-publics who
prefered this rank :order consisted of principals (Table 18).
Teachers, who"constfiuted 60.2% of the total sample, preferfed the

3, 1, 2 rank order of definitions; 26.69% out of the total of
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Table 18. Rank Order of Three Definitions of Effective Schools
by Sub-Public in Pilot Studies One (N = 311) and
Two (N =399) (Percentages) '

Sub-Public” 3, 2, 1* 2, 3,1 2,1, 3 3,1, 2 1,3,2 1, 2,3

1. Supt. 0.32 0.00 ©1.29 0.95 0.00, 0.32
2. Student 20.58%* 3,22 2.57 5.47 1.61 0.96
4,76%*% 3.76 _ 5.01 6.77 1.00 1.50
3. Teacher 2.89 0.96 9.32 26.69 1.29 0.64
7.52 ' 1.75 22.56 39.60 1.75° 0.75
4. Parent 2.57 0.00 2.89 8.36 0.32 0.00
' 0.25 0.25 0.25 2.51 0.00 0.00
5. Principal = 0.96 0.00 1.29 . 3.86 0.64 0.00
TOTAL 27.33 ) 4.18 17.36 45.34 3.86 1.682
12.53 5.76 27.83 48.88 2.75 2.25
hY
LI Rank ordered on the basis of first, seéond, third choice
of definition (School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I and II)
** From Pilot Study One

nRR From Pilot Study Two
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45.34% qf sub-publics who preferred this rank order consisted of
teachers.  Secondary-school students with 14.6% of the total
sample preferred the 3, 1, 2 rank order of definitions; 5.47% out
of the total of 45.34% of suh~pﬁblics who preferred this rank |
order consisted of students. Parents, Qho constituted 15.1% of
the total sample, preferred the 3, 1, 2 rank order of definitions;
8.36% out of the - total éf 45.34% of sub-publics preferred this
rank order. Superintendents with only 3.9%.of the total sample
" did not prefer the 3, 1, 2 rank order of definitions; 0.96% out of
the total of 45.34% of sub-publics who preferred this rank ordér
consistéd of superintendents, .

The next highest ranking‘ of definitions in pilot study one
was 3, 2, 1 with 27.33% of sub-publics sampled preferring ﬁhia
ranking (Table 18). This means that 27.33% of all sub-publics

sampled placed as their first choice the definition:

e

aAn effective 'scﬁool is one where students develop good

character as defined hy manners, kindness, tact, honesty

and the like. :

Superintendents were the only sub-public who preferred § rank
order of 2, 1, 3 which means that they placed the definition
dealing with good student character third (Table 18). The
gsignificance of this choice of rank order was not great, since
only 1.29% out of the total of 17.36% of sub-publics preferring
this rank order consisted of superintendents. A total of 17;36%

of sub-publice sampled preferred the rank order of 2, 1, 3 (Table
18).
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In pilot study two, sub-publics were again asked to rank
order 1, 2, 3 the three definitions of an effective school as
extracted from the nine key studies (Weber, 1971; Edwonds, 1979a,
1981, 1982; Teddie et. al., 1982-84; Brookover and Lezotte, 1979;
Goodlad, 1976, 1984; Rutter et. al., 1979; Phi Delta Kappan, 1980;
Wynne, 1980, 1981 and ILEA, 1986) (Appendix 'J). The three
definitions were again ranked as foilows: 1. most important; 2.
moderately important; and 3. least important. Results of the six
posgible combinations of the three possible choices of definitions
of an effective school are given in Table 18,

The preferred rank order of definitiéns, as for‘the fifst
pilot study, was 3, 1, 2, at 195 out of 399 definition responses
retained as good date, or 48.88% of the total (Table 18). The
firat choice for 48.88% of sub-publics was:

An effective school is one where student academic

achievement is high and students have high attendance

rates, low delingquency rates and generally good
behaviour and attitudes. —_—

The second choice was:

An effective. school is one where students develop good
character, as defined by manners, kindness, tact,
honesty and the like.

The third choice was:

An effective school is one where student academic
achievement is high.
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Teachers, who constituted 74.55% of the total sub-publics
sampled in the second pilot study (Table 12), preferred the 3, 1,
2 rank order of definitions: 158, or 39.60%, made this choice

(Table 18). A total of 90, or 22.56%, chose a 2, 1,3 raﬁking of

definitions; i.e., student character development was ranked third

among the definitions, and student academic achievement was ranked
second for teachers who chdse this ranking.

Secondary-school students chose 3, 1, 2 As a preferred rank
order of definitions: 27, or 6.77% made this choice (Table 18).
Twenty, or 5.01% chose a 2, 1, 3 ranking of definitions. Studénts
constituted 22.27% of the total sub-publics sampled in the second
pilot study (Table 12). .

Parents constituted only 3.18% of the total sub-pubiics
sampled in thé second pilot study (Table 12). Ten, or 2.51% of
these preferred the 3, 1, 2 ;ank order of definitions (Table 18f.

Choices of definitions which were different from the rank

orderings given in Table 18 are listed in Appendix P. These

choices account for 7.21% of the total choices made. .

.

MAIN STUDY POPULATION AND SAMPLES

The following five sub-publics constituted the populations
“san;ﬂed in the main study: secondary-school students (grades

gseven to twelve), parents, teachers, principals and_superinten-

s
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dents. Correspondence with sub-publics pegan in the sumer of
1987 (Appendix Q). '

Secondary-school students:* A total of 150 secondary-school
students were selected from six geografhical _locations in
Newfoundland (Appendix R) in urban and rural areas. School
personnel were asked to select ‘average; ability-level classes in

which to administer the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II. A

total of 141 students, or 94%, returned completed attitude scales
(Table 19).
Principals: A total of 193 elementary and secondary

principals were randomly selected from the ‘Newfoundland and

Labrador Department of Education Directory of schools and school

and board personnel. Schools selected represented a variety of

sizes and types from rural and urban areas. 3 total of 98 prin-

cipals, or 50.8%, returned conpleted.attitude scales (Table 19},
Parents: Ninety-six of the 193 principals were each asked to

randomly distribute the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II to

three parents in their area, and then return. Out of a possible
288 returns from parents, 112, or 38.9%, returned completed scales
(Table 19) from a random selection of rural and urban areas in

Newfoundland.

Teachera: Ninety-seven of the 193 principals were asked to

randamly distribute the School Effectivness Attitude Scale II to

three teachers on their staff, and then return. Out of a possible
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Table 19, Percent - Return of School Effectiveness Attitude

Scale IF for Five Sub-Publics: Secondary-School
Students, Parents, Teachers, Principals and
Superintendents in the Main Study.

1
b1 3

Sub~Public No. Instruments No. Instruments Percent
Sent Returned Return
Secondary-School 150 141 _ 942
Students
Principals 193 98 50.8%
Parents 288% 112 38.9%
‘Teachers 291 %= - 127 _— 43,6%
Superintendents | 97 90 92.8%

Number determined by finding the product of the number of
principals asked to contact parents (96) by the number of
parents each principal was asked to contact (3).
Number. determined by finding the product of the number of
principalé asked to contact teachers (97) by the number of
teachers each principal was asked to contact (3).
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291 returns from teacheré, ;Zig or 43.6%, . feturned’ completed
attitude scales ' (Table 19) from a random selection of sizes and
types of school in rural and urban areas. = . .

' Superlhten@epts: A total of‘97.,or the total population of
superintendents' in Newfoundland, 'were asked go complete the §ghgg;
Effectiveness Attitude Scale . I1. .Included in this group were

supcrintendents and assistant superintendents. A total’ of ninety

superintendents, or 92.8%: returned completed %cales (Table lb).

-

The total sample from five sub-publics in Newfoundland was 568.

ﬁAIN STUDY DATA ANALYSIS

Compafisons will be made between 'the‘ ratings of factors of
effective schools by the five sub-publics .using item means ahd
standard d?viations. It is thought that obvious differences could
be determined in this way.

* A one-way aﬂalysis of variance will be used- to test the
hypothcsis that there waéla'significant difference between the item
means. for each of the five sub-public respondenté (the independent
variéblc with five level}: superintendents, principals, teachers,
- parents and ‘students) - for each ofﬁpthc ten factors of effectives
schools (the dependent variables).

1f global differences are defectcd. post hoé aﬁalysis using

Sheffe's technique will be used to locallze the differences.



¢
_Although the coﬁparisons tovbe made are not complex, the reason for
choosing Sheffe's technique is that the sample.sizes were unequalj'
ranging from §7 for superiﬁtendents to 141 for students.

Sub-publics were again asked to rank each of thrce deflniiions
of an effective school on a scale of 'most’ important' (1) to 'least

I

important' (3). Wording of the definltions was as Tollows:

An effective school is one where student academic achicvement
is high, '

An effective school is one where student academic achievement
is high and students have high attendance rates, low
delinquency rates and generally good behaviour and attitudes.

An effective school 1is one where students develop good

character, as defined by manners, kindness, tact, honesty and
the like.

" Comparisons will be made between sub-publics in the main study
with fespect- to preferred definitions of an effectivc'school, as
well as for second and third choices. Comparisons will also be madcy
betwegn data from pilot studies one and two and the main study with

respect to first, second and third cholces of definitions of an

effective school. "
Sub-publics will be asked to prévide write-in's of additipnal
characteristics of an effective school and definitions of an

effective school using the School Effectivenecss Attitude Scale II

(Appendix J). As in pilot study two (Appendix S and
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T), comparisons will be ‘made between sub-publics with respect to.

write-in's of additional characteristics and definitions of an
+ effective school.:

The theoretical framework for the attitude structures of an

effective school will be analyzed and criticised in }ight of the

fresultg obtained .from the main study.

]
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

INTRODUCTION

1
In chapter four the research question, '"What are the

differences in the attitude structures among sub-publics with

- .

respect to an effective school?" is addressed. In the latter part
of chapter three and in chapter four-the research question, "As a
secondary but relevant interest, bhat are the differences among
the sub-pﬁblics concerning the definition of an effective'school?”
is addressed.

Descriptive statistiés. including means and standard
deviations for ratings of each of the ten factors of an effective
school by, «five sub-publics, are given. A summary of analysis of
variqnces for the five subépublic ratings of the ten factors of
an effective scho6bl 1is given. A summary of contirasts using
Scheffe's technique . for wvariable differences to localize the
ratings of the ten  factors of an effective school by sub-public
is also given. |
%y Results-of choices of the definition of an effective school
in the main stpdy are given,

Write-in's data for characteristics and definitions of an
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s

effective school are also given, and the conceptual framework for an

- effective school is modified in light of these characteristics and

definitions.

A COMPARISON OF FACTOR RATINGS

FOR DIFFERENT SUB-PUBLICS

Students ratéﬂ most factors lower than other sub-publics; only
two factors were rated at or above 7.00 (Table 20).

Superintendents rated most factors ‘higher than other
sub-publics; eight out of the ten factors wg;g\fated at or above
7.01.

The lowest rated factor for most sub..publics was fagtor nine,
INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES. )

The highest rated factor for most sub-publics was factor

three, STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP.

DATA ANALYSIS FOR FACTORS OF EFFECTIVE

SCHOOLS IN THE MAIN STUDY

Table 21 gives a summary of the one-way analysis of variance
for sub-publics sample means for the - ten factors of effective
schools in the main study. An alpha level of significance at 0.05

was selected because of precedents set in the literature for such

situatiens.
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Table 20. Deptriptive Btatistics for the Factora of an Effective Sclool
for Five Sub-Publica (Item Msana)
Principals Teachers Students Parentn Supta, Tutal
{N = 98) (N = 127) (N = 141) N 11 (N » 90 IN = 5641
Factor Moan  8.D. Mean S.D. Moan S.0. Moan  S.D. Mean 8.0, Moan 8.0,
1. DISTINCTIVE 7.91 0.09 7.62 0.08 6.66 1.10 7.69 .77 0.02 050 7,51 1.00
SCHOOL CULTURE
4 -
2. CLEARLY ARTICULATE 7.73 0.9] 7.47 1.01 6.07 1.13 7.57 0.89 7,73 0.069 7.4 1.00
COALS, OBJECTIVES,
MISSION
3, STRONG SUPPPORTIVE 7.90 0,95 7.83 0.87 6.75 0.99 7.82 0.66 706 (L6) 761 0,45
SCHOQL LEADERHIP .
. L]
4. ACADEMIC D'IPH.?\-SIS 6,83 0.98 ‘6.60 1.18 6.02 1..22 7.01 0.90° 6.8 1,15 6.0 1,14
.
5. DECENTRALIZED 7.79 0.93 7.63 0.92 6.71 1.13 7.65 0,80 7.76 0.62 .49 0,
DECISION MAKING
AND COLLABORATION
] .
6. HIGH STUDENT 7.69 0.94 7.63 1.04 6.84 1.14 7.71 0.86 .04 0.69 7.57 1.06
EXPECTATICHS . .
\—) 1
7. POSITIV.E 7.16 0,97 7.27 1.11 6,91 1.00 7.4 0,87 7.01 0,77 T.00 0,94
SUPPORTIVE ' : - -
EXTERNAL RELATIONS i
WITH BOARD AND *
BOARD OFFICE ‘
PERSONNEL \ -
S |
8. TEACHER b.98 1.01 6.85 0.85 7.00 1.14 7.17 0,88 7.'1;"1 0,64 24 0,97
CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR
9, INSTRUCTIONAL 6.12 1.04 5.89 1,22 6.27 1.23 6.4 1.41 HL.14 1,07 LI LA T
STRATBEGIES '
10. GoO0 HOME-SCHOOL- 7.50 1.06 7.42 1l.11 7.19 1.20 7.53 0.94 7,47 097 7.3 1.08
COMMUNITY RELATIONS -
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COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Levei of-significance alpha = 0,05

Table 21. Summary of the Analysis of Variances in the
Main Study for Five Sub-Publics (N = 5638)
Dégre‘es
of Mean
Factor Freedon Square F value . p - prob.
1. DISTINCTIVE T4 35,2082 47.38%*  0.0001.
SCHOOL CULTURE
2. CLEARLY ‘ 4 18,9510  20.99%  0.0001
ARTICULATED GOALS, '
OBJECTIVES, MISSION
3. STRONG 4 27.5362  41.17%  0.0001
SUPPORTIVE
SCHOOL
LEADERSHIP
4. ACADEMIC EMPHASIS 4, 16,7716  14.19%  0.0001
5. DECENTRALIZED a\\\\\\\ujg;f2373 27.41%  0.0001
DECISION MAKING !
. AND COLLABORATION . «
6. HIGH STUDENT 4 27.0256  28.82%  0,0001
EXPECTATIONS
7. POSITIVE = 4 ©5.9921  6.70%  0.0001
SUPPORTIVE o
EXTERNAL RELATION- _
SHIPS WITH BOARD AND TN
BOARD OFFICE S
PERSONNEL
/':.
8. TEACHER 4 3.5135  3,79%  0.0047
CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR
9, INSTRUCTIONAL 4 2.5693 1.85 0.1176
STRATEGIES
10, GOOD HOME-SCHOOL- 4 2.4220  2.15 0.0738 .,
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Since the F value was relatively large, with a 0.0001

P-probability level for the factors 1, 2, 3, 4, S, 6 and 7 (Table -

21); the res”éarch question was rejected for each of these fa.ctor_ﬁ'.
The research question was also rejected at the 0.0047 level of
significance for factor 8. .'I‘he population means were distinct for
factors 1 to 8; there exifted _différer}ces in the ratings of thesc
factors of an effective school for the five sub-publics. Included
were the- factors: 1. DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE; 2. CLEARLY

ARTICULATED GOALS, OBJECTIVI%S. MISSION; 3. STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL

LEADERSHIP; 4. yACADEMIC EMPHASIS; S. DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAXING

AND ‘COLLABORATION; 6. HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS; 7. POSITIVE
‘SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS. WITH BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE
PERSCONNEL; and 8. "I'EACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR.

' The reséarcil q‘uesﬁion was not rejected at the 0.1176 ‘and

. 0.0738 levels of significan tors 9 and 10 respectively

(Table 21); t ation means were lnot disfinct for these two

factors: 9. INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES;
HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS. |

Since the results of the analysis of variance for sub-public
population means for fgctors 1l 'to 8 were global, further more
specific contrasts were necessary. A summary of contrasts using
Scheffe's technique for variable differences for factors 1 to 10 are
given in Table 22. Details of application of Scheffe's technique

for eight factors are given in Appendix U,
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Table 22. ' Summary of Contrasts Using Scheffe's Technique for Variable
Differences for Factors 1 to 10 for Five Sub-Publics in the Main
Study (N = 568)

. Comparisons
Factors 1~-2%% 1-3 1-4 1-5 2-32 2-4 2-5 3-4 3-5 4-5
1. DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL * * . % & %
CULTURE
2. CLEARLY ARTICULATED . ' ® Y % % %
GOALS, OBJECTIVES, :
MISSION
3. STRONG SUPPORTIVE % & % %
SCHOOL .
LEADERSHIP
4, ACADEMIC EMPHASIS - % * % &

»
bl
*
*+

5. DECENTRALIZED ' .
DECISION MAKING .
AND COLLABORATION

=
»*
¥

6, HIGH STUDENT *
EXPECTATIONS )

7. POSITIVE . ‘ x %
SUPPORTIVE. EXTERNAL
RELATIONSHIPS WITH .-
BOARD AND’ BOARD
OFFICE PERSONNEL

*

8. TEACHER
CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR

9, INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES

10. GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-
COMMUNITY
RELATIONS

Significant at the 0.05 level
1. Superintendents; 2. Principals; 3. Parents
4, Teachers; 5. Students

X
>
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It can be seen that comparisons significant at the .05 level
e#istéd among the attitude structures of the five sub-publics
concerning the factors of an effective school (Table 22},
Significant differences wére.found between student and all other
sub-public ratings of the factors: DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE;

CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS, OBJECTIVES, MISSION; STRONG SUPPORTIVE

SCHOOL LEADERSHIP; ACADEMIC EMPHASIS; DECENTRALIZED DECISION

MAKING AND OOLLABORATION:; and HIGH STUDENT EXPECI‘ATIGQS. A
significant difference was found between student and parent
ratibgs and between student and teacher ratings of the factor,
POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD
OFFICER PERSONNEL. Significant differences were also fouﬁd
between teacher and superintendent ratings of the factors,

DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE and TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND

BEHAVIOUR.

DEFINITIONS OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL

Results .of the six possible combinations of the three
possible choices of definitions of an effective school, made by
each of the five sub-publics (Appendix J), are given in Table 23.

“Combinations of choices outside of the six possible
‘combinations are given in Appendix V. Combinations of choices
made in this‘way; i.e., without following the directions of the

School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II, or omitting to choose any
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Table 23. Rank Order of Three Definitions of an Effective
- School by Sub-Public in the Main Study (N = 499)

) {Percentages) ' : . :

. Rank Order
Sub-Public 3,2,1% 2,3,1 2,1,3 3,1,2 1,3,2 1,2,3
1. Supt. 2.00 1,00 4,61 10.02 0,00 0.00
2, Student 2.20 0.40 ', 6.21 14.03  0.40 0.40
3. Teacher : 6.21 2.81 4.00 8.82 1.40 0.40
4. Parent 2.20 0.20 8.42 7.41 0.60 0.00
5. Principal 1.00 0.20  0.62 5.41 0.00  0.00
TOTAL 13.61 4,61 32.87 45.69 2,40 0.80

oo
-

Rank ordered on the basis of first, second, third
choice of definition (School Effectiveness Attitude
Scale II)
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definition, account ,fog-12.15% of the total responses from sub-
puglicg. |

The‘breferred rank order of definitions in the main study was
3,1, 2 at 228 ocut of 499 definition responses retained, or 45.69%
of the total (Table 23;; i.e., the first choice of a definition
of an effective school for 45.69% of sub-publics providing

i

definition responses wag B:

An effective school is one where student academic
achievement 1is high and students have high attendance

rates, low delinquency rates and generally good
behaviocur and attitudes.

The second choice was C:

An effective school is one where students develop good
character, as defined by manners, .kindness, tact,
honestyrand the like.

The third choice was A:

an effective school is one where student academic
achievement is high.

The highest number of sub-publics who chose the 3, l'.2
ranking of definitioms was students; seventy ocut of 499 or 14.03%
chose this ranking. The lowest number of sub-publics making the
3, 1, 2 selection was 27, or 5.41% of the total for principals.

The leas®™ popular ranking of definitions of an effective

school was 1, 2, 3, with only two sub-publics ( a total of four

respondents), or 0.80%, making this choice {(Table 23).

s
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WRITE-IN'S ON SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE II

FOR FIVE SUB-PUBLICS

Table 24 gives the number of sub~publics who completed write-

in's of additional characteristics of an effective school,

additional definitions of an effective school and both charaéter-

istics and definitions in the main study. Percentages given are

percentages of the total number of the particular sub-public who
completed attitude scales. 36.62% of the 568 sub-publics who
returned completed attitude scales provided write-in's of

characteristics or definitions of an effective school or both.

FACTORS OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL FROM WRITE-IN'S

Teachers provided characteristics of an effective school in

write-in's (Appendix W) which could be grouped into seven factors

of 'an effectlve school, and one grouplng of égzchLANEOUS

CHARACTBRISTICS, which could not be grouped- into any specific

_ faétor (Table 25).

As for the second pilot study, five of the-factoré identifi;d
by groupings..ok effective school characteristics provided 5y
teachers had been identified as common factors of an‘effective
school by analysis of data collecfed in both pilot studies:
STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP, .(..‘:OOD HOME~-SCROOL-COMMUNITY

RELATIONS, DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING AND COLLABbRATION,

)
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3
St

Superintendents (30)
2. Students (141)

3. Teachers (127)

4, Parents (112)

5. Principals (98),.

*
)

Percent of the total number of sub-publics who

provided completed attitude scales (568)

\
Table 24. Write=In's on School Effecéiveneas Attitude
Scale II For Five Sub-~Publics in the Main Study
1* 2 3 4 5 Total
- Characteristics Only 12 27 11 15 6 71
%

Definitions Only 14 16 11 13 11 b5

Both Characteristics

and Definitions 9 35 12 8 8 72 .

Total - 35 78 34 36 25 208

Percent of Sub-Public

Total Number Completing _ R

Attitude Scale - 38.89 55.32 26.77 32.14 25.51 36.62
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Table 25. ‘Factors of an Effective School from Write-in's on
School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II by Five Sub-
Publics in the Main Study.

Y

Factor . _ Teachers Students Parents Principals - Supts.
! ‘

STRONG SUPPORTIVE ~ * * | " *

- SCHOOL LEADERSHIP :

DECENTRALIZED , . .ol

DECISION MAKING * x

AND COLLABORATION

POSITIVE EXTERNAL

RELATIONSHIPS WITH * : * *
BOARD AND BOARD

OFFICE PERSONNEL

TEACHER. ' N
+ CHARACTERISTICS * * ‘ * *
'~ AND BEHAVICUR :

DISTINCTIVE
SCHOOL. CULTURE N * x x .

GOOD HOME-SCHOOL~ .
COMMUNITY RELATIONS  * .ox *
ARTICULATED . * x.. *
-G0ALS, OBJECTIVES, _ ‘
MISSION ‘ “
; ca\\
INSTRUCTIONAL * | s
STRATBGIES : ‘ - .

SCHOOL BUILDING, _ y .
FACILITIES AND * * . 1w x
| WORKING CONDITIONS

STUDENT DRESS
CODE, APPEARANCE *
AND BEHAVIOUR

TREATMENT OF . :
STUDENTS . o * *

N
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Table 25 (con't)

4

Factor Teachers Students Parents Principals  Supts,

ry

4

EMPHASIS ON _
STUDENT . * d
ACTIVITIES ‘

POSITIVE STAFF- | :

STUDENT RELATIONS * . "*
TO MEET ' '
STUDENT NEEDS
~ -
CURRICULUM AND . .
CO~CURRICULUM . .

THE CURRICULUM
AND INSTRUCTIONAL S ' *
- STRATBGIES

 MISCELLANEOUS | .
CHARACTERISTICS * | :

Wy
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POSITIVE EXTEBNAL; RELATIONSHIPS WITH .BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE 7
PERSONNEL, and .TﬁAcﬁﬂﬂléﬂARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR (Table 25).
Tﬁo fadfors identified were new: SCﬁOOL 3UILDING. FAFILITIES‘AND
HDRKINE—_éOﬁDiTIOHS And POSITIVE STAFF—STUDENT‘RELATIONS fﬂ MERT
STUDENT NEEDS. A small number of MISCELLANEOUS CHARACTERISTICS
could not be grduped.

.T'Sécondary—school students named characteristics of an
effective school in write-ins (Appendix W) which could be grouped
into ten factors (Table 25). Six of thF ten factors had been
identified previously as common factors of an effective school:
DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE; TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR;
INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES; STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP;
_GOOD  HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS; and CLEARLY ARTICULATED
ALS, OBJECTIVES? MISSION, Four new factors were identified:

EMPHASIS ON STUDENT ACTIVITIES; STUDENT DRESS CODE, APPEARANCE AND

BEHAVIOﬁR; TREATMENT OF STUDENTS; and SCHOOL BUILDING, FACILITIES
AND WORKING CONDITIONS,

Parents named characteristics of an effective sc%ool in
write-in's (Appendix W) whiéh could be grouped into six factors
‘(Table 25).  Three of the six factars Had been identified
previously as common.factors of an efﬁedfi§e school: : DISTINCIIVE
SCHOOL CULTURE! TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR: and GOOD
- HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS. Threé .factors | were ﬁéw:
TREATMENT OF STUDENTS; CURRICULUM AND COjFURRICULUM; and SCHOOL

BUILDING, FACILITIES AND WORKING CONDITIONS.
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Princihéis named characteristics of an effective school in
write-in's (Appendix ,w) which could be grpuped into six factors
(Table 25), Four of the six factors had been identified
 previously as common factors of an effective school: DISTINCTIVE
SCHOOL CULTURE; SfRUNGlSUP?ORTIVE ?CHOOL LEADERSHIP{ POSITIVJEQ
EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS HITH.BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE éznstNEL;' and-
CLEARLY ARTICULATED 'GOALS, OBJECTIVES, MISSION. Two.factors vere
new: POSITIVE'STAFF;STﬁDENT ﬁﬁLATiOﬁS Tb -HEET STUDENT NEEDS énd.
SCHOOL BUILDING FACILITIES AND HORKING CONDITIONS .

_Superlntendents named characterlstlcs of an efféctlve school
" in Qrite-in'é (Appendix W) which could be grouped into eight
general faétors }Table 25)., S8ix of the éight factors had been
identified p}eviously as common factors of-an effécpive school:
DISTINCTIVE SCHUDL CULTURE; STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHODL LEADERSHIP;
TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR; = CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS,
OBJECTIVES. MISSION; POSITIVE EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD
AND BOARD OFFICE PERSONNEL; and DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING AND
COLLABORATION. - . Two factors vere new: THE CURRICULUM AND
INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES and SCHOOL BUILDING, FACILITIES AND

WORKING CONDITIONS.

»

. ° . . - ig}

LT e L
= . N LI . .

'CATEGORIES OF DEFINITIONS OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL FROM WRITE-IN'S

Teachers in the main study provided definitions .of an

effective school in write-in's (Appendix X) which could be grouped
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into five categories as in the second pilot study: student
potential, social_and cultural,. acadenmic, 'schoolz’personnel and
coﬁprehensive (Table 26). For teachers.'13 of the 16 definitibns
provided in write-in's <could be grouped under ‘two categofies:
student potential and comprehensive.
- For secondary-school students, definitions  could pe grouped
intolfour categories (Table 26); there were no definitions uhich
could be grouped intﬁ the échool pérsonnel category. The largest
'cggégory 'was .the social and cultural, with 32 out of 48
defini}ions proqided-in.write-in's.

"Principals provided definitions which could be grouped inte

the same giQe categories as for teachers' (Table 26), School
personnel and social and cultural were the two cateégries with the
Iafgést number of definitioné, at four and five respectivelyﬂ but,
as for. superintendents, there was close to an even‘distribution of
definitions into the five categories. ‘ |

Parents grouped definitions into four categories only (Table
26}; there were no definitions which could be grouped into the
academic category. Except for the category, school personnel,
which had\.tuo‘ definitions, there was close to | an even
distribution of definitions into the éh}ee categories: student
potential, socéal and culpural and comprehensive.

Superintendents provided. defini;ions which couldrbe grouped

into the same five categories as for teachers (Table 26). There

was close to an even distribution of definitions into the five

v
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Table 26. Categories of Definitions of an Effective School
from Write~In's on School EBffectiveness Attitude
Scale II by Five Sub-Publics in the Main Study*
_—= .

, : . . No. of
Sub-Public Category . Defin;tions

Teachers
Student Potential
Social and Cultural
Academic
" School Personnel
Comprehensive

] et sk et (PN

Students N Student Potential ‘ Ia

) Social and Cultural 32

\\_/___ﬁ\\ Acadenic 4
Sciicol Personnel

’ Comprehensive

Parents Student Potential

' : Social and Cultural
Acadenic ’
School Personnel
Comprehensive

P R L R =

Principals Student Potential
Social and Cultural,
Academic
School Personnel
Comprehensive

[ S I~ SRR © i #)

Superintendents Student Potential
o Social and Cultural
Academic
School Personnel
Comprehensive

L B e S On

-

Appendix X gives the wording of specific definitions.

*

Q ’
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categories, and the category having the largest number of
definitions was student potential, with five definitioms. |

It is thought that the research question, "As a secondary but
relevant interest, what are the differences among the sub-publics
.concerning the definition of an effective school?" has now l;een

addressed.
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CRAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

ATTITUDE SCALE RETURNS

-t

In spite of the considerable differences in percentage returns

obtained from the five sub—publics in the main study, it is felt

tha.t the ‘samples- obtaincd were a fa.ir represcntation of the\w

‘sub-public pOpulations‘. In all cases. except for superintendents,

98 or more members of each sub-public retumed complated attitude
scales. Since, in the case of superintendents, 350 of the 97 total
population, or 93%, returned completed attitude scales; this is

considered to be a very ‘representative sample of the total

4]
population. ¢ ) \“

-t

THE PACTORS OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL

The refinement pfocess used in this research to identify the
factors of an effective school has included a search of the school

effcctivmess literature, the ‘use of the Measureément Standard and a

panel of judges, and the use of principal components analysis and

promax oblique rotation to analyse attltudes data from two

B
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pilot studies. The fesult of this procesé was that ten common
: schooi effectiveness factors have been identified and shown to be
significantly different, ekcept in the caéé of factor 8, TEACHER
CHARACTERISTICS AND  BEHAVIOUR; factor 9, IﬁSTBUCTIOﬁAL
STRATEGIES; and factor 10, 'GOOb HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS.
These three factors were considered to be. tentative factors
because - the data collected in this study failgd to clearly
delineate these‘as factors of an effective school. Tﬁey are,
however, recognized in the literature and they.were considered in
the early stages‘df phé factor refinement process. More research
is needed.

- - . -

If we yconsider the content features of Purkey and Smith
(1983) and the.similar organizatibnal variables of'fullap (1985)
asl one category of effective -schools factors, and the process
variables as another (Brookover and Eézotte, 19%9; Rutter et, al.,
1979 and Fullan, 1985); ;e could construct two groups cf school’

L

‘effectiveness factors from the data of this studyt

The process variables or ‘factors.‘of an effective school
included:  CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS, OBJECTIVES, MISSION;
DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING AND COLLABORATION; and HIGH STUDENT
_EXPECTATIONS (Purkey and Smith (1983). The pr;cess factors were
considered to define the general concept of school culture and
climate (Brookover, Beady, qubﬂ.lSchweitzer and Wiéenhaker, 1979;
. Brookover- and Lezbtte. 1979 and Rutter et. al.,-1979)m
7 DISTIRCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE was:the first and, ;pparently, the

most important factor of an effective school to be extracted from
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the data in both pilot studlies since a relatively large number o'f
items loaded on it. Using r‘this reasoning, the three process -factors
listed above were considered as‘sub‘-sets. or ‘subsumcd under the
process factor DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE.
. - N

The organizational variables (Fullan, 1985) or factors
included: STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP; ACADEMIC EMPHASIS;
TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR; INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES;
GOOD  HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY ° RELATIONS: _ and POSITIVE EXTERNAL

RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE PERSONNEL.
A DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE AND THE- PROCESS FACTORS

Recognizing the imp;ortance of a DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL (;.:ULTURE,
the other three process factors listed above were considered to be
subordinate, but independent,. process factors which are
characteristic of an effective séhool and, in combination, help to
define the culture of the school. -
A DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE was clearly of major importance

as a school effectiveness factor. It was the factor mentioned in

write-in's on the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II by two out

of three su_b-pubﬁps in the second pilot study.zmd by four out of
five sub—publié{ in the main stu&y.

~In the school effectiveness studies examined, school culture
was referred to in a variet};r of ways, including "atmosphere" (Weber,

1971 and Rutter et al., 1979); “"climate" (Edmonds, 1979;
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- Teddie et, al., 1982-84 and ILEA, 1986) and a "controlled school
environmenL" (Phi Delta Kappan, 1980). The term "culture" within.
a school, however, appears to encompass more than just the
positive feelings. associated wiéh a posifive climate or
lat:msphere. " A DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE is a factor which
involves, in addition to a po;itive climate or atmbsphere, a set
of meanings or beliefs, and the symbols which are associated with
these beliefs and give meaning to the school itself.

In the literature review, two common factors were identified
‘which, Eogether, may be considered to largely describe a school
culture: A SAFE, ORDERLY SCHOOL CLIMATE/SPIRI‘T and COHERENCE AND
CONSISTENCY. In the final analysis, these two factors have_beén
merged into a DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE.

Purkey and Smith (1983) listed four process variables:
cbllaborative planning and collegial relationships; a sense of
commnity; clear goals and high student expectations commonly
shared; and order and discipline (p. 441). Purkey and Smith
considered these variables to be the dynanﬁgs of the school which
seem fo be responsible for increased student achievement. Fullan
(1985) also related process variables in a school to the dynamics
of the organizatiﬁn. He listed, in addition to the four process
variables listed above, which were considered to be fundamentél,
the three additional process variables of a feel for . the

improvement process by the leadership; a guiding value system; and

intense interaction and communication.
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‘The “process factor; ~CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS, OBJECTIVES,

. i
MISSION,. was an- important factor of an effective school. 1In the

first pilot :study, this factor had the second largest number of

jtems loading on it, and in pilot study two it was surpassed only

‘'by - STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP and DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL
" CULTURE in terms of items loading on it. It was mentioned near

the top of the list as a characteristic of an effective school in

several of the school efféctiweness studies ‘(Rutter et. al., 1979;
wynne, 1980 and ILEA, 1986). Even.in school effectiveness studies
where there was no direct mention of goals or objéctiﬁes (Weﬁer,
1971 and Edmoﬁds, 1979a), or where only planning was mentioned
(Teddie et. al., 1982-84), this factor was implied by other
descriptors.

DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING AND COLLABORATION, a process
variable mentidned by Fullan (1985}, was another important'proceas o
factor. This _factér iﬁplies that personnel within effective
schools are given opportunities to share decision making and to
collaborate with the adminigtratoqs “of the schools. This,

apparently, has an effect on the outcome of effective schools as

they relate to_studehts. This factor also addresses the loosely
. 1

_ coupled nature of schools as shown in“more recent studies of

educational organizations (March and Olson, 1972, and Weick,
1976). Effective schools appear to be paradoxical in that they |
are‘ both tig@tly coupled around certain organizational themes,
such as the empha;is on academics, and loosely coupled and

decentralized in decision making in most other areas (Sergiovanni,

) ' “?ﬁji

Lot
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'1984). This is similar to the situation found in effective
' corporations (Petérsland Waterman, 1982).-

HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS was & process variable which was
also identified as a facéor'pf ép éffective_schoél in this study.
It, too, has been identifiedA;S'é characteristic éf an effective
school in mahy'of the school effectiveness studies (Weber, 1971;
Edmondg, 1579a, 1981, 1982; Rutter et. al., 1979;- Brookover.and
" Lezotte, 1979; Phi Delta Kappan, 1980; Teddie et. al., 1982-84;

and ILEA, 1986).

THE ORGANIZATIONAL, FACTORS

The organizational factofs of a school, as articulated by
Fullan (1985) and identified in this study, included: STRONG
SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL  LEADERSHIP, ACADEMIC  EMPHASIS, TEACHER
CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR, INSTRUCTIONAL - STRATEGIES, GOOD
m;SCIiO()L—MUNITY R'ELATI(')NS, and POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL
" RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD QFFICE PERSONNEL.

STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP, particularly by the
principal, was listed at or near the top of the characterisfics of
an effective school in several of the school effectiveness studies
(Weber, 1971; - Brookover and Lezotte, 1979; Rutter et..al., 1979;
Edmonds, 1979a; Phi Delta Kappan, 1980/ énd ILEA, 1986). Although -
the data of this research seemed to indicate that this factor was

important, it was not categorized at the top. If the number of
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items loading on it can be used as an approxiﬁate indicator of-
’ importance,:this‘factor would be surpassed in importance in an
effective school by a DISTINCTIVE SCﬁOOL CULTURE in both pilot
éiudies.' ‘ Co

FAnother organizational variéble, ACADEMIC  EMPHASIS, was
 found in this research to bBe an important factor of an effective
échool. Other school effectiveness studies examined have also
sﬁpported thié notign {Webber, 1976; Rutter et. al., 1979;
Brookover and Lezotte, 1979; Edmonds, 1979%a; Teddie et. al., 1982-
84; and ILEA, 1986). Earlier school effec?iyeness studies have
been criticised because the sple method 6f evaluaLing students,
for most studies, has'~been by use of standardized achievemgnt
tests which emphasize academics. ‘

TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR was identified in this
study.as a tentative factor of an effective school. This factor
appeared in different forms in a number of earlier representative
school effectiveness studies. For example, the Phi_ﬁelta Kappan
(1980) study referred to it ‘as “professional cgéra%tériética;,"
including empathy, intefest, concern ahd actiﬁn\orientation. The
Rutter et. al. (1979} study referred to it as the teacher's_
positive role model, which included immediate, concerned,
restrained use of physical punighment, easy aceess by students,
and the students being given responsibility. '&his factor was
questionable, however, as a clearly distinct factor of an

effective school because of inconclusive data analysis results in

-

this research. More research is needed to clarify this,
o
. .

]
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The organiz.ation'al variable, INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES, was:
identigiet.i in fhis study as a tentative factof of an effective
school. This factor also appeared in different forrr:s in a number
of earlier representative school effectiveness studies. Webber
(1971) referred to the factor as "individualized instruction";
Edmonds (1979%a) referred to it as "attention to the quality of

ction"; .and the ILEA (1986) study called it "intellectually
"‘__Challenging teachings". This factor may also be questionable as a
clearly distinct factor of an effective school because of
inconclusive data analysis results in Fhis research., It could,
perhaps,_ be part of another factor such as TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR. 'More research is needed to clarify this.

The ‘organizational variable, GOOD HQIE-SCEIDL-M]NITY'
RELATIONS, was another tentative factor identified from the data
collected in this study. This factor was not identified in all
earlier represenfative- school effectiveness studies..- It d1d
appear in selected studies in different formats, such as "positive
and supportive parent involvement" (Phi Delta Kapéan, 1580), the
"instituting of partnérghips with bus;iness" (Goodlad, 1979, 1984)
and "more parent—iﬁitiated contact and involvement" (Brookover and
Lezotte, 1979). It is interesting to] note tha_t, in the first
pilot study, this factor was not identified in the factors
extracted by principal carponents.method of factor analysis, even
though a numbef of crit;eriél referents meant to address the factor

were included as items of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale

'I. The factor, POSITIVE MOTIVATIONAL REI.ATICNSHIPS WITH STUDENTS
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AND PARENTS, was identified; however, and it was later subsﬁﬁpd
un&er the general facl:ﬂb GOoD M-MTY RELATIONS.
This factor may also be questionable as a clearly distinct fact?r.
of an effectiye school because of inconclusive data analysié
results in this research. It could also be part of_anothef, more
~ important factor. Moré research is needed to clarify ﬁhis.'

Using Fullan's (1985) categories, a final o;ganizationaI'
variable was POéITIVE SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL RELHTION@HIPS'ﬂ&TH BOARD
AND BOARD OFFICE PERSONNEL. It, also, was identified in this
study as a factor of an effective school. It was not identified
as a factor of an effective school in the nine representative
school effectiveness studies described earlier (Weber, 1971;
Edmonds, 1979a, 1981, 1982; Phi Delta Kappan, 1980; Teddie et.
al., 1982-84; Goodland, 1976, 1984; Rutter et. al., ‘1979;
Brockover and Lezotte, 1979; ILEA, 1986; and Wynne, 1980, 1981).
Fullan (1985), however, identified this factor as district
support, and referred to it as an organizational variable which,
with others, was common to many school effeétiveness studies.

Using the factors identified in this stully, therefore, an
effective school can be described in organizdtional terms as
follows: It is -a school where there is jcademic emphasis,
particularly.of basic skills; the administration provides strong
and’ supportive leadership, particularly in the instructional area:
teachers model good behaviour in the school in a way which is

acceptable and emulated by students; and instructional strategies

are designed to accomplish desired outcomes. The school does not
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operate in isolation: frequent and sustained communiéatiﬁps and

-ipteraction take place between the school and the home and

frequent home contacts are made by the séﬁool. There 1is a
positive and supportive relationship established with the boaard

and board office personnel for the successful accomplishment of

the mission of the school.

The school also has a set of clearly articulated’ and
understood goals and ‘objectives vwhich are the mission of the
school.  The principal is given considerable autonomy to make
decisions within the scﬁool. anh this decision making autonomy is
extended to the teaching staff, once the mission of the school has
’ been.internalized by all. Studentq;iifﬂffpected and encourjged to
pé}form to the extent of their abifﬁty, and those who have
difficulty are given help. The school is recognized, both within
and outside the immediate school environment, as having a
distinctively wafml atmosphere where everyone is welcome, and as
having a clearly recognized set of values and meanings, which

together articulate a unique school culture.

~

DEVELOPMENT OF AN INSTRUMENT -TO MEASURE
ATTITUDE STRUCTURES

In addition to identification of the factors of an effective

school, a major focus of this research has been used to develop a

.

reliable and valid instrument to measure attitude structures of

five sub-publics coricerning an effective school, The five sub-
; .
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publics were students, teachers, pgrents, principals and
superintcndents: The attitude structures have been developed
concerning the factors and definitions of an effective school,
although primary emphasis in the development process has been with
the former. '

The conceptual ©basis for development of the School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale ‘Eﬁx has been Kerlinger's Social

Attitudes Theory (1956, 1958, i967a. 1967b, 1970, 1972, 1980,
1984). Kerlinger developed similar scales for measurement of the
social and educational attitudes' incluﬁing the Education Scale VI,
the Education Scale VII, the REF-IX and the REF_X (pp. 254-263).
Full statement and criterial referent items (Wilson, 1973) were used
in Kerlinger's scales; modified criterial referent items only have

been used in the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II. Criterial

referent items were considered to be quite suitable for use in the
research since similar factors“of an effective school emerged in
both pilot studies with gréuPs‘ of sub-publics in Ontario énd_ in
Newfoundland.

First order factor analysis of attitudes data has been used in
this reséarch. Qhereas Kerlinger (1984) used both first and second
order factor analysis in his research.

The School Effectiveness Attitude Scale 1II instrument

development began  with identification of specific  school
effectiveness characteristics from the literature. The first draft

of the instrument was developed after a panel of expert judges used

a Measurement Standard to group criterial referent items with
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factors of an effec}ive school; i.e,, to establish sub-scales. A
relatively poor ‘fit between sub-scales of the instrument and the
factors derived from pilot study one data was rectified with
modification of the first draft of the instrument.

There was a relatively good fit between sub-scales of the

School Effectiveness Attitude Scale . IT and tﬁe factors derived

from pilot study two data, Based on this information and the
L)

extensive process used to develop the instrument, it was felt that

the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II was a valid instrument

for measurement of attitude stfucturés of sub-publics concerning
an effective school. Loﬁ factor intercorrelations for data from
both pilot studieﬁ indicated that féctor rotation was nearly
orthogonal and that the sub-scales of the instrument were
distinct: This added strength to the argument for validity_of the
instrument.

Split-half correlations were calculated for test-retest data.
These provided evidence for internal éonsistency of the instrument
far seven of tqs ten factors of an effective school. As a result
of this information, three of the factors haﬁe been considered
tentative factors of an effective school until more research
evidence has’been pxesented.

It was determined from test-retest data collected over an

eight week period that the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II

was a reliable instrument for measurement of attitude structures

of sub-publics concerning an effective school.
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SUB-PUBLIC'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE FAC’ims OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL

. In a global sense, there were significant differences in sub-
public ratings of all the process factors identified in this
research, DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CYLTURE; CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS,
OBJECTIVES, MIS‘SION; . DECENTRALIZED DECISICN MAKING AND
COLLABORATION; and HIGH STUDENT  EXPECTATIONS. There were
significant diféerences in  sub-public ratings for the
organiza;:ional factors: ~ STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP;
ACADEMIC EM[:HASIS: POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH
BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE PERSONNEL; and TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND
BEHAViOUR. There were no significant differences in sub-public
ratings of two other orgaﬁizational factors identified in this
research: INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES; and GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-
COMMUNITY RELATIONS.

Schools exist for students. It is clear, however, that
students have distinctly different perceptions 6f most of the
generally recognized factors of an effective school-relative to
other sub-publics who have a stake in the effective operation of
~it.  Students rate these factors lower than other sub-publics. A
clearer view as to what students consider to be important in a
school may- be gleaned if write-in's of characteristics of an
effective school are exarmined.

Students and parents both mentioned characteristics which
could be grouped as TREATMENT OF STUDENTS. Two new factors

identified as unique to students were: FEMPHASIS ON STUDENT
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ACTIVITIES and STUDENT DRESS CODE, APPEARANCE AND BEHAVIOUR. It
was not surprising that these three humanistic factors woqld be of
concern to students and their parents, since they probably are
instrumental  in shaping the opinions of these two éroupa towards
school.

Superintendents rated most factors higher than other sub~
publics. In particular, superintendents rated the factors.
DISTINCTIVE 'SCHOOL ~ CULTURE  and YEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND
BEHAVIOUR, higher than did teachers. It was not surprising that
Feachers would defemphasiie their own particular characperiaticé
and behaviour as a . factor of an effective achool and that
superintendents wouldhemphasizelthis. It was also likely that the
culture of the séhool as a whole would have less s?gnificance for
teachers, who are most concerned about their particular
cléssrooms, than it would for superintendents who perceiye this as
one manifestégion of the effectiveness of a school.

Principals in write-in's were concerned about a new factor
which has been called, POSITIVE STAFF-STUDENT RELATIONS TO MEET
STUDENT NEEDS. It is likely that much of the energy expended by

principals goes into promoting this factor within their schools

for the benefit of all students in their care. It is also likely
that they resent the time taken to deal with the negative side of
this: student misbehaviour and poor staff-student relations.

Teachers were the only other sub-public concerned about this

factor.
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- .. The one new factor identified from write-in's of school
effectiveness factors in this study which applied universally to
all five sub-publics was, SCHOOL BUILDING, FACILITIES AND WORKING
CONDITIONS. It appeared that in Newfoundland schools and school
districts this clearly was .of ma}or,concern to the sub-publics
surveyed. It may be that, until ,we reach at least minimum
standards of school buildings, facilities and working conditions
for all school personnel and students in the province, this factor
may continue to stand out, as perceived, to be an important factor
of an effective school. .

A broader perceptionrof an effective school, therefore, might
be to include not only the common or fun&amental organizational
factors and process factors as identified by Brookover and Lezotte

‘(1979){ Rutter et. al., (1979); Purkey aAd Smith (1983); Fullan
(1985) and others: and as identified in this study, but to look at

additional factors from write-in's as well. It should be

remembered that students appeared to rate most of the common

i

school effectiveness factors lower than did all other sub-publics.
Both students and parents appe;red to be concerned more with new
humanistic factors or factors which are rarely mentioned in school
effectiveness literature in this form: TREATMENT OF STUDBNTS,
EMPHASIS ON STUDENT AéTIVITIEs and STUDENT DRESS CODE; APPEARANCE
AND BEHAVIOUR. These factors could obviousiy have profound
influences on the attitudes ofu students towards school and

learning generally. These factors could also influence the

attitudes of parents towards their children's sSchool and teachers
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and their level of comfort and feeling of acéeptance within the
school.,
" Principals and teachers listed staff-student relationships

as an important additional factor of an effective school, since,

~ depending upon whether these were good or bad, the goals or

_ mission of the school may or may not be accomplished. .It appeared

to be true also, that both principals and teachers were in

relative agrement with the common, or fundamental, process and

" organizational factors of an effective school, as identified in

the 1literature and in this research. This is understandable,
since it is 1likely that the majority of school effectiveness
studies used primarily these two sub-publics as subjects.

One additional factor, dealing with the school building,
facilities and working conditions in the school, has been
recognized and emphasized by all fiye su;-publics in this study.
Thé message here may be that in this province, where we have much
catching up to do with respect to minimum national standards of

buildings, facilities and working conditions, before we can begin

to address school improvement in more common or fundamental areas

as recognized 1in effective schools research, we may have to

address these more basic local concerns first.

e
S

R e
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THE DEFINITION OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL
The mission of a school serves to define its intended
outcomes, usually in termms of students. It is evident, from the
three definitions presented to sub-publics in this study, that the
. e
, preferred definition by most sub-publics was:

A

An effective school is one where student academic
achievement is high and studentz have high attendance
rates, Jow delinquency rates and generally good

behaviour and attitudes.

The mission of school, therefore, has been expanded beyond student
achievement to includé attendance, delinquency rates and good
behaviour, as well as good attitudes. "This is the preferred
definition of an effective school by'more than 45% of sub-publics
surveyed in the two pilot studies and in the main study.

Write-in's of additional definitions héve enabled the
creation of five categories of definitions to be derived from
these data: student potential, social and cultural,‘mxkaﬂc.
school personnel and comprehensive.

It should bé noted that teachers preferred definitions of an
effective school which dealt with the potential of students, and
comprehensive definitions dealing with more holistic aspects of
education. The outcomes of effective - schools for teachers,
therefore, related less to humanistic, a{ffective, social, cultural
and academic aspects of education and more to the development of

the full potential'of the whole child. Teachers' emphasis on, and
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comfort with, the broader common factors of an effective school,
rather than on the more humanistit and social aspects, appeared to
support these preferred definitions of an effective school.

Students, on tl;-; other hand, tended to ‘select the more
. socially and cult;.urally oriented definitions of an effective
school. They tended to de-emphasize other more . academic, whole-
. child development and comprehensive outcomes. This, again, seemed
to agree with their preferred humanistic and affective factors of
an effective school. Although tflere appeared to be similarities °
between students' and parents' preferred factors of an effective
school in write-in's, this similarity was not evident in their
‘preferred definitions of an effective school. This may have beer}
_related to the smaller number of write-in's supplied by parents in
the main study.

Principals and superintemients appeared to have no preference
for a particular category of definit‘ion of an effec{:ive school

from the five categories recognized from write-in's.
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CHAPTER 6

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

FACTORS OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL AND INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT

Eleven common factors of an effective school have been

identified from the literature review cénducted in this study and by

us of the Measurement Standard. Included were: .STRONG SCHOOL
LEADERSHIP; SAFE, ORDERLY SCHOOL CLIMATE AND SPIRIT; COHERENCE AND
.CONSISTENCY; L'HIGH EXPECTATIONS; GOALS, OBJECTIVES. MISSION; ACADEMIC
EMPHASIS;  STUDENT ﬁVALUATIONS: INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES; GOOD
HOME-SCHOOL RELATIONS; TEACHERS' POSITIVE ROLE MODI;‘.L: and STUDENTS'
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS (Table 27). The 1last factor, * STUDENTS®
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS, has been omitted bccausé_ it had been derived
fr:; criterial referents identified in ohe stftgy only (Teddie et
al., 1982-84).

It appeared that the way in which an effective school was
defined determined somewhat the common factors which have been
recognized in the literature ag characteristic of an effective
school. Alternatively, there seemed to be a relationship between
the common factors identified in an effective school and the way by

which an effective school was defined. Research studies seemed
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Final Summary of Factors of an Effective School

From Literature Review
& Measurement Standard

Factors Derived From
Pilot Study One )

Factors Derived From

_Pilot Study Two

COHERENCE. AND
CONSISTENCY

SAFE, ORDERLY SCHOOL
CLIMATE AND SPIRIT

GOALS ,. OBJECTIVES,
MISSION -
STRONG SCHOOL
LEADERSHIP
'ACADEMIC EMPHASIS

STUDENT EVALUATIONS

HIGH EXPECTATIONS

TEACHERS' POSITIVE
ROLE MODEL

INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES

% Tentative Factors

DISTINCTIVE
SCHOOL CULTURE

CLEARLY ARTICULATED
SCHOOL GOALS,
OBJECTIVES, MISSION

STRONG SUPPORTIVE
SCHOOL CRADERSHIP

ACADEMIC EMPHASIS

HIGH STUDENT
EXPECTATIONS

DECENTRALIZED
DECISION MAKING
AND COLLABORATION

POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE
RELATIONSHIPS WITH
BOARD AND BOARD
OFFICER PERSONNEL

TEACHER
CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR

INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES

POSITIVE MOTIVATIONAL

RELATIONSHIPS WITH
STUDENTS AND PARENTS

L]

DISTINCTIVE
SCHOOL CULTURE

CLEARLY ARTICULATED
GOALS,
OBJECTIVES, MISSION

STRONG SUPPORTIVE
SCHOOL LEADERSHIP

ACADEMIC EMPHASIS

HIGH STUDENT
EXPECTATIONS

DECENTRALIZED
DECISION MAKING
AND COLLABORATION

POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE
EXTERNAL
RELATIONSHIPS WITH
BOARD AND BOARD
OFFICE PERSONNEL

TEACHER
CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR*

INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES*
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From Literature Review
& Measurement Standard

Factors Derived From
Pilot Study One

Factors Derived From
Pilot Study Two

GOOD HOME-SCHOOL -
RELATIONS

STUDENTS' SOCICECONOMIC
STATUS .

GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-~
COMMUNITY RELATIONS

REDUCED GASS SIZE

GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-~

COMMUNITY RELATIONS*
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to show that, if an effective school was defined in terms of

academic achievement only, the factors associated with the school

tended to relate more to monitoring_of student achievement and high
expectations of students in academics.

Individuﬁl criterial referents or characg;rlstics of an

effective school, which together c;nstitutc the common-fﬁctors of an

effective school, have been used in this study to develop a School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale, the sub-scales of which were meant to

correspond to each common factor. To determine the attitudes of
five sub-publics, parents, -secondary-school students,
superintendents, principals and teachers, Kérlinger's (1976a, 1984)
Social Attitudes Theory has been used.

In Kerlinger}s (1984) terms, the social object towards which
attitudes of sub-publics (Downey, 1959, 1960) were directed were the
criterial referents or characteristics considcr;d to bg necessary to
judge school effectiveness as deriyed from the literature. Since
three definitions of effective schools, as. derived from school
effectiveness research, have also been used in the attitude scale
developed in this study, the definitions may also be considered to
be criterial referents.

In the Socia} Attitudes Theory of Kerlinger (1976a, 1984),
there 'was an‘ attempt to explain how social attitudes werc
structured. The Theory attempted to explain the sfrﬁcture of social
attitudes by specifying the factors behind the rqudﬁEes of large
groups of people to attitude scale items, and also b; specifying the

relations among the factors. The assumption was
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that there was some finite number of attitude -factors that
underlay the responses of many individuals to attitudinal
stimuli. The actual meaning anﬁ naming of the factors was the
responsibility of the researcher.

In the first pilot study, which was conducted in the Ottawa
region, 437 secondary-school students, parents, superintendents,
teachers and princiéals were surveyed using the first draft of the

School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I. From analyis of .the

attitudes data collected, using principal components and promax
oblique rotation, twelve common schogl effectiveness factors were
derived. Included were:l DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE; CLEARLY
ARTICULATED SCHOOL GOALS, OBJECTIVES, MISSION; ACADEMIC EMPHASIS;
HIGK STUDENT EXPECTATIONS; STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP;
POSITIVE MOTIVATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH-_STUDENTS AND PARENTS;
DECENTRALIZED DECISION ‘MAKING AND COLLABORATION; POSITIVE
SUPPORTIVE RELATIONSHiPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE PERSONNEL;
INSTRUCTIONAL  STRATEGIES; REDUCED CLASS SIZE; TEACHER
CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIGUR; ahd GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY
RELATIONS (Table 27).
There was not a good match between sub-scales of the attitude
-scale in pilot study one and factors derived. It was also noted
that.certain items loaded on more than one faétor and othgr
factors were considered to be unclear by sub-publics. A
substantial revision of the scale vas conducted because of these

differences,
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A positive feature of the School Effectivenegs Attitude Scale

I was that factor intercorrelations were almost all below .24.
- i

This indicated that factor rotation was nearly orthogonal; i.e.,

the sub-scales of the instrument were distinct and the validity of

the instrument was strengthened.

A total of 440 teachers, secondary-school students and

»
parents were surveyed in Newfoundland in the second pilot study
using a substantially revised, second draft of the School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale II. The .sub-scales of the revised

scale corresponded generally to the school effectiveness factors
derived in ‘'the first pilot study. From analysis of the até}E:des
data collecteé, using principal componedts and promax oblique
rotation, it was f;und that seven common scho;I effectiveness
factors were derived. Included were: DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE;
CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS, OBJECTIVES, MISSION; STRONG SUPPORTIVE
SCHOOL LEADERSHIP; ACADEMIC EMPHASIS; - DECEN'IRALIZ];ED DECISION
MAKING AND OOLLABORATION; HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS; and POSITIVE
SUPPCRTIVE EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE
PERSONNEL: (Table 27). TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR;
INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES; and GOOD HOME-SCHOOL~OOMMUNITY RELATIONS
were considered to be tentative factors because of inconclusive

data analysis results in this research.

Factor intercorrelations using the .School Effectiveness

Attitude Scale II were again almost all below .24. Factor

rotation was, therefore, nearly orthogonal; sub-scales of the

ingtrument were distinct and the instrument was considered to be
\
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valid. 1In pilot study two, there was also a good match between
sub-scales of the instrument and the factors derived.

Test-retest data collected over eight weeks indicated an
over-all correlation coefficient of 0.7673 and a correlation
coefficient rangé of 0.3177 to 0.7225 for items 1 to 73 of the

School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II.

Since tl'.\e gplit-half ‘cor_relations derived using test-retest
data were all above 6.51 for seven factors, the internal
congistency of the scal? for the seven factors was considered to
be reasonable. Because of inconclusive- results from internal
consistency tests, the :factors, TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND
BEHAVIOUR, INSTRUCTIONAL STRATBEGIES and GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY

RELATIONS, were considered to be tentative factors.

7

THE MAIN STUDY

The School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II was used to survey

the attitudes of 568 teachers, secondary-school students, parents;
Enﬁxmﬁgals and ‘superintendents in the main study. .Significant
differences between population means were found for students and
all other sub-publics in ratings of the factors, DISTINCTIVE
SCHOOL CULTURE; CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS, OBJECTIVES, MISSION;
STRONG SUPPORTIVE  SCHOOL LEADERSHIP; ACADEMIC BMPHASIS;
DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING AND COLLABORATION; and HIGH STUDENT

EXPECTATIONS. A significant difference was found between student
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.and parént ratings and between student and teacher ratings of the

factor, POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND

W

BOARD 6FFICE PERSONNEL- Significant differences were aléo found
between teacher and superintendent vratings of the factors,
DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE and  TERACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND
BEHAVIOUR,

Write-in's of characteristics of effective schools by sub-

publics using the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II showed,

by grBupingE, that six common factors were again identified.
Seven of the factors idéntified by groupings of characteristics
from write-in's by all sub-publics, were new. Only principals and
teachers identified the new factor, POSITIVE STAFF-STUDENT
RELATIONS TO MERT STUDENT NEEDS. Only parents and students
identified the new factor, TREATMENT OF STUDENTS. Only students
identified the new factors, EMPHASIS ON STUDENT ACTIVITIES and
STUDENT DRESS CODE, APPEARANCE AND BEHAVIQUR. Only parents
identified the new factor, CURRICULUM AND CO-CURRICULUM. Only
superintendents identified the new factor, THE CURRICULUM

INSTRUbTIONAL STRATEGIES. All sub-publics identified and strongly
endorsed the new factor, SCHOOL BUILDING, FACILITIES AND WORKING
CONDITIONS, since a large number of characteristics from write-

in's were grouped into this category.
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DEFINITION OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL

The three dominant definitions of an effective school from

the literature were:

An effective school can be defined din terms of the
degree to which student achievement is maintained and
increased (Weber, 1971; Edmonds, 1979a, 1981 and 1982;
Phi Delta Kappan, 1980; Teddie et. al., ‘1982-84 and
Goodlad, 1976, 1984), '

An effectgte school can be defined in terms of the
degree to which student achievement 1is maintained and
increased and students demonstrate high attendance
rates, low delinquency rates and generally good
behaviour and attitudes (Rutter et.al., 1979; Brookover
and Lezotte, 1979 and ILEA, 1986).

An effective schoo] can be defirded in terms of student-
character development, including manners, diligence,
kindness, tact, honesty, obedience and the 1like (Wynne,
1980, 1981). ‘

Sub-publics were asked in pilot studies one and two and the
main study, to rank the definitions (Appendix J) as: 1. most
important; 2. moderately important; and 3. least important.

The preferred rank order of definitions in the first pilot
study was 3, 1, 2, at 141 out of 311 sub-publics surveyed, or
45,34% of t?g total (Table 28) Thérefore,. the first choice of a
definition of an effective school by 45.34% of sub-publics was: .

An effective school can be defined in terms of the

degree to which student achievement is maintained and

increased and students demonstrate high attendance

rates, low delinquency rates and generally good
behaviour and attitudes.
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Table 28. A Comparison of Rank Orders of Three Definitions of
an Effective School by Sub-Public in Pilot Studies
One and Two and the Main Study (Percentages)

Sub-Public 32,1 231 21,3 3,2 1,32 1,23

1. Superintendent 0.32 0.00 1.29 0.96 0.00 0.32

— —— — e i o e

2.00  1.00 4.61 10.02  0.00  0.00

2. Student 20.58 3.22 2.57 5.47 1.61 0.96
4.76 2.76 5.01 6.77 1.00 1.50
2.20 0.40 6.21 14.03 0.40 0.40

3. Teacher : 2.89  0.96 9.32 26.69 1.29  0.64
7.52  1.75 22.56 39.60 1.
6.21 2.81 4.00 8.82 1.40  0.40

4. Parent 2.57 0.00 2.89 8.36 0.32 0.00

5. Principal 0.96 0.00 1.29 3.86 0.64 0.00

TOTAL 27.33 4.%8 17.36 45.34 3.86 1.92
12.53 5.76 27.83 48.88 2.75 2.25
13.61 4,61 32.87 45.69 2.40 0.80
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The preferred rank order of definitions in pileot study two
was 3, 1, 2, at 195 out of 399 sub-publics surveyed, or 48.88% of
the total (Table 28}, The first choice of a definitions of an

cffective school preferred by 48,88% of sub-publics was again:

An effective school is one where student academic

achievement is high and students have high attendance

rates, low delinquency rates and generally good

behaviour and attitudes,

The preferred rank order of definitions in the main study was
3, 1, 2, at 228 out of 499 sub-publics, or 45.69% of -the total

(Tablg 28}, The- first choice of a definition of an effective

school preferred by 45.69% of sub—publics'was again:

An effective school is one where student academic
achievement is high and students have high attendance
rates, low delinquency rates and . generally good
behaviour and attitudes.

Write-in's of definitions of effective schools by sub-publics

on the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II were grouped into

five categzories: student potential, social and cultural,
academic, school persomnel and comprehensive. Teachers seemed to
prefer definitions which could be categorized as student potential
and comprehensive; students seemed to prefer definitions which
could be categorized as social and cultural. No particular

preference of defini;ion was noted for superintendents, principals

. and parents from write-in's.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

To address the research question, "What are the criterial

referents and the factors, identified in the literature, vhich

Vo

constitute the conceptual framework of an effective school?"

., reference must be made to the process whereby this research was

conducted. The final set of seven common and three tentative
factors of an effective school must also be considered,

The first step in the process was to examine 66 pieces of
literature and to identify 245 criterial referents or
characteristics of effective schools as listed in the literature

(Appendix B). By use of a Measurement Standard and a panel of

experts, this number was reduced to 73 criterial referents which

became items of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I

(Appendix F).

If only the literature search of this study were considered,
the -criterial referents or characteristics of an effective school
would be the 245 originally identified-by a representative sample
of the échool effectiveness literature and given in Appendix B.

If the refinement process of the Measurement Standard, the judging

panel of ,experts-and pilot studies one and two were considered,
the criterial referents or characteristics of an effective school
would be the- 73 criterial referent items used in the School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale I] (Appendix J).

J
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The final set of seven common and three tentative factors of

an effective school (Table 27) were as follows:

DISTINCTIVE SCHOQL CULTURE
CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS, OBJECTIVES, MISSION
HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS -

- DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING AND COLLABORATION

POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS IWITH BOARD AND
BOARD OFFICE PERSONNEL '

STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP '

ACADEMIC EMPHASIS

TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR

INSTRUCTIONAL STﬁATEGIES

GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS

The first four of these were regardéd as'pyocess variables or
factors {Brookover and Lezotte, 1979; Rutter, et, al., 1979 and
Fullan, 1985}, The factor, DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE, was
considered to be an overarching general process factor, which
includes the other process factors given. An alternative view
would be to consider the other three process factors in their own
right, which together help to define and delineate a DISTINCTIVE
SCHOOL CULTURE.

The latter six were regarded as content, or organizatiqnal,

variables or factors of an effective school (Purkey and Smith,

1983 and Fullan, 1985). The-last three were also considered to be
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tentative factors of an effective achool because of inconclusive
data analysla results in th].B research.

'To address the research question, "Can a reliable arxfi ‘valid-
instrument be developed to measure the attitude structures of the
five sub-publics; i.e., students, parents, teachers, principals
and superintendents, concerning an effective schooi?" -reference
must be made to the literature ‘and to pilot studies one and two.

A total of 245 criterial referents or characteristics of an
effective school were derived from the literature. By use of a

Measurement Standard and a panel of experts, the number of
A .

criterial referent items was reduced to 73. These constituted
fifteen sub-scales, but the items were randomly distributed to
construct the first draft of the instrument., the School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale 1. The instrument was used to

‘measure the attitude structures of five sub-publica in pilot study

ane.

:

Low factor intercorre-lations indicated that factor rotation
‘was nearly orthogonal in pilot study one; i.e., the sub-scales of
the instrument were distinct and the instrument was judged to be
valid. There was, however, a poor match between sub-acales and
the facbors- derived. Ten items were congidered to be unclear by
sub-publics and certain items loaded on more than one factor. In
light of thie information, the instrnument was modified
considerably for use in pilot study two.

Low factor intercorrelations indicated that the validity of

the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II was maintained in pilot
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study two. There was also a good match between sub-scales and the
factors -derived in pilot study | two; three items only were
considered unclear by sub-publics, and very few items loaded on
"more than one factor. ' -

Although the instrument appeared to lack internal consistency ™
using split-half correlations with test-retest data for three of
the ten factors derived in pilot study two, there was an over-all
correlation coefficient of 0.773 for test-retest data. The range
of correlation coefficients for items 1 to.73 for test-retest data
was 0.3177 to 0.7225. Bésed on this information, the instrument
ws considered to be reliable. |

The final draft of the instrument, the School Effectiveness

Attitude Scale II, containg 73 criterial referent items in 11 sub-

scales. It is considered to be both wvalid and reliable. The
instrument was not modified for use in the main study. —

To address the research question "What are the differences in
the attitude structures among sub-publics with respect to an
effective School?”, data from the main study must be considered.

Significint differences were found between student and all
othér sub-public ratiﬁgs' of the factors: DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL
CULTURE; CLEARLY ARTICULATED mmé,'omncrxvm, MISSION; STRONG
SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP; ACADEMIC EMPHASIS; DECENTRALIZED
DBCIS‘ECN MAKING AND COLLABORATICN; and HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS.
A significant difference was found between student and teacher
ratings of the factor, POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL REI.ATI(NSHIPS

WITH BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE PERSONNEL." Significant differences



-were also found between teacher and éuperintendent ratings of the
factor, DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE and TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND
BEHAVIOUR.

Among the new factors of effective schools from write-in's,
students and parents identified TREATMENT OF STUDENTS; .students
only identified EMPHASIS ON STUDENT ACTIVITIES and STUDENT DRESS
CODE, APPRARANCE AND BEHAVIOUR.

Principals and teachers listed characteristics ;n write~in's
whichl could be grouped into 'the factor POSITIVE STAFF-STUDENT
RELAfimis AND BEHAVIOUR.

A surprisingly strong emphasis was placed by all five sub-
publics on characteristics of an effective school which could be
grouped iﬂto a factor called SCHOOL BUILDING, FACILITIES AND
WORKING CONDITIONS. It seems clear that, in Newfoundland, sub-
publiecs who have a stake in education regard this factor as a
first pre-requisite or requirement before other factors of an
effective school can be properly addressed. It may be that, until
we reach at least minimum standards of school buildings,
fqpilities and working conditions, this factor may'over—riﬁe
efforts t&iﬁaddress school improvement, using school effectiveness
research finding in othef areas,

To add}ess the research question, "Are there differences in
the attitude structures of different sub-publics concerning the
definitions of an effective school?", data gathered from the
literature search, the two pilot studies and the main study must

be addressed.
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It was found that the literature search revealed three

dominant definitions of an effective school:

.
.

1. An effective school can be defined in terms of the
degree—to—whieh—student—achievement _is.maintained and
increased.

2. An effective school can be defined in terms of the
degree . to which student achievement is maintained and
increased and students demonstrate high attendance
rates, low. delinquency rates and generally good
behavinur and attitudes.

3. An effective séhqpl can be defined in terms of student
character development, including manners, diligence,
kindness, tact, honesty, obedience and the like.

In both pilot studies, and in the main studg’ the preferred
rank order of definitions for 45% or more of sub-publics in each
case was 2, 1, 3; i.e., the preferred definition of an effective
schoo! for the highest”percentage of sub-publics was:

a

An effective school in one where student academic
achievement is high and students have high attendance
rates, low  delingquency rates and generally good
behaviour and attitudes,

T It write-in's of additional definitions of an effective
school in the second pilot 'study and the main study are
considered, five categories of definitions have been derived:

. student potential, social and cultural, academic, school personnel

- and comprehensive,.
Teachers, 1in write-in's of additional definitipns of an
effective school, seemed to prefer definitions that related more

to development of the full potential of the whole child,
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Students'.ﬁ'on the other hand, showed a preference for definitions
which were more socially and culturally oriented, and they tended

to de-emphasize other more academic, whole-child development and

o
%

comprehensive outcomes.
N/

Parents, principals and superintendents seemed not to prefer

any particular category of definitions of an effective school from

write-in's.,

LIMITATIONS

A substantial body of literature dealing with school
effectiveness now exists. In the development of the conceptual
framework for the effective schoél, an attempt has be;n made to
examine as much as possible of this 1iter5ture by means of manual
and computer searches, but it is reali;ed that this really only
represents a portion of what exists. There-may bb characteristics

of effective schools omitted because of the limited nature of the

literature search, thus making the conceptual framework limiting
w
as well,

Conclusions which have been drawn about the attitude

Ry . + . ) ] -
structures of jgg;publics have been limited by size of the
samples, except in”the case of superintendents where almost the
whole population was surveyed, The percentage of the total

population sampled was low for sub-publics such as parents and
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students, although efforts were made to ensure representativeness

by careful random selection.

3

- The process by which the items were selected for the School

Effectiveness Attitude Scale Il was essentially one of distil-

lation of factors essential for formulating judgments about school

effectivcness. This was done by litérature review, expert judge-

ment and factor analysis of many criteria. Any process dependent
S

upon such subjective judgments is subject to érror. no matter how

carefully the judges are chosen or the process is conducted.

In the case of students, it would be difficult to generalize
results to all students, gince only éecondary-school students were
§ampled.

There are also limits to the collection of data on

perceptions, or attitudes, wutilizing onty. one form of data

collection instrument.

-

CONTRIBUTION

It is thought that a major contribution of this study is that
the attitude structures of sub-publics, such as parents and
students, who. are normally not surveyed concerning the
characteristics and definitions of effective schools, have been
compared with the attitude structures of teachers, principals and
superintendents, who are often included in such surveys of

effective schools. -
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It is considered that another contribution of this study is
in the development of a comprehensive conceptual framework of

school effectiveness, as derived from the literature, An

important dimension of this process was that this conceptual
framework was compared with fhe attitude structures concerning
school effectiveness of various groups of sub-publics who have a
stake in the effectiveness of schools, _ The attitude structures
vere compéred with the conceptual framework, both on an individual
group and collective basis. In this way, part of Kerlinger's
Social Attitude Theory was evaluated. It also permitted the
conceptual framework'of school effectiveness to be modified in
light of study results.‘

The practical contfibution of this research was in the
development of a comprehensive school effectiveness attitude scale
based on a substantial review of literature on the effective
school and a rigorous distillation process to ensure that only the
best items have been included. A school effectiveness assessment
scale can now be constructed for use in school effectiveness
assessments. This will be of considerable value to school, board
and ministry.educators who are engaged in school assessments.

- |
Considering the current shortage of good, reliablé and valid
school effectiveness assessment instruments, this will be a
valuable contribution in its own right.
The fact that the attitude scale wutilizes criterial

referents, rather than full statements, as attitude objects makes

it parsimonious in time and space, and the first of its kind known
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to the researcher. The use of this scale was a further test of

Kerlinger's Social Attitude§ Theory.
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high level professionel 41
collegiality among staff*

recognition of personal 41
and scademic excellence*

grade level expectations 41

standards in reading, LR
mathematics, language

academic priority 41
evidenced by incressed
allocated time*

kay instructional 41
behaviors identified

direct instruction main 41
pedagogicel spproach*

sccelerated Jearning - 41
more than one year's
in one yesr growth

begin at kindergarten a1
reading, mathematics,
instruction in lanquage’

classroom pull-out for 41
instruction used with
discretion®

serjious attitude towards 41
test-taking®

(students possess test- 41
toking preparation skilla*

emphasis on reqular 41
attendance*

attendsnce expectations 41
communicated to parents®

community services re- 41
inforce Jearning*

precise, infaormative 41
report cards*

‘report cards emphasize 41

basic skills»

staff believea all 43
children ¢an learn

conditions (in class)‘ 43~
such that neceasary
work can proceed*



203.
204,
205,

206.

207.
208.
209,
210.
211.
212.
213,
~ 214,
215.

216.
217,

214,

219,

220.

221,

222.

program appropriate to
the setting

people in authority

infect others with carihg*

basic rules of conduct
underatood and accepted*

curriculum materials
chosen to mateh student
activities*

school-widé staff
development*

tightly coupled
curriculum

opportunities (provided)
to learn*

structured staff
development®

widespread student
rewards and recognition®

collaborative organic
processes"

atudent and staff
cobhesion and support*
agreeable and workable
discipline policy*

productive method of
curriculum evaluation

efficient methods
evaluating teacher
performance

extensive and adequate
student activities
program

gignificant student
services

workable philosophy
of education (within
school)*

staff training on achool-

wide bagig*
good discipline*

high staff Rorale
promoted in school*

43

43 65

65

65

(source not avail.)
51
51

51 64

‘51 a

51

51

22

52

52

52

52

52

46 49 53

53

54

223,

224,

2125,

226,

227,

228.

229,

230.

25,

232,

2337

234,
235.

236.

237.

238,

239.

240,

Z41.
242.

243,

comprshensive curriculum
program in operation

humanism principle in
operatlion

administration/tescher
support systema

affective aupefviaion,
appraisnl and evelusntion

sufficient opportunily
for learning*

instructionanl supportt

teacher's mennqement. of
acndemic learning®

meeting instructional
needs*®

diagnoaing sludent
learning needs

asneasmentn uned (to
improve instruction)”

recogniztion of acwdemic
auccesa*

hehaviar cofe®

conditionns and resourcent
(staff demonalrate)
resiliency and problem-
aolving aptitude*

(staff show) commitment
to educnte ench student

an completely ns posaible

apecific reanon for each
student to qo to schonl

genge of community®

positive motivational
stratenies (used)*

teachers as role nodela*
ineructinnnl-an]n‘
(staff with)} strong

beliefs ahout teachinng
and Jearning

54
54 -
54
54
55 64

57

SR

SA

59

59
(souren not avail.)

61

61

61

62

63
63

63



My, effective meetings
plenned jointly to solve
* problems®

245, cohesion and support*

-

63

64

4t



APPENDIX C

MEASUREMENT STANDARD INSTRUMENT

PANEL OF EXPERTS

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF PANEL
OF EXPERTS .




MEASUREMENT STANDARD

INSTRUCTIONS TO JUOGING PANEL

The larger group of items given on Sheet A for purpeses of this
research are called school effectiveness modified criterial referents. They -
are individual specific criteria which have been identified by researchers as.
characteristics of effective schools. They have been derived from effective
schools literature as well as from other allied bodies of 1iterature including

. .

school’ improvement, change and implementation.

Sheet B gives eighteen factors of effective schools.” They represent
clusters or groupings of modified critérial references as more general
characteristics of effective schools. They have been identified according to
- the evidence presented in the 1iterature and the obvious clusterings which thé
criterial referents seem to present. -

Using Sheet B as your key you are asked to please check under the
appropriate letter of Sheet A (or the “angwer sheet") to indicate with which
factor each modified criterial referent should be placed. Please group all |
modified criterial referents or give ratfonale for not doing so in “comments".

« Also, please make suggestions in comments as to:

1) wording-or re-wording of criterial refements or factors;

2) ambiguous or redundant 1items; .

3) -elimination/inclusion of criterial referents or factors:

4) specific detalls re difficulties 1n grouping certain criterial

referents under one factor; '

5) any additfonal comments or recommendations.
~ It is realized that it will take forty minutes or more to complete
this instrument especially {if you take time to add comments - something as
important as the groupings themselves. 1 am very much -appreciative of your
taking time from your personal schedule to do this. Thank you.

v

Don Downe

o



SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS MOOIFIED CRITERIAL REFERENTS

A

<

. Sheet A [ANSWER SHEET)

0| E

I
|

K

S

6.

8.

9.

10.

11.-

12,

13.

14.

15.

., raportlag pollcy

. sutflclent staff and

tndividyallzad
Instruction moots
student neods

F 4

grading and,

ostoblshed

s

toachers engaged ang
succassful In
classroon

simple
organl zational form
oad lean mansgamont
style

ragular ahondance

axpectations
communlcated paronts

access o “outslde™
classroom matorlals

school-wlde
structured staff

davalopment

positive foochor'
role modal

safe orderly clinchy

baslic skills

emphasis

students Inforwed of
high expectations

feas time managerial
activitios/record

kosping by teachers

staff open and
receptive

Instructional fo;:us

lesson goals
explalned

resourcss

]



Sheat A (ANSWER SHEET)

/2

20.
.

22.

25.

24,

23.

. 26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

3.

32.

33

dlstrict staff
suppart and
ancouragamant

cel laboration among
staff

bastc conduct rules

undarstood/osccaptad

caraful mon!toring
student achlevement

Lo

sirong supportive
school leadership

toocher vislts homey

clear goals and
oblectlves for
school

teachers upgrade
profasslional skiils

goals accomplishad

through concepts,
skllis, values

Increasad soclai
Intoraction among
students

kay Instructional
benavicurs
Ident(fled

principal works
through and with
people

repart coards
omphaslze basic
skllls

buliding phllosophy
from school-based
aducators

more floxible
schadullng

studonts with high
poersonal
axpectations

close to studants




-

W

Sheet A (ANSWER SHEET)

73

34,

35.

36.

37.

39.

40.

41,

42,

43.

44.

43.

solving ™

roecognitioa of
personal /academic

_excollence

symbols provide
Incentlvas for
learning

communication to ang
from environmant

dl agnosing student
learning needs

solectlon/deployment
staff: school-lovel
responsiblilty

dacreasad dlisclpling
prab lems

teachors/studants
favolved problem

Involvemant of viced '

principal

much budgatary
authority gliven to
school

Intelloctusl iy
challenging teachin

+lmm on task

school -board and
suporintendent

- understand/comal tted

47.

48.

49.

50.

school [eprovesent

teachers youngest
and least
axpor [ enced

flexible tesching/
learning/Intornal
organl zation

mxe Tnstructional
tima:

happler students

structured learning
onvironmant




Shaat A (ANSWER SHEET)

/4

.

52.
33.

4.

55.

56.

57.

58.

39.

-1 8

62.

63.

65,

66,

.
co-npro'ghnsl ve,
balanced and
sppropriate

currlculum

good teachor/student
rojatliaons

school splrit
pronoted

sansa of community

sufflclgnt

opportunity for
learnlng

direct Instructliaon
maln twaching

approach

of factlve communica-
tlon/undarstanding
arong ali staft

sorious attitude
towards test-taking

achool key
organtzational unlt

cleassroom pul j-out
usad with discretion

strong sense studend
identificetion/
attfilation

school Improvement

camprehens | ve/
dynamlc/systomatic

toochers with high
verbal/conceptuel
sblhity

spaclal needs
progroms provided

extracurricular
actlvities Importont
to principsl

district staf?
suppoct and

oqcmraémt




Sheot A (ANSWER SHEET)

67.

68.
69.
70.

Nna

12.

73.
4.

15
16,
77.

8.

’

79,

80.

at.

al.

workable philasophy
of education within
school

uniform subject +1ms
al locatlons

sl childron called
upon

special funding

people In author!ty
Intect others with
carfng

tralned jocal
facliitators
avallable for
guldance

clessroom feedback:
Immadl ate pralss/
approval

moce time socl ol
studies/less math
and phys. ed.

teachers free to
oxpes{mont

support personnel
sffectively used

reduced adult/chlld
ratlos

good home~school
relations

" of fective meetings
plagnad Jolatly to
solve problems

teschers more
task-~orlented

¥
positive rotlivation
“‘al strategles

resaurces/focl 11tles
Insufticlent to

af fect outcomes

- LdSrE W
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Shaat A (ANSWER SHEET)

/6

83.

a84.

8s.

a7r.

aa.

§9.

9.

92.

93.

94.

9%,

97.

g98.

record keoplng part
of teachers'
planntng/assessmants

more than one yoar'y
growth In one yoor

goels/objectives/=
misslon accmpted by
communl ty

staff{ have healthy
sol! concepts end
high morale

problem-solving
focused on causes

coordinated "InstrucH
tlonal stratagles

sustained Involve-
mant/practices that
promote achlevemant

conmunl ty servicas
relnforce learning

clear currlcular/
Instructlonal
objectives

staft dissatistied
with status quo

smal l-group

assignments

state—of~the-art .
teaching methods

teochers commltted/
balleve all chlldrer
can learn

toscher-das! gned
tnstruction and
tocal examples used

studants gliven
pralsq/rwtrds Tn
schoot

greator studant
af fort




Sheat A (ANSWER SHEET)

1

99.

100.

101.

102.

103,

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

til.

112.

113,

114,

work=centred
environment

decantral lzed
decislon makling

humanlstic
orlentation In tha
schoal

use of student
assassmonts to
Improve Instruction

effective teacher
superviston/
svaluations

more managerlal
activities by
toachers

less Influance by
steft In educational
docl'slons

heterogensous
grouping

school norms/values
agread on by all

{nstructional ly
focused organlzatlion

oxtensive sfud;m
activities program

studonts parcalve
teachers as holpingA

pushing acadomically

staff davelopment/
Inservice ‘o reallzd
school  chject ves

planning/affective
control school

operations

teochers with
greater experlance/
conceptual ablilty

[lmlted focus: ane
currlcelum area por

sassion




Shaet A (ANSWER SHEET)

/8

113,

116,

117.

118.

119.

121.

122,

124.

129.

126.

127.

129.

130.

3.

taachers more
satistiad

learning probliems
handled of factively

col laglal relatlon-
ships/treatmaont

partnorships for
aducation with
business

provislon for
contlnuous exposure
ne+ kKnowladge

class conditlions
permit necessary
work, "

conslstency

taver classroom
groups for
Instruction

toachers acoept
responsibl ity for
studant outcomes

staff acceptence of
eccountabl i1ty

cohorence: goodness
porvasive

d1ango-'lnduclng
statt{ development

h}
teachers teoch one
grade only

acadonlc priorlty
avldenced by
increasad allocated
t1me

coheslon/support .

currlcubum/ Instruc-
tion allgned to
Improve (nstruction

begin reading,
math., fanguage at
kindergarten




DY E}] FI G| H| 1

Shaot A (ANSWER SHEET)

132+ princlpal visits
classrooms
fraquently

133. homawork pollcy

clearily axplained
students/porents

COMMENTS :




~ SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS FACTORS

A. STRONG SCHOOL LEADERSHIP:

B. DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CLIMATE/ .

CULTURE:

C. CLEARLY ARTICULATED SCHOOL
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES:

D. POSITIVE MOTIVATIONAL

RELATIONSHIPS WITH STUDENTS:

. E. INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES:

F. DECISION MAKING:

6. POSITIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH
BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE
PERSONNEL:

H. STUDENT BEHAVIOUR:

I. AVAILABILITY AND USE OF
RESGURCES AND PERSOMMEL:

J. GOCD HOME/SCHOOL/COMMUNITY
RELATIONS:

K. HIGH STAFF MORALE:

L. USE OF TIME:

M. TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS
AND BEHAVIOUR:

——

N. HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS:

0. ACADEMIC EMPHASIS:

P. STAFF PROFESSIOMAL
DEVELOPMENT: .

Q. MONITORING AND USE OF
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT:

R. SCHOOL ORGAMIZATION,
APPEARANCE AND COMFORT:

COMMENTS:

-

leadership in instructional as well as in
administrative areas by school
adtinistrators

overall feeling or atmosphere of the
school which is distinct and identifiable

the speci?ic guiding principles of the
school communicated to and understood by all

good relationships between school staf f
and students which promote best efforts

teachers' methods of fnstructing students

within the school

including elected/appointed members of

the school board and board office
professfonal personnel

including student behaviour
both 1n ¢lass and throughout the school

including resources from science
equipment to, special funding as well as
all professional staff within the school

two-way communication and involvement of
the school with parents and community
members and organizations

high morale of the principal and teachers

would include scheduling of instructional
activities as well as effictent use of
time by staff and students 1in c1ass and
{n school -

would incTude teacher experience,
education and background as well as
school. behaviour excluding {nstructional
stratagies

primarily-academic performance
expectations communicated to students

primarily emphasis on basic skills

ways by which the staff attempt or are
encouraged to upgrade and improve
professiona11y

primarily the evaluation of academic
achtevement performance by teacher-made
and standardized tests

primarily the physical organization and
appearance of the school with a view to
comfort of staff and students




PANEL OF EXPERTS

three professors (education)

one doctoral stident (educational
administration)

one doctoral student {(measurement)
two school administrators
three teachers

one ministry official

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF PANEL

some familiarity with effective schools
literature and/or allied bodies of literature

involvement with teaching and schools in some
capacity

some familiarity with measurement techniques
.in education and/or the social sciences
generally

-



 APPENDIX D

RESULTS OF JUDGING PANEL
GROUPINGS OF CRITERIAL REFERENT ITEMS

WITH FACTORS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS

USING THE MEASUREMENT STANDARD INSTRUMENT G
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1.*individualized
student "needs

2. greding and
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established
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7. school-wide

structured staff
development* ¥ ¥

9. safe orderly climate |

10.basic skills emphasis|

11.students informed of |

high expectations

|
1
|
!

12.less time manageria

activities/record

keeping by teachers

*13.staff apen and
receptive

15.]esson goals

explained

L
16.sufficient staff and |

resources

17.district staff

.

suppart and

encouragement

18.collshoration amang

staff

Numbers refer to originel item numbers of Measurement Standard Instrument (Appendix )

Létters refer to factors of Measurement Stendard Instrument
*** In cases where the number of judges totals more or less than 11, it means that something other

*

LR

than one foctor was selected for a particular item by one or more judqes.
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nehnal lendirship

21.ntrong supportive
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94 .state-of-the-nrt

teaching methaods

96.teacher-desinhed

instruction and Jocal]
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100.decentralized

decinion making
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101.h&manistic

orientationin the

aschool

10Z.usa of student

rissessments to

improve ingtruction

M5.1eas influence by

staflf in educationnl |

decigsions
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106.heteroqgenenus

frouping
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APPENDIX E

DEVELOPMENT OF

SCHOOL EEFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE I

AND

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE II



A.  SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE I:

77 criterial referents retained from Measurement
Standard (Appendix C);

ltems 27, 33, 35, 55, 61, 74, 94, 115, -120 and 125
omitted (Appendix D}; '

Items 12, 24, 31, 70 and 71 added (Appendix E};

73 items in total retained (Appendix E)..

B. SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATT!TUDE SCALE 11:

- !
27 items wunchanged from School Effectiveness Attitude
Scale | (Appendix E: 6, 7, 11, 13, 15, 18, 18, 20, 22,
23, 35, a6, 37, 38, 40, 44, 45, 46, 49, 55, 56, 59, 61,
63, ‘66, 69 and 70);

" 28 items revised  from School Effectiveness Attitude
Scale (Appendix E: 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16,
v 21, 24, 25, 32, 33, 4t, 42, 43, 48, 50, 51, 52, 53,

54, 58, 71 and 72);

5 items revised from the unclear items of School
Effectiveness Attitude Scale | (Appendix E: 28, 39, 60,
’ 62 and 67); ‘

13 items 'revised from the Measurement Standard (Appendix
C) and the original list of’ 245 criterial referents of

r,/’é?igg}ive schools (Appendix B);
7‘7

3 items in total retained (Appendix K).



APPENDIX F

'

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE I

L e




.

o " SCHOOL EFFECTIVEMESS ATTITUDE SCALE |

Instructions: Glven bplgw are 73 statemants which are consldered fo be characteristic of an
effective school. We all think dlfferentiy sbout such matters and this scale 1s an attempt to let you express
BAAL CRALL M LR

your opinlon sbout whot makes a school effoctive.

OPPOS I TE' EACH STATEMENT PLEASE CINCLE THE MUMBER OF THE SCALE FMOM 1 TO 10 which best exprasss
your oplnion about each statemsnt as o characteristic of an ef fective school.

For example, |f you agree strongly that student discipline I's a characteristic of an ef fact|ve school,
you would probably circle "8% o "9% on the scale as fol lows:

D1SAIREE AGREE STATEMENT
! YERY YERY 15
STRONGLY STROMGALY | . UNCLEAR

1234557910

Flease respond Yo esch |tom os best you qan. If the statament |s unclear to you, pleass place a check
(/) In the STATEMEMT |5 UNCLEAR column af the tar right. Go rapldly but cereful ly. Do not spend foo much
time on any cne statement; raspond and then go one In expressing yplr opinlon about what makes a school
effective PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL ITEMS. . .

AGREE STATEMENT
YERY Is
STROMALY UNCLEAR

1. Individuatized Instruction that. meets 1 235 45 61 8 9 10

stydents' needs .
2. slmpld organization ond jean nsnsgement j t 2 3 45 67 8 9 10
3. whole staff Involved with organized staff 1 2 3 4 %9 67 8 9 10
) deve | opment
4. sate orderly school environment ) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9.10

. . .

5. tbastc skli)s emphasls 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7 9 9 10
6. students [nformed of high expectations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7T 8 9 10
7. posltive motivational strategles used by 1 2 3 4 9% 6 7 8 9 10

sttt with students |
8. sufficlent staff end resources F1 23 45 6189 10
9. grading and reporting pollcy estadilshed 1 2 3 45 6171 89 10
10. regulsr attendsnce expactations communlcated 123 43 6 7 8 9% 10

to _parants
1. staff open and receptive 3 1 2 3 4.5 677 89 10 .
12. lesson poats explained : - 1 23 453 6 7 8 9 10
i3, ftrained local school board faclllitaturs 1 23 495 618 9 10

avallable for quidance of ataf?
t4. collaboration among staft 1 23 4 3% 678 9% 10
19. basle conduct rules understcod/sccepted 1 23 45% 6789 10 —
16. careful monlitoring student achlievement 12 3 4 3% 67 89 10
17. strong supportive school leadership 1 23 4 5 617 89 10
18, teacher visits homes e ! 1 23 43 67 8 9% 10
19. twachers uprndo"profon‘tonll sills . 1 2 3 4 %3 6 7 8+9 1
20+ clear goals and objectives for school. . 1 2 3 4 %5 6 71 8 9 10
21." principal works through and wlth people 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9. 10
21. . 'report cards emphaslze basic skills 1 2 3 4 % 6 78 9 10




o

23,

SCHOOL, EFFECTIVOESS ATTITWOE SCALE |

students have high acsdemic expectations of

themse | ves '

1‘.

A §

ri

STATEMENT
s

feschers have good repport with studants

- 23

communication to and from environment

W

teachers and students Invoived with problem
s0lving together

7.

intellectual ly challenging ftﬁchlng

28,

teachers emphasize time on the task ot
Instructlion

9.

schoc| boerd snd superintendant
understand/comm!$ted to schoo! Improvement

30.

teechers on staff youngest ond least
sxpar lenced as compared with ather staffs

3.

more Instructional time avallable

32.

good teacher/student rel|atlons

33.

schoal splrlt promoted

4.

tess time manageriasl activity/record
kesping by teschers

35.

dlrect instruction main tesching epproach

36,

students have serlous attitude towards
test-taking

37.

speclal student classroom puli-out used with
discretion

38.

axtracurriculsr activities Important to
principal .

39

district staff support snd encouragement

40.

workable philosophy of ‘education within
school

a1,

unlform subject time al locations

Ao

42.

special funding provided

43,

people In suthority Infect others with
carlng

44,

reduced adult/child ratios

45.

good home—school relations

45.

staf! meetings planned by teschers and
sdministrators to effectively solve problems

47.

resources/faciiities of minor Importance In
the(r affect on student outcomes

48.

record keeping part of teachers'

planning/sssessments

4.

stat?! have healthy self concepts and high
morsle

30.°

community resources/faciiities used to
anrich student {earning

S1.

clear curricular/instructional cbjectives

32.

smal |=group student asslignments

53.

teoachers with high verbal/conceptual abliilty




SCHOOL EFFECT|VEMESS ATTITUDE SCALE |

DI SAGREE MINEE STATEMENT
YERY Yoy s
. STRONGE.Y STROMALY UMCLEAR

s4. teacher-designed currlculum materlals used 1 2 3 45 10

%5, decentra!lzed declsion making 1 2 3 4 5 10

56. humanlstic orlentation In the school 12 3 403 10

87, yse of student assessmants 1o Improve . B I S B I 1+
fnstryction

33. less Influence by stef{ in educaticnal 1 2 3 4 3 10
declslons attfecting whole schoo]

59, hetercgenscus grouping within the school 1 2 3 43 10

&0. (nstructionally focused organliation 1.2 3 49 10

&1, staff development/Inservice to reallze’ V2 3 4 3 10
schoo! ob]ect]ves

62. planning/ettect ive control school operations 1 2 3 408 10.
by principal -

&3+ teachers with g-onfor'osporloncc/.ducaﬂonl 1 2 3 4 3 10
akllis

64. ipartnerships for education with business 1 2 3 4 5 10

63. provislon for statf to have contlnucus 1 2 3 4 95 10
exposure to_new know|sdge

66. numbers of classroom groups for instructlon 1 2 3 4 3 10
reduced

67. change-inducing staft development 1 2 3 45 10

-

68. academic pricrities clesr by Time 1 23 4 5% 10
allocations '

69. principal visits classrooms frequantly 1 2 3 4 3 10

70. all steft recognlize high scademlc 1 2 3 4% 10
expectations

7. sacademics recognized as primary purpose of 1 2 3 4 3 10
school

72. strong sense of student 1 2 3 4 5 (-
{dent!ticatlon/attl)lation

73, school tearning problems handled 1 2 3 4 3 10
eof factively

Three ways of defining & good or ef fective school
rank the following definitions & follows:

1.
2.,
3.

A

c.

most Importent
moderately [mportant
lesst |mportant

An of fective schodl |3 one where student academic
aschievement Is high.

An ef tective school .Is ane where student academic
achlavement I3 high and students have high:
attendance rates, low delinquency rates and
generally good behavlour.

An of fective school |s one where students develop
mmnd mharamtar ax daflnad hv manners. kindiess.

have developed over the past fifteen years. Pleme '



APPENDIX G

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
FROM 437 SUBJECT CBSERVATIONS:

DATA FROM

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE |

COLLECTED IN PILOT STUDY ONE



3

Means and Standard Deviations from 437 Observationsk

&

Mean Standard Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation
1 B.31465 1.612 42 7.33945 1.8756
4 6.57735 2.11436 43 8.32902 1.58527
3 7.64126 1.B0675 44 7.94535 2.2684
4 8.58009 1.47091 45 8.40533 1.75652
5 7.95643 1.77097 46 8.03538 1.83087
6 7.989889 1.77778 48 7.17776 . 1.82437
7 8.69611 1.44808 49 8.5865 1.50916
8 8.92151 1.68267 50 8.07048 1.6536
9 8.26865 1.50261 51 8.31872 1.43084
10 7.95744 1.89328 52 7.40565 1.89559
i1 B8.8541 1.43092 53 7.5011 1.77925
12 8.00247 1.54824 54 7.33419 1.74498
13 7.27441 1.98405 55 7.07094 1.83964
14 8. 43808 1.39065 56 8.10957 1.82854
15 B.B1144 1.46135 57 7.377721 2.03762
16 8.22842 1.67086 58 3.76119 2.25096
17 B.B4087 1.48625 59 6.50174 2.05183
18 3.65263 2.16601 61 7. 40005 1.80119
19 7.40709 1.8623 63, 6.91037 2.05582
20 8.27936 1.65654 65 8.1762 1.44465
21 8.63884 1.56729 66 7.34886 2.36829
22 7.1622 1.95213 69 6.57952 2.57183
23 7.75561 1.74978 70 7.81803 1.87439
24 8.91217 1.3192%1 71 6.43799 2.19827
26 8.13501 1.61187 72 8.01913 1.59308
27. 8.20963 1.61521 73 8.72128 1.4374
29 8.12963 1.84041 .
31 6.35233 1.99913
32 8.85584 1.3202
33 8.39719 1.56392
34 7.00883 2.07656
35 5.27222 2.30564 U9
36 6.70087 2.08916
37 7.21922 1.71791
38 - 7.42737 2.04746
40 8.10114 1.53079
a1 5.3459 2.36374

* Items number 25, 28, 30, 39, 47, 60, 62, 64, 67 and GB-have been
omitted since 8.68% of sub-publics or more indicated’that they are

unclear.



APPENDIX H

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE I

ITEMS OMITTED FROM ANALYSIS
BECAUSE 8.68% OR MORE OF THE
TOTAL NUIMBER OF SUB-PUBLICS INDICATED

THEY WERE UNCLEAR



30.

39.

47.

60.

62.

64,
67.

68.

Criterial Referent
communication to and from environment

teachers emphasize time on the task of

“instruction

teachers on staff youngest and least
experienced as compared with other staffs

district staff support and encouraéement

resources/facilities of minor importance
in their affect on student outcomes

instructionally focused organization

planning/effective control school
operations by principal :

partnerships for education with business

-

change—inducing staff development

academic  priorities clear by time
allocations _ o ,

Ttem No. of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I

(Appendix F).

Lo

S



APPENDIX I

~ FREQUENCY AND PERCENT OF FIVE SUB-PUBLICS WHO

INDICATED SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE I

ITEMS WERE UNCLEAR IN PILOT STUDY ONE FROM

v

A TOTAL POPULATION SAMPLE OF 437

L




Sub-

Public

1*

Total

2.
3.

5.

LR

Item Number***

62

25 28 30 39 47 60 64 67 68
Freq. 3 *~ 3 5 1 2 0 2 2 1 1
Percent 0.69 0.69 1.14 0.23 0.46 0  0.46 0.46 0.23 0.23
Freq. 48 53 80 42 45 38 40 32 38 26
Percent 10.98 12.13 18.31 9.61 10.30 8.70 9.15 7.32 8.70 5.95
Freq. 8 311 312 6 5 1 17 14
Percent 1.83 0.69 2.52 0.69 2.75 1.37 1.14 0.23 3.89 3.20
]

Freq. 12 11 31 6 9 13 5 3 14 13
Percent 2.75 2.52 7.09 1.37 2.06 2.97 1.14 0.69 3.20 2.97
Freg. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Frequ 71 70 127 52 68 57 52 38 70 54
Percent 16.25 16.02 29.06 11.90 15.56 13.04 11.90 8.70 16.02 12.36

Principals

Teachers

Secondary-School Students
Parents

Superintendents

Percent of the total population sample (437)
}

See Appendix F
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVEMESS ATTITUDE SCALE 1!

+

Inatructiond: Civen below are 73 atatements which ace considered to be characteristic of an effective
achoal. We all think differently sbout such matters end this scale im an attempt to let you expreas your
opinion shout whet makes a schoal affective. - i
: Cl'i’OSHE'CAD{ STATEMENT PLEASE CIRCLE THE MUMBER OF THE SCALE FROM 1 TD 9 which best expresass your
opinion sbout each statement sn to WHAT SHOURD OR SHOULD NOT BE A CHARACTERISTIC OF AM EFFECTIVE SCHOOL.
Ploase note that the ststemants are characteristics of the ideal effective achool and may or may not spply to
your present ajtuation, '

For example, if you agree strongly that atudent discipline should bo a charscteristic of an effective .
achool, you would probably circle "7" ar "8" on the ocale as folluwa:

DISACREE AGREE STATEMENT
VERY : YERY |
STRONGLY S

|

1
TROMCLY | UNCLEAR

I
123456 1@ I

On the ather hand, If you dlsagree very atrongly, or you foel that student dluclﬁlin‘a should not be ‘m,
characterietic of an effective achoal, you would probably circle "1" on the acale. -

Plossa raspond ta cach item me bast you can. If the statement is unclear to you, plesse place a check
(¢) in tho STATBENT IS UNCLEAR columy st the far right. Go repidly but carafully. Do not apand too
mych time on any one statement; respond and then go on. In expressing your opinion sbout,what should or -
should nat be a charactoristic of an effective school, PLEASE RESPOND TD ALL ITEMS. .

22}‘ sctyael objective to uae teachar-designed
curriculum materieles

| DISAGREE AGREY | STATEMENT
I VERY VERY | IS
| STRONGLY STRONGLY | UNCLEAR
| |
1. achool esfe and orderly | 12 34 5 6718 9 |
1 ] |
2. bhumanistic arientation {n the school | 1234 56 7 8 9 |
1 |
3. principal showa strong supportive school | ¥ 1234 5 6 7 8 9 t
laadarship : 1 t
4. staff input on decisions made in the achool I 12 34 5 6 7 8 9 1
. . ' | [
5. positive motivational strategies uaed by ataff i 12 34 5 6 7 8 9 |
with studenta { 1
6. school orgenized to emphssize scademic | 12 345 67 8 9 |
inatryction . | 1
7. reduced sdult/child ratics | 12 3 4 5 678 9 I -~
. ] |
6. atudents percelive teachers as pushing and helping | 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 |
scademically | |
9. clesr goals and objectives for schoal [ 12 3 45 6 78 9 |
. . | {
10. teachers invalved, resporsible and have suthority | T2 345 6 78 9 . {
in the whole school l 1
11. hetsrogeneous grouping within the school | 12 34 5 6 78 9 |
. | |
12. decentralized decision making | 12 3 45 6 78 9 |
| |
1. teachers more task-oriented | 12345 678 9 |
| ¥
14. school administrators affectively plan and control | 1T 2 3 4 56 7 8 9 |
tha opecation aof the schoal | |
15. basic conduct rules understood end sccepted ] 12 34 5 6 78 9 |
- . | |
16, taschers sccept responeibility for student | 1 2 34 5 67 8 9 vl
outcomes t |
17. principal involves others in deciaion-making | T2 34 5 6 7 8 9 |
within the school : . { |
18. teachers upgrade professional skills 1 12 3 a4 5 6 7 8.9 !
i ] !
19. teschers omphaslize time for inatructing students | 12 34 5 6,78 9 [
) l 2 |
I0. less influence by staff in school decleion making | 12 3 4.5 6 78 9 |
] | |
21, tims devoted to acedemits tn the schoBl indicetes | 12 34 5 6 7 8 9 |
their priority | t . |
| |
1 1




T

23.

SCHOOL EFFECTIVEMESS ATTITUDE SCNE 11

-

atudent opportunities for purticipatlon in school
deciaion-making

I

STATEMENT
15

24,

numbara of clasaroom groupa for Lnatruction
reduced

p—

25.

sll ataff recognize high acedemic expactations

26,

principal promotes achool epitrit

z7.

student cleas aizea raduced for apecial noeds

28,

homework policy clearly explained to parents snd
students

29,

imatructionsl time for all subjects the seme

good relaticns botween parents end schocl ataff

31.

strong sense of student idontification with the
achool

32,

special atudent clessroom pull-out used with
discretion

3.

atudents have high scademic expectations of
themaslves

34,

community sccepta way school acperates

35.

teachers with grester experiences, sducation and
gkills

J6.

principal and staff together upgrlde profosaionul
skills snd knowledge

3.

cloar board policy on student greding snd
reporting

Ja,

principal visita classrooms frequently

39.

otaff have healthy sslf concepta and high morale

school objective is to saploy teachers.with high
verbal and conceptual sbility

41,

school objective la to continuously expose staff
to new knowledge

42.

reading, writing and arithestic skills owphasized

43.

student regular sttendance expectationa
comunicated to perents

teacher visita homes

TR

extracurricular activities lmportent to principal

&6.

people in suthority, by their oxsaple, cause
others to care

47.

teport carda emphasize buic nkills

48,

good teacher-student relations

49,

specisl funding provided to assist school -

. 50.

achool district support and encoursgesent

LS

5.

‘for quidance of. staff

trained local school board fecilitators available

52

direct instruction is the mein teaching spproach

53

stafl davelopment and inservice to realire achool
cbjoctives

54,

muiticultural literacy emphasized

55.

parent wolunteers and toacher aids easist teschers
with large clusa rwssbecs

- —.——..._..._._..—-.—._--——-————_.—_——_—.—.-.—.————.._____._.__
E R B e e e ] ] ey TS SR, MRSy, SESpS S NS, ME— JE— f—
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVEMESS ATTITUDE SCALE I1

ISAGREE AGREE, | STATEMENY

67. teacher clsssroom strategies include small-group
atudent work sssignments
68. community involvement fmportant to the schaol

69. staff mestings planned by taachers and
administrators to effectively solve problems
10, atudents given individualized Instruction to suit

needs . .

71, widespread student praise and recognition

72, warkable philosophy of education within school

73. sufficient staff and resources provided by the
board

12 3456 78 9

{o
| YERY YERY | Is
| STROMGLY STRONGLY | UNCLEAR
. i |
3G. ochaol’a primacy putpose is clesrly academic | 1 2 3 a 5 & 7 8 9 | ¢
i | i
'97. toachars uoe student records to help in planning | 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 |
of taaching { |
58, teachers provide good role models for otudenta | 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7 8B 9 1
i | : [
59. atudents have serious sttitude tawards test-taking | 1-2 3 45 6 7 8 9 |
: | |
6£0. otaff open end receptive | t 2 3 4 5 6 7 8B 9 i
. ! "
61. parents expect students to perform well [ 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 - , | -
academically . : | |
62. taschara have clear ‘Instructional objectives ] 12 3 4 5 67 8 9 |
. - I |
63. students Informed of high expectations | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 i
[
64. principal shows strong Lnstructional Jesdership | 12 3 4 56 7.8 9
|
65. teschers explain lesson goala to atudents | 12 34 5 6 7 8 9
! .
66. school objective to uss community resources and ! 12 3 4 5 6 78 %
fucilities to enrich student learning i
|
|
|
!
|
|
|
[
l
]
|
|
|
|

|
|
1
|
1
!
!
[
|
|
|
1 2 3 4 5 6 78 9 1
]
!
|
l
|
|
|
|
1

In the epaces below, plsass write in sny sdditional characteristic(s) of sn effective schaol wﬁich you
faol has (have) boon omitted. If.mors space is noeded, please uso the bottom or back of sheets.

75. -

76.,

Threa ways of dafining s godd or offective school have doveloped over tha past fifteen years. Plaase
rank the following daefinitions sa follows: -
1. moat impartant
R aadorately leportant

) 3. least important

. y ) ] .
For exemple, if you baliave C, definition bolow 1s "moat impartant®, B. dafinition ia “modorately
lmportant™ and A. definitiocn ts "least’ lnport-nt'-' r~you would rank the definitions as follows:

LT Al —}.. “y ' ’
8. z ‘ o
c. 1 L

—_—

t . .
A, An effective schoal is ono where student acedemic schievement is high.

8. An effective school igq one whers student academic achiaevesent ia high and
) studante have high attendance retes, low, dolinquency rates and generally
. goad behavioug and gttitudes, : ) -,

c. An sffactive school is one whore atudents davalop qood character as dafined
" by mannaty, kindnass, tect, honesty and the like. ' :

. —

Aftor you have ranked tha three dcfinltlon‘a. in tho’p-;:oa bélow plgase write in any nddltloﬁut
definition(e) of an effactlye schaol which you foel hea (have) baén omittad. .I1f more space is necded, pleane
use the.bottom or bacW of sheots, . : : )
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a 195 West Valley Road
Corner Brook, NF
AZH 2Y2

August 23, 1987

Mr. Wm. Coates
Superintendent
Bay of Islands* - St. George's
Integrated Schoel Board - .-
Corner Brook, NF o
- A2ZH 6C7 -

Dear Mr. Coates: - ‘ ’ ' v

As you are aware, 1 am currently engaged in a doctoral
program at the University of Ottawa. To wvalidate a gchool
effectiveness attitude scale tevel pped for use in my research, it
s requested that you permit the administering of the scale to
all teachers and pr:ncxpals in the schuul district.

It is also requested “that vou permlt ‘the administering of
the scale to 150 teachers and principals in the school district,
first in September and again in October in a test for reliability
aver time. A copy of the School Effectiveness fAttitude Scale II
is enclosed. e . ~ - '

Flease be assured that information collected will be kept
strictly confidential and used bnly for research purposes. Any
general information reguested form the thesis would be made
available to the district,

Sincerely,

DON DOWNER '



135 West valley Road
Corner Brook, NF
AZ2H 2Y2

e

September 12, 1987

. Lo L]

- Ny
Mr. Leo Whelan :
Superintendent
Hypber St. Barbe - Roman Catholic School EBoard
P.D. Box 368
Corner Brook, NF
AZH 669

_ Dear Mr. Whelan: . ‘ :

With respect to research I am conducting dealing with
effective schools "and referred to in a letter dated August 15,
this is a further request for vyour assistance. It has become
necessary to conductr a second pilot study in Newfoundland to
properly validate the school effectiveness attitude scale which
is being developed. It will be required to secure approximately
100 teacher and principal subjects in addition to subjects

cavailable within the Bay of Islands - St. George’'s Integrated

School Board. Permission is, therefore, requested to contact
schools within the Corner Brook area and to ask staffs to
complete the attitude scale ({(enclosed). I shall arrange for
del}very and pick-up of materials.

Sincerely,

Don Downer

—



To determine the reliability -of. this "attitude scale, it is
_necessary to administer it' in September and again later in
fctober. to a group of 150 teachers. Since it is necessary to.
compare your individual results on the scale now with vyour
results later, it is important that completed forms be identified
by name. As indicated, the scale is not an assessment of,  a.

particular school or 1nd1v1dua1 but simply an oppartunity’ fur»you
to express your opinion about school effectiveness generally.-f )
Please be assured, however, that information collected will' be-
kept strictly cunfldentxal and will be used only for my persnnal
research at Ottawa University. ~Thank you for your cnnperat:nn. o
I look forward to talking with you during the coming weeks. . U

Sincerely, R S

Don Dawner -

NAME
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE:

SECONDARY : ELEMENTARY:

.-:. 2y TR e o,



155 West Valley Road
Corner Brook, NF
AZH 2Y2

Dacember 20, 1987

Principals aﬁd Staffs
Bay of Islands - St. Geerge’s Integrated School Board

This is to .thank youisincerely for taking the time from your
schedule to complete the attitude scale which you received during
the fall (whith, in seome cases, you received twice!). The

research could not héve'beeﬁ completed without such cooperation '

and it is appreciated.

-Sincerely,

Don Downer

£z~



APPENDIX L

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
FROM 440 SUB-PUBLICS:
DATA FROM

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE IT

COLLECTED IN PILOT STUDY TWO



Means and Standard Deviations from 440 Observations in’ Pilot Study II*

Q.
Mean i Standard Mean Standard
. Deviation . . beviation
1 8,02727 1.21463 38 5.88611 2.080%6
2 7.59818 1.35774 39 7.85877 1.3151
3 8.20182 1.13571 40 6.3537% 1.714379
4 7.69523 . 1.24819 41 7.06459 1,9%403
5 7.84886 1.25476 42 7.12786 1.6539
6 7.12436 1.42808 43 7.6759] 1.42328
. ' 44 3.12539 2.10501
8 6.49773 1.75783 .45 7.24364 1.59%96
9 7.90114 1,21189 . 46 7.562 1.35592
10 -7.38018 1.5988 47 B.23864 1.24982
11 6.66405 1.94749 48 8,74145 1.04827
12 6.53255 1.62032 49 7.26409 1.70732
50 7.68668 1.42974
14 6.682 1.88515 51 7.07582 1.68943
15 7.85159 1.2421%° 52 5, 33098 2.17618
16 5.66902 2.00171 53 7.16836 1.4098)3
17 7.72998 1.23736 54 5.69243 1.88176
18 7.48391 1.2991 59 5. 73686 2.466%1
19 7.19302 1.2729 56 5.69682 2.10288
20 3,11582 2.05406 57 6.31718 L.87025
21 6.4735 1.73285 58 7.70205 1.38374
22 5,738 1.60983° 59 2.09316 1.70238
23 5.93361 1.98346 : 60 7.81332 1. 25983
24 6.1 2.1006 .78l . 7.5425 1.344483
25° 7.18282 1.59908 ~ . 62 . 7.85091 1.11248
26 8.02211 1,22034. , 63 7.42464 1.3873Y
27 1.78209 1.58459 64 7.73736 b.31233
28 7.41095 . 1.66159" ' 85 7.444971 1.412492
.29 3.60455 2,46801 © 66 ©7.42009 1.481733
30. 7.66516 1.57267 67 ©7.23268 1. 98258
3l 7.66132 1.26264 . 68 7.28511 1.46138
) 69 7.67964 1.25297
33 7.43782 ~1.45613° 70 7.55709 1,51 3485
34 7.17664 1,5402 . 71 . 7.64682 1.4431
35 7.05795% 1.67971 72 7.60182 1.304%6
36 7.27186 1.44127 73 g - 1.58581
37 7.41293 . 1.60898 | '
x Items number 7, 13 and 32 have.been omitted since 13.8% ol

subjects indicated that they aré unclear.

<



APPENDIX M , S

TTEM INTERCORRELATIONS FOR PILOT STUDY TWO,
~) DELETING ITEMS 7, 13 AND 32 OF

SCBOOL FFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE II

AND REPLACING UNCLEAR STATEMENTS AND BLANKS WITH MEANS (SAS)



A. E‘a;:bor 1:

B.

Sm et

o=

' DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE

Ttem Nos
30 31 38 3% %6 48 58 60 . 71
30 1.00 .51 .42 .50 .39 .51 .52 .52 .44 |
31 1.00 .26 48 .35 . .33 .43 .47 .44
' {;é .00 .38 .33 .40 38 .33 ; .33,

39 - 1.00 .43 .40 .48 58 .43

46 - 1.00 .37 .50 .54 .39

48 1.00 .47 .52 .43

58 ‘ 1.00 .60 .48

60 1.00 .50

71 1.00

Factor 2: CLEARLY _ARTICUI.ATED GOALS, OBJECTIVES, MISSION
' Item No.
65 66 67 68 70 72

65 1.00 .38 .37 .23 .38 .32
66 1.00 .56 .56 47 .42
67 1.00 .49 .44 .31
68 1.00 .41 .35
70 1.00 .46
72 1.00



C. Factor 3: STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP

ER ]

. Item No.
1 2 3 s 9 10 14 15
1 1.00 .33 .40 .41 .42 .33 .23 .47
2 1.00 .35 .40 .32 .20 .14 .18
3 1.00 .46 .34 .44 .23 237
o 5 ‘ | 1.00 .50 .40 .23 .36
T | \ 1.00 .41 .17 .38
10 | 1.00 .19 .43
14 | . . 1.00 .30
15 - 1.00
. —~ .
D. Factor 4: ACADEMIC EMPHASIS
) . . Ttem No.

e . 6 . . 21 25 42 56,
I 6 1,00 .36 .38 .44 .37
. 21 1,00 .36 .29 .26
" 25 1.00 .28 .22
N :

o 42 1.00 .25
) 56 i 1.00



e,

m

Factor 5: DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING AND COLLABORATION
Item No,
4 17 20 28 53 69
i 1.00 .39 -.52 .35 .30 42
17 1,00 .-.26 22 .30 .33
20 1.00 -.35 -.,18 =-.38
28 1.00 32 L34
53 1.00 V45
69 1.00
Factor 6: HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS
Item No.
61 62 63 64
) 1.00 .35 .48 .32
b2 1.00 A3 ;.40
63 1.00 41
64 1.00



r7.

POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE REIATIONSHIPS WITH -
BOARD- AND BOARD OFFICE PERSONNEL

Item No.
22 33 49 - 50 51 1_:5

I 22 1.00 Cel4 S .22 ..32 .13
‘.'; 33 1.00' .32 .43 .21 Az
) 49 1.00 .50 .34 .40
" 50 1.00 51 .50
' 51 1.00 .25

73 1.00
H. Factor 8: TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR

Ttem No.
18 19 23 41 -

I . .
t 18 1.00 .33 .26 .33
:‘ 19 1.00 .09 .30
N 23 ‘ 1.00 .18
o
. 41 1.00




I. Factor 9: INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES .

Item No.-
52 54 ' 57 * - 59

I

t 52 1.00 A9 .12 .30
e .

m 54 1.00 .22 .24
N 57 1.00 . .17
O

. 59 | 1.00

J. Factor 10: GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-OOMMUNITY RELATIONS |

Item No.
1 16 44 55
t
e . ' .
m 16 1.00 11 .07
N 44 1.00 .33

= 0

55 1.00



" APPENDIX N

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE 1XI ITEMS

OMITTED FROM ANALYSIS IN PILOT STUDY TWO BECAUSE
13.41% OR MORE OF THE TOTAL NUMhﬁi OF SUB-PUBLICS

INDICATED THEY WERE UNCLEAR .

P



ltem No. «

7. reduced adult/child ratios
13. teachers more tasﬁ-oriénted
32. special student classroom pull-out used with

- discretion

¥  Item No. of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale |1
(Appendix K) . 4
T



' APPENDIX O

FREQUENCY AND PERCENT OF THREE SUB~PUBLICS WHO -INDICATED

SCHOQL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE II ITEMS WERE

UNCLEAR IN PILOT STUDY TWO FROM A TOTAL POPULATION

SAMPLE OF 440

Lol




Sub-Public

74 13 32
fan Freq. 2 1 3
Percent 0.45%mn 0.23 0.69
2 freq. 34 49 61
Percent 7.73 11.14 13.86
3 ' Freq. 29 9 32
Percent 6.54 2.04 7.27
TOTAL Freq. 65 59 96
- Percent 14,77 13.41 21.82
L ltem No. of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale Il

(Appendix K)

LR 1. Teachér

2. Secondary-School Student

3. Parent

##¥ Percent of the total population sample (440)



APPENDIX P

-

RANK ORDER OF THREE DEFINITIONS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS
BY SUB-PUBLIC RESPONDENT
IN PILOT STUDY ONE (N ; 126)
AND IN ?ILOT STUDY TWO (N = 31},
SELECTIONS MADE WITHOUT  FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS

(PERCENTAGES)




Definition . Sub-Public .
Rank Order Supt. Student Teacher  Parent Principal

1* e T - -—— —— o
——KKk 9-68 0-00 0000 _——
5 —— —_— J— J— ———
g--' 2.23 0.00 0.00 _—
1,1,1 0.79 5.56 1.59 3.17 2.38
== 19.36 0.00 3.23 _—
1,1,2 0.79 1.56 0.00 0.00 0.00
_— 6.45 *0.00 0.00 -—
1,2,1 0.00 . 0.00 0.79 0.00 0.00
0.00 3.23 0.00 3.23 0.00
1,1,3 0.00 _ 0.00 . 0.79 0.00 0.00
1,2,2 0.00 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.79
-_— 3.23 0.00 3.23 -—
1,3,1 -~ -— -_— — -—
-— 3.23 0.00 0.00 -_—
21,1 0.79 7.94 6.79 3.97 0.00
- 9.68 0.00 0.00 -_—
2,1,2 1.59 7.14 0.79 0.00 0.79
-_— 6.45 0.00 0.00 _—
2,2,1 0.00 10.32 1.59 1.59 + 0.79
' - 3.23 0.00 0.00 . ---
- }“
2,2,2 0.79 2.38 1.59 0.79 0.79
_— 0.00 3.23 0.00 —_—
2,2,3 0.00 1.59 —_— ——— -_—
2,3,2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.79
-— 3.23 0.00" 0.00 -_—
2,3,3 -— - - _—



« Definition Sub-Public

Rank Order Supt. Student  Teacher Parent  Principal Total
31,1 0.00 2.38  0.00 0.79 0.00  3.17
3,2,2 0.00 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.59
— 3.23 0.00 0.00 . 3.23
3,3,1 0.00 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.59
3,3,2 - -— - - -—- -,
- 0-00 0-00 3023 —— 3-23
3,3,3 0.00 0.79 0.00 0.79

* Rank ordered on'the basis of selection
. (Appendix F and J)

**"  Prom Pilot Study Oné -

***  From Pilot Study Two

/

of A, B, C definitions
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APPENDIX Q

CORRESPONDENCE PERTAINING TO THE MAIN STUDY



Bay of Islands - St. George's
Integrated School Board
P.0. Box 190, Brook Street

. Cotner Brook, Newfoundland
AZH 6C7 '
August 15, 1987

Dear ) ’ »
This is‘é request for your assistance and permission in collecting
attitudes data for tesearch I am conducting to satisfy the requirements for
a doctdral program at Ottawa University. lFive.groups are being surveyed wich
respect to their atticudes toward school effectiveness using a School
Effectiveness Attitude Scale II developed for that purpose. The
five groups are superintendents (including assistant superintendeats),
principals, teachers, secondary-school students and parents. '

Specifically, I am askingathat you and your assistant superintendent(s)
participate in the study. The School Effectiveness Attitude Scale IT will be
majled later. The scale 1s not an.assessment of any particular school but
6imply opportunity for expression of opinfon as to "what should be” wich
respect to characteristics of effective schools. L

I also seek permission to survey principals and teachers in your
district using the attitude scale. The numbers of each group involved will
be three to ten (or fewer) depending upon the size of your district.
Principal's names will be selected from the Newfoundland and Labrador
Department of Education Directory.

Finally, to obtain a represeatative sample of secondary-school students
(grade 10, Il and 12}, I seek permission to contact program co-ordinators in
board offices. I shall need approximately eight to ten classes distributed
geographically around the island and fn Labrador.

' ‘.-/2




=-2-

Please be assured that all information supplied will be kept anonymous and
' strictly confidential. General attitude results or any other information
from the thesis will be supplied to school districrs requesting it.

Thank you and the people in your districta for your time and
co—operition; the research could not be conducted without it.

Please respond to the address given above: I am a program co-ordinator
on leave for the 1986-87 school year from the Bay of Island - St. George's
Integrated School Board.

Sincesely,

Don Downer
Program Co-ordinator

Db/1h ‘ : \



- BAY OF ISLANDS-—-ST. GEORGE'S INTEGRATED SCHOOL BOARD

P.0O. BOX 190 )
CORNER BROOK, NF
A2 6C7

November 2, 1987

Superintendent

Dear H /#

As indicated by earlier correspondence (15/88/87),
I am collecting attitudes data in the province ‘for
research on a doctoral program at the University of

Ottawa. It is requested that you personally complete
the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II identified.

It is also requested that you ask each of your .
assistant superintendents to complete the School
Effectiveness Attitude Scale II identified.

Please return all completed scales in the postage-
paid envelope enclosed.

You are again assured that all information supplied
will be, kept -#nonymous and strictly confidential.
General attitudes information from the thesis will be
supplied upon request.

It is evident that a high rate of return is hoped
for and I thank you and your staff for your cooperation.

Sinterely,

Don Downer

Enclosure




155 West Valley Road
Corner Brook, NF
AZH 2Y2

Dec. 20, 1987

Dear

This is to thank you and your students for cooperating
in the recent school effectiveness attitude survey. The
research could not  be completed without such cooperation

and it is appreciated. -,

I would also like to take the opportunify to wish you
and your families a happy and restful Christmas holiday.

Sincerely,

Don Downer



APPENDIX R

LOCATIONS AND NUMBERS OF SECONDARY-SCHOOL, STUDENTS
SAMPLED IN NEWFOUNDLAND IN THE MAIN STUDY
v

o



School Board °

City/Town

Geoaraphical
Location

No. Secondary-5chool

Avalon Consolidated

Notre Dame Inteorated

Pentecostal Assemblies

Bay of Islands - St.
George’'s Intearated

Humber St.
Catholic

Barbe - Roman

Labrador West Integrated

St. John's

.Leg&spurte

Windsor

Carner Brook

Corner Hrook

Labrador City

Eastern Nfld.

North-Eastern

Newfoundl and

Central Nfld.

South-Western
Newfoundl and

Western Nfld.

Western Lab.

Students Sampled

{4
25

Total 150

Returned 141



APPENDIX S

ADDITIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL

FROM WRITE-IN'S ON SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE II

BY THREE SUB-PUBLICS* IN PILOT STUDY TWO

* Teachers
Secondary - School Students
Parents . {



From Teachers

POSITIVE STAFF-STUDENT RELATIONS TO MEET STUDENTS NEEDS:

teachers and administrators give all students success.

teachers encourage each student to develop to their fullest
potential.

good relationship between teachers and students: disciplined
but loving.

teachers teach children not subjects.
all teachers participate in co-cuvricular program.

students help to run school policy regarding student attitudes
(prefects). k

a school objective to* employ teachers who relate well with
students.~

administrators know names of all students in the school.

teachers communicating with students both in and outside:
classes,

frequent monitoring of student progress.

diversified curriculum to meet more educational needs.

students encouraged to give their best effort.

students learn self-diséipline.

students learn to think for themselves.

emphasis on the social aspects of the school community.
preparation/planning for studeﬁés'*post—secondary activities,
opportunity to challenge more able learners.

access to effective personal and professional counseling.
students know how education can fill future needs.

emphasis on thinking.

expectation among teachers that all students can achieve at
least minimum mastery.



feedback to students on academic progress.

all staff members work together to develop students” self-
concepts.

objective of the staff: every child is a winner.
create student belongingness and responsibility.
main emphasis on instruction, monitoring and assessment.

specigl needs people, e.g. special education, TMR, work '
experience.

academics (3 R's) not everytﬁ}nq.

ability to read most important.

creates self-awareness, independent students.
effective balance between academic and developmental.

students accept ultimate responsibility for their outcomes.

participation in extra-curricular activities go to highly
academic students. .

reports on students in more than academic terms.
music, art and sports balanced with academics.
school primary purpose is to develop students.

a variety of teaching approaches used.

STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP:

consistency shown in disciplinary procedures by administrators.

students know the disciplinary action for the offense
committed.

strict discipline and disciplinary measures.

administrators and teachers responsible for good school
discipline.

principal, after, consultation with teachers if issue affects
them, makes decision in best interest of all.

principal suppeorts staff members vis au vis students and
parents. .

J



. | )
: /

-—principal sets example of hard work, dedicaéion and demands no

more of teachers than he is prepared to give.
principal acts in a professional manner.
weak teachers given assistance until their work is competent.

principal dominant force in determining school climate.

principal encourages teachers to try alternate ways of solving .

instructional problems.

ﬁrincipal and administrative staff highly wvisible in the
school .,

principal shows strong discipline.
principal trained and proven in his field (especially primary}.
delegated authority, e.g. vice principal handles discipline.

principal with secondary and elementary education courses
before he administers either an elementary or secondary school,

SCHOOL ATMOSPHERE, PURPOSE AND MISSION: '

students enjoy learning.
school places for learning, places for joy.

everyone within the school walls knows and understands the
major purpose of school.

open housg\fo display students’ achievements.
team approach.

school tone positive.

school has a sense of mission.

co-curricular program is vigorous.

GOOD HOME-SCHOOL COMMUNITY RELATIONS:

cooperation between school and home.
school and community work in conjunction to meet school needs.

school and community have the same or similar objectives for
the school. . '



»

- parents become involved in a constructive manner when their
children experience difficuley.

- parents and teachers work closely together to monitor overall -
student development.. .

- school open seven days for community resources and use.

SCHOOL BUILDING, FACILITIES AND WORKING CONDITIONS:

school environment maintenance "free”.
- well-stocked and consistent with programs library. ‘
-

- all programs have the materials (hardware and software) to
carry out objectives. :

- attention to cleanliness and attractiveness of building and
grounds. :

- physical plant always in peak condition.
- aesthetic appearance of the school important to the child.
- space available for play area outside.

-~ employment of éupport staff for clerical and surveillance
duties to permit teacher attendance to effective teaching.

- the use of computers.
- lower teacher : student ratio. '

POSITIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE PERSONMEL:

r

- teachers given freedom to offer coastructive criticism to
principals and board officials.

- principal and teachers recognized by school  board
administrators as professional equals and given greater
decision-making autonomy.

TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOR:

- teachers sense of "self” strong; i.e. "Who Am I and What Can E
Do".

- teachers have great authority to keep discipline.

- applicants for studies in education given a test to determine
their attitudes towards children.



MISCELLANEOUS CHARACTERISTICS:

Y

daily execrcise for both students and staff: alert in mind and
body.

students providing good role models for each other.
students appreciate application of learning to modern media.

utilization of teacher-developed curriculum materials after
discussion with other teachers and specialists.

promotion of Christian attitudes.

skudents recognize they are subordinates in school.

From Secondary-School Students ,
EMPHASIS ON STOUDENT ACTIVITIES:

sports emphasized more as extra-curricular.
F 4

teachers and principal,active in extra-curricular activities,go
to“schoocl games: hockey, volleyball, basketball, etc.

each student given opportunity to  practice his/her special
talents or favorite hobby, e.g. public speaking, debating.

students have fun in a sensible way and still learn.

recognition of other sports achievements ~outside of school
sports.

more extra-curricular activities.

more educational field trips.
more emphasis on school sports and school spirit.
student council given more control.

more understanding of the importance we feel towards extra-
N 2 . 21
curricular activities. .

more sports activity. \

]
more "fun" days such as tie day or dress-up-day. -

principal Supports extra-curricular activities like spocts
rather than discouraging them.

‘\



o

STUDENT DRESS CODE, APPEARANCE AND BEHAVIOR:

students communicate with one another.

,studehts have more say within the school in decistons.

guys should have hair neatly trimmed.

.

uniforms help make a school look a lot better and control the
things people wear.

DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE:
- national anthem sung and the flag kept in each classroom.

- more patriotism: students rise in the presence of the principal
and when the national anthem is being sung.

- school spirit among students is important.
- lots of school spirit and equality.

- school 1is not Jjust a place to cram a lot of knowledge of
textbooks into your head; it is a place to learn about life.

/

¥

TREATMENT OF STUDENTS:

- more infoémation available to students about different college
requirements.

- information given to students about courses needed for a job or
career you would like.

-~ more instruction available if needed.
- more course choices available to students.
- students spend time learning about their town.

- students are not taught.Cultural Heritage.

- Family Living compulsory.

a broader seleciﬁ@n of subjects available.

SCHOOL BUILDING, FACILITIES AND WORKING CONDITIOMNS:

- teachers speak to students about being more responsible about
cleanliness over ourselves and school property.

- maintenance and cleaning personnel kept on staff at all times.



"

schools should have éverything properly set up.

school in qdod working order.

MISCELLANEQOUS CHARACTERISTICS:

more holidays.
mo;e”sex talk and showing.

no homework except if it is a test.

- '

school not so Christian-like,
more girls.
less homework.,

more teacher strictness.

From Parents

kISCELLANEOUS‘CHARACTERISTICS:

administration perceived -as approachable by students, staff~and
parents.

L]
has a well-defined extra-curricular program.
positive attitudes.

extra-curricular program.

"school should emphasize education as a total experience for

life, i.e. values should be inculcated.
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APPENDIX T

ADDITIONAL DEFINITIONS OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL FROM

WRITE-IN'S ON SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE 11

BY THREE SUB-PUBLICS* IN PILOT STUDY TWO

) .

* Teachers

Secondary-School Students
Parents



From Teachers

Cateqory

Student Potential

AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL IS ONE:

- which skopuld challenge all students to develop their
abilities ro the greatest degree. possible

- which addresses the development of the total student
(moral, spiritual, intellectual, physical and emotional)
and 1is willing to provide the services and people to help
each individual develop to the best of his potential in
all these aspects of his being.

~ which emphasizes effective social skills and a love ot
leatning. Students are encouraged to develop selif-
discipline, : ’ ’

- which 15 non-competitive and more emphasis is placed on
cooperative environment with recognition and praise of
each child's special gifts.

- in which equality i's received ‘and a student works up to
his/her potential and is not pushed too far in that they
give up completely. :

- in which students develop a positive self-concept: they
have adequate exposure to different courses and people s0
that they vcan identity their strengths and weaknesses
and, thus, have the incentive to realize their tull
potential, regardless ot whether that potential is to be
a qgardener, grocery clerk, doctor or prime minister.

- where students develop gqood character as detined by
manners, kindness, tact, honesty, and the like. This
sttould be understood to include the developﬁent ot selt-
worth and reasonable expectations of success by the
student,

- whete students realize their limitations as well as their
abilities.

- where students learn and become good citizens realizinq
their importance and role in making this a better world
tor everyone. :



~ that helps each individual to achieve their highest
potential. B

- where students are interested in school and schooling.

- where students realize their limitations as well as their
abilities.

- where emphasis is not only on the academic but also in
the extra-curricular field. and in recognition ot
individuality in the student‘s interest and ability. A

school —that does not recognize the—effortandfeustration—
of our ‘"possible drop out candidates" 1is in one way,
discriminatory and perpetuétes the dilemma of a displaced

person in our society.

- that develops an independent learner, makes students
think for themselves in a responsible manner. ‘

- where student academic achievement 1is determined by
ability and geared to suit individual ditterences to
foster good attitudes and behavior.

- which best méets the needs of each individual student.

- in which there is a strong emphasic on non-academic
studies (which go hand in hand with core subjects) such
as art, gym, industrial arts, etc. Schools intluence the
entire person not just their academic inclination, i.e.,
‘motional and creative development.

- where students reach their maximum potential hoth
academically and socially.

- where students meet their individual potentials socially
and academically,

- where students develop good character as delined by
manners, kindness, tact, honesty and the like and where
student academic achievement is high (in relation to the
individual}.

Social and Cultural

- where students learn anq become good ctitizens realtzing
their importance and role in making this a better world
for everyone.

- in which student participation and 1nterest 1n extra-
curricular activities is high.



which teaches students enough so society can train’ them
to do a certain job. '

in which morality and family life education are also very
important.

that has its prime targeth as the highest or greatest
mental, social and physical growth of its citizens,

that prepares students to effectively function in today’s
socliety.

where students feel  comfortable and excited about
learning.

where student "academic achievement is demonstrated to be
of gqreat importance along with the fostering of good
social interaction demonstrated through good gestures,
honesty, positive attitude to one’s self, good sense ot
proportion, gocd manners and the like,

where teachers and parents work together to provide good
learning opportunities and students experience a variety
ot learning strategies, using community rescurces as well
as classtoom instruction.

which develops students who like themselves and who value
their own work. In this way they will also value the.
other citizens of the world, whatever their academic
strengths or weaknesses may be. School should ultimately
be enjoyed!

in which there is a sense of belonging coupled with pride
in the school,

which 1s well respected within the community, where
students are proud to be part ot the school, where
students  achieve well academically but also develop
proper social attitudes, acceptable moral behavior and a
stance on what they believe is right.

which adequately jprepares students for integration into
.society; 1t should prepare students for whatever problems
they tace in society. An etfective school should
1dentify the needs (very difficult) and then attempt to
satisfy these. '

where student achievement (not necessarily academic) is
high and students are prepared for "the real world"
(social, post-secondary, employment).



Acadenic

- where academic achievement is high and self-discipline
and individual responsibility has a high priority.

- which is characterized by high student acadenmic

achievement and a strong "esprit de corps" ameong students
and staff.

- in which good school discipline is 'very important.

-

- where teacher morale 1s high.

- where students are interested in school and schooling.

School-Personnel

- where teachers are afraid ot vice-principals who are
afraid of principals who are afraid of superintendents
who are atraid of school boards who . are afraid ot parents
who are afraid of students who are atraid of no one.

- where students and teachers respect each other.
Comprehensive

~ where students have good work habits and attitudes and
feel a sense of belonging to an institution aim ot which
is to help them attain individual goals, where
administration and teaching staff share decision-making
on policy for directing curriculum, extra-curricular
activities and community involvement.

where academics are stressed but also manners, kindness,
honesty, etc., are also a part of it. Extra-curricular
activities are also very important. '

in which achievement in sports is recognized equally with
academics. *

in which it should be generally expected that all three
ot the definitions above are applicable to an ettective
school. Howevetr, it is extremely difficult to rate Lhe
degree of importance of one over the other - especially B
+ C (of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale [f). It
would be reasonable to expect that if a school achieved
the situation in B and C, A would be a "natural” result.

I

that has high teacher morale, teachers implementing a
specific time -care program, students aré "on task" more,
that 1is a friendly place in which to be and low levels ot
litter and vandalism,

L]



in which -the overall philosophy of education qoes beyond
the academics.

which combines the characteristics of both 8 and C (of
definitions on School Effectiveness Attitude Scale II) in
which the whole child is taught and cared for. An
effective school is one in which academics are a priority
but not the sole priority.

that helps each indiv#dual to achieve their highest

poterntial”

where teachers, students and school administrators work
together towards reaching set goals in academics, extra-
curricular activities and the- development of students
with good character and positive moral attitudes.



From Secondary-School Students

Cateqory

Student Potential
AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL IS ONE:

- where the teacher Kknows the abilities ot a student and

pushes Lhat student to the best he can do.

- where students are not torced to work faster than they can
or try to keep up with others.

- that will best prepare you for post high school education
and make you better prepared for life in general.

Social and Cultural

- that shares high academic. achievement but; yet, has a great
deal of school spirit, and more cooperation and respect on
both the parts of the teachers and of the students.

- where holidays are common and where teachers are kinder to
a particular student - like me!

- where students achieve good grades and are not ignored or
left out of activities because of who they are and where
they live.

- which has a high rate of academic achievement;it also has a
good amount of school spirit.

- the student body of the school should be spirited because
school is also a place of socialization which is important
.because, it students get along with each other, the school
would be more organized and there would not be problems
created within the school.

- which does not simply emphasize high academic achievement
but also emphasizes other areas as well.

- which has high academic levels, good morale, good teacher-
student relations, many sports groups and good school unity
and spirit,

- where there is a real good school spirit,

- with a high academic achievement and a lot of sports with
not a lot of homework and more holidays. More learning
activities.



- where students are allowed to work at their own rate and
are not pushed past their limits or forced to compete
against each other,

- where  student extra-curricular as well as academic
achievement is high and also where there are good
teacher/student relationships.

- where student academic achievement is high, students are
involved extra-curricularly apd student-teacher and—studentm —

student relationships are good.

- where people can enjpy going and attempts are made to-
motivate their interest and make students want to achieve
high academic standards.

- where students should not be forced to compete against one
another,

- where the students have a lot ot school spirit, take pride
in their school and try their best to do well academically.

- in which fellowship among all students is emphasized more.
It is much more fun attending a class where you can feel at
home and express  your own opinions without being
embarrassed or afraid to speak out. Being more comtortable
with c¢lassmates increases your ability to learn and your
willingness to learn, '

Academic .
- in which a student is able to achieve high academic goals;
but, also develop a good character.

- where the staff teach the courses which the student needs
to graduate,

- in which student academic achievement is high and in which
~ students work to the best of their ability.

-

School Personnel

- in which there 1is no generation gap between teachers and
students. Students and teachers should communicate.

3 , . .
- where there 1is good communication between teachers and
students.

- where student-teacher telationship are vetry close.

Comprehensive

- where student academic achievement is high but; also, when
there are sports in which students:.can participate.



‘

From Parents

Category

AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL IS ONE:

Student Potential

where students are prepared academically according to

P

-

ability and socially tTo becomd Useigl—amd—independent

individuals in tuture training and working.

which provides, or should provide, preparation tor all of
life, and not merely for earning a living,

vhere students develop a strong sense of community and
personal worth. Actually, the qualities, etc. identitied
in the "Aims of Education for Newfoundland and Labrador",
pubiished by the Department of Education; provide a good
definition for an effective &chool as any.available. We
have the potential for a first-rate school system in this
province, and we should make use of it.

Social and Cultural

- where academic achievement is5 average, student teacher

relationships are good and there is a lot of spirit. Also,
students should get along reasonably well.

- where student and teachers feel good about themselves (have

a positive self-image) and one which the community teelp is
etfective. i

1

’



APPENDIX U

DETAILS OF CONTRASTS USING SCHEFFE'S
TECHNIQUE FOR VARIABLE DIFFERENCES FOR
FACTORS 1 TO 8 FOR FIVE SUB-PUBLICS

vy

IN THE MAIN STUDY



‘

Alpha = 0.05

Confidence Limit = 0.95
Degrees of Freedom = 563
MSE = 0.7431

Critical Value of F = 2.3878

1. DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE

Sub-Public Lower Confidence  'Difference Upper Confidence Difference
Comparisons Limit Between Means Limit Not_Zeran
‘ (Y/N)

1 -2 -0.2492 . 0.1398 0.5287 N+
1-3 -0.0156 0.3615 0.7386 N

1-4 0.0383 0.4054 . 0.7725 Y

1-5 0.9936 . 1.3530 . 1.7125 Y

2-3 -0.1468 - 0.2217 0.5902 N

2 -4 -0.0926 0.2656 0.6238 N

2-5" 0.8629 1.2133 1.5636 Y

3-4 -0.3014 0.0439 0.3892 N

3~-5 0.6544 0.9916 1.3287 Y

4 -5 Y

0.6217 0.9476 1.2735

2. CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS, OBJECTIVES, MISSION

Sub-Public Lower Confidence Difference Upper Confidence Difference
Comparisons . Limit Between Means - . Limit Not Zero
' (Y/N)

1-2 -0.4004 0.0283 0.4570 N

1 -3 -0.2192 0.1965 0.6122 N

1 -4 ~0.1364 0.2682 0.6728 N
1-5 0.5565 0.9526 1.3488 Y
2-3 -0.2380 g.1682 0.5744 N
2-43 -0,1549 0.2399 0.6347 N
2-5 0.5381 0.9243 1.3105 s
i-4 -0.3089 0.0717 1.1278 . N
3-5 0.3844 0.7561 1.1278 Y

4 -5 0.3252 0.6844 1.0436 Y

* 1. Superintendents

2. Principals
3. Parents

4, Teachers
5, Students



3. STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP

Sub-Public Iower Confidence Difference Upper Confidence Difference

Comparisons Limit Between Means Limit Not Zero
’ * (Y/N)

1 -2 -0.3903 -0.0213 - 0.3477 N
1-3 -0.2239 0.1339 0.4917 N

1 -4 -0.2828 0.0655 0.4137 N

1 -5 0. 7209 1.0619 14029 Y
S 2-3 -0,1944 0.1552 0.5048 N
f2 -4 =0.2531 - 0,0867 0.4266 N

2-5 0.7508 1.0832 - ‘ 1.4156 b4

3 -4 -0.3961 -0.0685 0.2592 N

3 -5 0.6081 0.9280 1.2479 Y
4 -5 Y

, 0.6873 ' 0.9965 1.3057

4. ACADEMIC EMPHASIS

Sub-Public  Lower Confidence Difference Upper Confidence Difference
Comparisons Limit Between Means Limit Not Zero
: B (¥/N)
1 -2 -0.5177 -0.0271 0.4634 . N
1-3 -0.6623 -0.1866 0.2890 N
1-4 -0.2486 0.2144 0.6773 N
1 -5 0.2905 0.7439 1.1972 Y
2-3 -0.6243 -0.1595 0.3053 N
2-4 -0.2103 0.2415 0.6933 N
2-5 0.3291 ¢.7710 1.2129 Y
Jj-4 -0.0345 0.4010 0.8365 N
3-5 0.5052 0.9305 1.3558 Y
4 -5 0.1184 0.5295 0.9405 Y



5. DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING AND COLLABORATION

Sub-Public Lower Confidence Difference Upper Confidence Difference

Comparisons Limit Between Means Limit Not Zero
T {(Y/N)

1 -2 -0.4312 -0.0152 0.4007 N
1-3 -0.2528 0.1505 0.5538 N
1 -4 -0.2111 0.18147 0.5740 N
—5 86263 10107 13951 Y-
2-3 -0.2283 0.1657 : 0.5598 N
2 -4 -0.1864 0.1967 0.5797 N
2-5 0.6513 1.0259 , 1.4006 Y
3 -4 -0.3383 . 0.0309 0.4002 N
3 -5 0.4996 0.8602 - 1.2208 Y
4 -5 0.4808 0.8293 1.1778 Y
6. HIGH STUDENT EXPECTATIONS
Sub-Public Lower Confidence  Difference Upper Confidence Difference
Comparisons Limit Between Means Limit Not Zero
' (Y/N)
1 -2 -0.2810 0.1551 ' 0.5921 N
1-3 -0.0595 0.3641 0.7878 N
1 -4 . -0.0140 . 0.3984 0.8107 N

"1 -5 0.8041 " 1.2079 1.6117 Y
2 -3 -0.2049 0.2090 0.6229 N
2 -4 -0.1591 0.2432 0.6456 N
2-5 0.6592 1.0528 © 1.4463 Y
3-4 -0.3537 0.0342 0.4221 N
3-5 0.4650 0.8438 1.2225 Y
4 -5 0.4434 © 0.809 - 1.1756 Y



-‘7, POSITIVE SUPPORTIVE EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH
BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE PERSONNEL .

1§hb—Pub]ic ‘Lower Confidence - Differencé"‘“fUpper Confidence Difference
Comparisons . Limit - Between Means - Limit Not Zero
: ) ST T (Y/N)

' /
1~ 2 . =0.5714 -0.1447 0.2820 N
1 3 -0.7602 -0.3464 0.0673 N .
1 -4 ~0.6386 -0.2359 0.1668 N
1-5 -0.1821 0.2123 0.6066 N
2-3 -0.6060 ~0.2017 0.2026 N
2 -4 -0.4842 -0.0912- 0.3018 N
2-5 -0.0274 0.3570 . 0.7414 N
13-4 -0.2683 0.1105 0.4894 N
3 -5 0.1888 0.5587 0.9287 N
4 - 5~ Y.

0.0906 0.4482 0.8057

’—\\\

(\
“‘f

" 8. THACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOUR

o

\‘.
. N . )
Sub-Publlic  Lowers Confidence Difference = Upper Confidence Difference
Comparis;sl Limit Between Mears Limit " Not Zero

i : - (Y/N)
° - o B

1 -2 -0.1496 ‘ 0.2848 0.7192 N
1 -3 -0.3692 - 0.0520 0.4733 . N
1-4 0.0256 " 0.4356 ' 0.8456 Y
1 -5 0.1418 -, 0.2597 0.6612 - N
2-3 -(.6444 - -0.2328 _ 0.1788 N
2-~-4 -0.2493 ¢.1508 0.5509 ~ N
2-5 ~-0.4164 -0.0251 0.3662 N
-4 -0.0021 0.3836 0.7693 N
3 -5 -0.1689 ° 0.2077 . 0.5843 N
4 -5 N

-0.5399 ~0.1759 0.1881



APPENDIX V

—
RANK ORDER OF THREE DEFINITIONS OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL
BY SUB~PUBLICS IN THE MAIN STUDY,

SELBECTICNS MADE WITHOUT FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS OF

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE II ( N = 69)

 (PERCENTAGES)



Definition

Rank Order Supt, Stiudent Teacher Parent
111* Percent 2.90 1.45 2,90 2.90
112 Percent 0.00 0.00 1.45 1.45
121 Percent 0.00 0.00  1.45 0.00
122 " Percent 0.00 0.00 1.45 0.00
211 Percenq 2.90 0.00 2.90 2.90
21 2 percent  0.00  1.45  2.90 1.45
221 Percent 1.45 1.45 4.35 0.00
222 Percent 0.00 1.45 0.00 1.45
223 © Percent 0.00 0.00 1.45 0.00
233 Percent 1.45 1.45 2.90 1.45
322, Percent 0.00  -0.00 1.45 0.00
323 Percent 0.00 0.00 1.45 0.00
332 Percent 0,00 0.00 1.45 0.00 .-

Sub-Public

Principal Total

1.45
0.00
0.00
0.00

10.00

0.00
1.45
1.45
2.90
'0.00
0.00
0.00

0-00

11.59
2.90
1.45
A.45

8.70 .
5.80
8.70
4.35
4.35
7.2%<f
1.45
-1.45

1.45

Number of respondents who omitted choice of definitios: 27 out of 69.

* Rank ordered on the basis of selection of A, B, C definitions

(Appendix H) -



APPENDIX W

\\\M_‘__‘ ADDITIONAL CH&RACTERIST!CS OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL FROH WRITE-IN'S

q% - ON SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE 11 BY

SUB-PUBLICS# IN THE MAIN STUDY

x Teachers
Secondary-School Students
Parents
Principals
- Superintendents




From Teachers:

POSITIVE STAFF-STUDENT RELATIONS TO MEET STUDENT NEEDS:

~ discipline such that the student feel something accomplished
towards overcominq his/her problem.

- teachers love students andﬂféally ;i::jgz::t them.

-~ students have respect for teachers and principal.

- an environment th produce independent learners is provided..

- an environment to produce good citizens is provided.

- moral and spiritual developﬁent is Eonsidered.

- teachefs and students help to promote schoolfspirit.

- .concern for social ability of §tudent§ also seen as important.

- teachers and students have the same goals.

-

'STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP:
- principal demonstrates increased contact with students.

- administrators at school and district level aware of and
acknowledge individual teacher effort. '

- administrators and teachers have resolutions establighed early
in the. school year so they are all working for the same
results.

GODD HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS:

- schools have doorbells for after hours.

- early reporting to parents when the situation warrants it.

~ increased involvement of parents in school activities.

- staff, parents and students work towards the overall
_improvement of the student, school and community.

4~ barents have realistic expectation of their children.
- %prents are seen in the school more often.

- statft, parents and students  work towards the overall
improvemeht of the student, scheol and community.



MISCELLANECUS CHARACTéRISTICS:

. .
teachers in all subjects reinforce the skills of reading and
writing in tests and written work.

highly qualified teaching staff.

integration and reinforcement of concepts [rom one subject to

another so students recognize the relevance apd application of
what they have learned. i

the use of pictorial displays in the classroom enhances a good
learning environment.

"

ideally, parents, students and staff and others (administration

and board office people) care about what they do and the people
they work with. :

Yo

provincial standards.

less influence by the denominational system.

From Secondary-School Students: .

EMPHASIS ON STUDENT ACTIVITIES:

special activities (events) in school.
outdoor.activities (sports}.

time spent on extracurricular aétivities;
fports and other activities emphasized.,

2

lots of funding for extragurficulaf spotts, music and the like.

4

a time is given for fun as well as academics.
more extracurricular activities to fit most students.

school trips more often. .

a variety of activities to participate in (sports, clubs,
groups and the like). .

more proper facilities to play sports.

a range of sports instead cof  the usual volleyball ot
basketball. -

ey




VAN

more in-class conversations.

good discipline (in class).

not so much homework but éore time in class doing work.

fewer school (class) hours. .

less class work.

teachers make class enjoyable and at the same time able to keep

students interested in their work and can get their point
across so that students know what they are supposed to know.

classes after school for theose who fall behind. ’“.1,_/'
not so many final examinations and publics.

students with special needs see them met and are praised on
their ovwn level.

everything carefully explained to students so that they will
understand.

all students given equal attention.

STUDENT DRESS CODE, APPEARANCE AND BEHAVIOR:

no school uniforms, we don‘t .like it (why can’t we wear what we
want but look decent ‘at the same time? Personally, I hate
collars).

the dress code is good but we should be able to wear jeans,

less strict rules on clothing.

students are able to wear what they want.

wear what we want ~ what we feel comfortable working in and not
to please the teacher’s eye for expensive fancy clothes.

neither the school board nor the teéchers tell the students
what they are allowed to wear to school - it should be our
choice as to what we can or cannot wear.

1

wearing shorts, vending machines and eating in class are

allowed.
s

the desice to be your best pressures you to do your best.
allowing students freedom of clothing and hair. /

students have good behavior.



2%

DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTOURE:

|

a more relaxed atmosphere where students are encouraged to open
up and give of themselves.

- teachers show more school spirit to set an example,

- teachers are on the student level but are also superior to help
students understand better.

- students feel close to the teachers and can understand.

"~ school spirit is-felt by all.

- unbiased treatment for all 56 that each individual student will
feel a sense of belonging.

- students feel good about their lives and their school.
— a good school spirit from both students and staff.

- school has a friendly atmosphere.

- the times of school are good.

- all the staff and the principal lead the school spirit.
— good relationship between.teacher and student.

— an all-around  greater _appreciation between students and
teachers. ' N

TREATMENT OF STUGDENTS:

more freedom given to students. ’

=

more'independence given to students.

- information about what the real world is like given to
students.

~ a wider choice of courses available.

~ students have more input on decision making,

- students receive courses they need regardless of not enough

seats. (This happens a lot and should be solved to qot a
proper education).

- better choice of courses.



- .

student leadership in the school important, i.e. student
council.

learning our heritage is impocrtant.

every student is important as the next: all students get
listened to and responded to by teachers and the principal.

students treated with more independence and respect (If an
authority is to get respect, they must give respect to others.
Students should be given independence. It is the school’s
responsibility to inform the parents but it should not go any
further than that).

students given longer recesses and lunch hours.

students encouraged to think for themselves and less emphasis
on academics.

teachers and the principal do not come down hard on students
who talk.

Wednesday evenings as a study break for students after working

hard all week. .

importance of a good education is emphasized.

STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP:

good instructional program.
the principal makes the school feel involved.
more administrative control over student behavior.

]

GOOD HOME-SCHOOL—COMMUNITY RELATIONS:

CL

parents understand high school is more difficult than juniof
high and take some pressure off students.

no parent informed it is not as easy as they think.

parents informed more of how their child is doing.

EARLY ARTICULATED GOALS, OBJECTIVES, MISSION:

school does not have a primary purpose but a nixture of
purposes: academics being important but not the only thing.



SCHOOL BUILDING, FACILITIES AND WORKING CONDITIONS:

a smoking room provided for students.
clean and good environment in the school.

school buses in better condition.

From Parents:

TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOR:

teachers and staff pull together as a team for coaching and to
get involved with the students in school activities.

more teachers who are there to teach the children and not for
the money that is to be mmade, i.e. there are too few teachers
that truly care about the-children in their care. . )

teachers have a high commitment to the total left of the
students. . :

emphasis is inen for subjects students find difficult.

CURRICUOLUM AND CO-CORRICULUM:

a life-centered curriculum.

widespread learning of “"life™ skills especially in high
schools.

a non-graded system and continuous progress for primary,
Jntermediate and high school,
a concentration on.. academics especially in primary and
elementary. ‘ ‘

<
while the school’s pq*magy purpose is academic, its secondary
function is to teach socialization.

other than academics are developed and are a source of activity
especially in vtural Newfoundland where school tends to be the
center of a student’s "out-of-home” life.

a school’s primary purpose is academic but facilities Lo play
organized sports are provided (presentiy, we do not have the
space necessary to play baskethall, etc.).

A




in the (final years of high school, more emphasis put on career
opportunities using video tapes, interesting speakers, etc.

.

sex education left to discretion of parents.

religious instruction is the sole responsibility of parents.

Kl ~

DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE:

an atmosphere which fosters self-esteem and self-worth.
student confidence building emphasized.
a school environment is created to meet student needs.

students develop a strong sense of values based on a consistent
world view. '

students  develop spiritually and  morally as well as
academically.

a people-centered appréach.

TREATMENT OF STUDENTS:

good manners are stressed both within the school and
afterwards.

teachers and staff treat each student with their problems as
individuals and understanding exists. ~

some form of recognition for students why try hard but can’t
get to the top (this would keep their confidence up at their
Jdevel of ability). - .
students are held accountable for their actioms.

trouble makers are segregated.

more supervision on buses, at recess and during lunch periods
especially on school grounds.

students have input into courses they are offered and not

compelled to take courses not required by their future
profescion.

a system for monitoring student progress exist, i.e. when
students don“t understand, they are re-taught.

more individualization: not everyone expected to perform at an
average level.



GOOD HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS:
-~ principal and teachers friendly towards parents and students.

- open communication lines exist between the schpo)l and the
acommunity.

- the community helps set goals and standards.

- ~ there is easy access for parental participation in programs.

- communication systems to inform parents if a child has not
arrived at school (a child could have an accident or be absent
qﬁ purpose without the parent knowing this on time).

- parents and students involved in making career choices.

SCHOOL BUILDING, FACILITIES AND WORKING CONDITIONS:

~ sufficient board Ffunding provided for library, labs, and
computer facilities.

- more funds are provided by the board.

From Principals:

POSITIVE STAFP~STUDENT RELATIONS TO MEET STUDENT NEEDS:

every student feels a senﬁﬁjzf self-worth in the school, i.e.
they feel important.

teachers consistent in their dealings with étudbnt problems.

“co-curricular student/staff involvement.

1

every student is a target for excellence,

administration and staff rate the affective domain highly.

STRONG SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL LEADERSHIP:

- principal 1is consciously aware of teachérs' personal problems
and is able to administer to these needs in a supportive way.

- an acceptable system of teacher eovaluation.

-



-

P

- principals are not sucked in by the Ame;ican emphasis on
efficiency which is denial of childhood. ’

- principal/school has some degree of autonomy vis au vis central
office/board, _ ‘ //

- on-going profes$ional development for the staff,
- all personnel feel they are valued members of education team.

- all personnel are given opportunities to identify their
strengths and weaknesses.

- the creative abilities of all are utilized and recognized.

SCHOOL BUILDING, FACILITIES AND WORKING CONDITIONS:

- adequate resources and a trained, experienced teacher-
librarian.

- school is physically clean and attractive. ¢

- resource-based learning/teaching a priority.

- the use of school facilities for student enrichment activities
outside of reqular class time is encouraged. _ .

POSITIVE EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH BOARD AND BOARD OFFICE

PERSONNEL: .

- visibility = of board office personnel ~especially the
superintendent.

TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIOR:

all staff demonstrate a love for children.

- natural interaction (of students) and not "teacher-tone talk".
- teachers show love and ﬁnderstanding of children and learning.
~ teaching staff have high moral values.
- good classroom management by teachers.

- match teaching-learning styles of students/teachers.
°

-

@



THE CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCfIONAL STRATEGIES:

a school-created curticulum tailored to the culture, of
students. . : .

A

curriculum tasks are projects for individual students.

téaching strategies such as the "whole langquage® approach.

3,

student time on task is accentuated.

children display enjoyment while being involved in learning
activities. -

continuous monitoring and feedback of student progress, i.e.
formative evaluation. .

DISTINCTIVE SCHOOL CULTURE: .

classroom humanistic atmosphere.

everyone ' respects everyone and there is a climate of

ftiendliness and support (children feel important and want to
be there).

tone/atmosphere encourages student learning.

there is a purposeful human pulse perceived in the dynamics of
the school.

cooperative instructional ‘planning and established values.

CLEARLY ARTICOLATED GOALS, OBJECTIVES, MISSION:

1
L4

‘school has realistic goals for individual. students (challenging

but not all the same).

all schools have a clear understanding of district
expectations. .

spiritual aqg/ﬁg:zz’;;;elopment of the sthdent emphasized.

individual differences are emphasized.

DECENTRALIZED DECISION MAKING AND COLLABORATION:

flexibility over budget decisions at the school level.



" APPENDIX X

ADDITIONAL PEFINITIONS OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL FROM WRITE-IN'S

ON SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE f[

BY SUB-PUBLICS» IN THE MAIN STUDY

Teachers

Secondary-School Students
Superintendents
Principals .

Parents

3
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From Teachers:

.

Category

Student Potenfial

AN EPFECTIVE.SCHOOL IS ONE: "’

- where students develop 5trong self-esteem and a seftse of
control over  what happens in their lives. ‘Though
abilities wvary, the students develop ' awareness of the
value of good work habits and pride in achievement.

- where all strive for success and are supported in theirc
efforts. )

- whete students and teachers achieve to the best that they

.~ can and develop a good self-esteem.

- in which student academic achievement is high and studqnts
develop good character as defined by ‘respect for

themselveg and others and an internalizatién of biblical
principles.

~ where students are taught to be the best that they can be
both academically and athletically and where emphasis is
placed on the student self-worth.

4 -

" ~. where all students achieve to the best of their ability,

develop good character and are adequately prepared for
future endeavours iz?phe vork place or education.

“

Social and Cultural

Academic

- where its graduates are prepared to deal successfully with

post-secondary education as well as to become contributing
citizens in their communitied. .

Lo

~ where high academic standards are brought about through
the development of community and cooperatlon.

School Personnel

- where the teaching staff is highly trained, are interested
in students, offer a wide variety of extra-curricular
activities and are willing to spend more than the required
five hours of instructional time with students. I believe
that . where student academic achievement is high dOEa not
necessarily reflect an effective school.

T



Comprehensive

. - which 1is concerned with the all-around development of the
child; i.e., goad character combined with academic
achievement to the best of the child’'s ability.

- that consideyrs all .aspects of an individual - social -
emotional - academic - physical. Together they make a
.complete and well-developed individual. .

- which develops the whole student in a manner that is
pleasant tor all concerned (students - parents -
stydents). The "whole student" would include the academic
but not be restricted to this.

- which is a combination of A 4 C (on the School
Ef fectiveness Attitude Scale II1).

~- where provision “is made for the total overall growth of
students with consideration given to academic, spiritual,
social, mental and emotional growth.

- <«here there is a combination of all three definitions
given (on the School Effectiveness Attjtude Scale 11).

- which emphasis is placed on the development of the whole
child - emotionally, socially and mentally. Each child
has some special ability, whether it be in sports, music,
art, drama, crafts, communication, intelligence or
others. I feel an effective school discovers and builds
an these strengths, thereby giving the child'a sense of
confidence in his/her ability to do well in at least one
area. Academic achievement is important but, should not
be overly emphasized - all children cannot excel 1n this
area. Children should be made to feel good 1f they work
to the level of their ability regardless of what this
ability is. ' p

I teel an effective school 1is one which allows the
teachers the optimum amount of time to interact directly
with students - where administration and paperwork are at
a minimum,

An etfective school has enthusiastic teachers.
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B. From Secondary-School Students: _ F

Category

Student Potential

Social

AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL IS ONE:
in which teachers and Efudents always try their best.

that 1is interesting and filled with many opportunities.
The career you choose you should enjoy; therefore, your
days in school should be enjoyable. :

ﬁould offer each student equal opportunities and
privileges regardless of academic achievement.

where academic "achievement is high and the students ace’
high achievers in extra-curricular activities. A good
moral background is reinforced with communtcations between
the students and the teachers:

where ‘the school statf--cares about its students and the
fact that”students can only do so much.

where the teachers understand and accept the students as
they are.

where the teachers are willing to spend time with the
students and to understand them.

and Cultural

where you have good behavior and many of our students act
their age and learn instead of fooling around.

which cares about the students through academic and social
achievement as well as through  extra-curricular
activities. Host of the qualities of an effective school
are present in this school but the level of importance of
each one varies, I think, overall, this school is
effective but favoritism towards groups or students is
evident. Overall, I think most students are pleased with
this school. Most of the teachers are highly respected.

. _ A

which has a lot of spirit and students can go places and
do things together. .

where teacher, student and community relations are high,
School spicit is good and grades are average or above.



k'.'

in which academic achievement is high and also a good
sense ol school spirit exists; students must like the
school in orgder for it to be effective.

it which a  student knows when to work and when to hawe
fun, There is a time {or everything. I think school
spirit plays a Very important part in our education. ‘The
fun we have makes the work all that much easier to get
down to.

where there is a good school spirit and a proud honor to
qgo to the school. The school boosts academic levels by
the studert’s own interest.

teachers treat students with the respect and courtesy they
themselves would like,

where there 1is a good attitude and a lot of school spirit
students are interested in going to school.

where everyone, the whole environment is happy and working
well together, where snobs don’t think that they are too
high up for those that weren’t as rich as they ate. The
brains helping the people with trouble.

where 'students, no matter how high their acadenmic
achicvement, get along well with each other by taking part
in school projects.

where the relationship between teacher and students is
important. Also, there is no discrimination against
people who are different. In other words, a place where
everyone gets along. -

which produces a high achievement level but one where

‘students like and enjoy and one which students are proud

of . I think if the students enjoy the school and the
atmosphere is a pleasant one, the other aspects of a good

'school will follow. We can‘t look at what is a good

school (the results) but we can look at the causes of what
makes a good school and the cause is student Y
satisfaction. The rest will follow. - )

where the school makes a student feel good about
himself/herself and there is help for a student know how
to go through life. Grading would be naturally and

manners could be quite good to society.

where all students get along with one another.
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where the tgachers. and students get along real well and
where the teachers do not hold a grudge against a student
when he doés something wrong (forgive & forget).

which - has a f(riendly atmosphere and it is a place. to qo
because a student wants to achieve and not because he's.
forced to.

where students leactn to get along with one another and
achieve the things needed for a good education so they can
get a job.

where there is a good environment with friendly people.

.whete academic achievement is very important; however,

such things as sports and clubs also play a role in
education. . y

. L
¥

with good relations with students and teachers.

where students enjoy themselves and are allowed to pursue
their own interests and work on their own with individual

guidance by teachers who are qualified in the student’s
field of interest.

that provides something for everyone and that everyone
benefits from the school. Everyone should have rights and
should be able to express feelings about certain subjects.

where teachers and students are both equally respected;
academic achievement is placed on a high level but is not
pushed if people try their best.

where there is an opportunity for all-students (including
those from out of town) to take part In school actlivities.

where everyone cooperates wit
understand and solve associated pyoblems.

- ano and can

where students acquire a gbod studentXteacher relationship
and an excelleat school spirit. - '
where cooperation, tact and communjcation is essential.
It is important that the student ody and the teacher
association work - together; thus, rganization and
interesting ‘ideas made school more intercs ing. As well,
extra-curricular activities are important~_sjifice they
provide an opportunity for teachers and students to
interact outside the classroom on a one-to-one basis.



- gqroup work should ‘also become more popular because the
students help one another (however, a teacher should see
that things do not get out of hand}. :

~  students  should receive one evening oft a week for a break
(think about it; however, the school is not overly bad:
we do receive a large wonderful amount of freedom).

- where there are more learning activities and regreational
activities; thus, students become more interested in
school.

- where students feel relaxed in a’ classroom ‘setting and not
trapped or monitored,

Acadenmic

-~ whose staff takes time to help each student so that the
academic achievement is high.

- where academic achievement is high and a part of the
school as a whole.

- where ‘student set academic goals for themselves and work
hard to achieve them.

- that makes people learn and see what they have done.

Comprehensive

- vwhere help is given to create or develop the individual or
all facets of that development; i.e., physically,
socially, emotionally and academically (intellectually).

< Wwhere academics are very important but good character
development 1is also stressed (not explicitly like teacher
saying: "we’‘re trying to develop your character™ but is
implied by the teacher). ‘ .

~ which combines B and C of the above (on  the School
Effectiveness Attitude  Scale II) and high academic’
achievement should not be an absolute requirement of an
effective school,

- which has both good behavior and good academic
achievement, You can‘t have an effective school without
the combination of both.

- where one develops both mentally and physically.



C. "From Superintendents:

Category

Student Potential

AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL [S ONE:

- where "all" students can be successiul: a school Lhat

responds to special needs, deficient needs and
psychological needs. .

-~ which has also instilled a'high level of moral judgement
into its students.  Students should be able to make wise
choices between good and bad " and when they leave our

schools should be able to make well-informed, matuce
decisions. e

- where children are recognized as children and where their
needs are met. The academics are artificial.

~ where students ' learn how to learn and develop
independence. '

- where children are taught to rteach their potential and
where . "deficits" are overcome for those less ready.
Prepared children are stretched to reach beyond the NORM -
and where all children have a caring environment despite
their handicaps (social, physical, mental, academic, etc.)

Social and Cultural -

: . i . .
~ where there is a climate conducive to learning, growing
and developing :as a person equipped to function in our
society.

- with a learning environment which is permeated with mutual
respect, Christian and democratic principles, recognition

of individual needs and true acceptance and tolerance of
deficiencies and errors. '

- where the "school culture” has been well defined,
articulated and supported by students, parents and staff.

- in which a sense of caring and tolerance permeates staff
and students.

Academic

- vwvhere  academic learning means emphasis on process skills,
analysis of information and drawipg conclusions.

W
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School

which has high academic achievement because of good
teaching and -a close relationship fostered by the staff
towards the parents and students. This will create high
expectations in students and high academic achievement
will f{ollow a5 a consequence.

in which a high academic standard is expected, clearly
communicated and strived for by both teachers and
students. Thinking skills are emphasized as are
interpersonal skills and every student feels that he/she
is an important part of the school commupity.

Personnel

where academic goals are mixed with high expectations led
by a principal and staff with instruction and students as
a main concetn.

vwhere the principal is the instructional leader and is
visible and who, with his staff and his community, has
developed clear objectives for the school, including high
expectations of its students and a healthy recognition of
achievement.

Comprehensive '

where A, B, & C definitions (of School Effectiveness
Attitude Scale I11) are combined into one definition.

there is a combination of high achievement and good
manners; both are essential ingredients in a gqood
education.

-

which meets our expectations.

which is a combination of A, B8 & € (of the School
Effectiveness Attitude Scale II);some students will gqrow
differently and a school will be effective for students in
varying ways. (some. of A, some of B, some of C). What a
child finds effective depends upon his needs at the time.
(Not necessarily what we think of these three will be true
for each student).
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D. From Principals:

Category

é&udent Potential

AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL [§ ONE:

whete a student in encouraged Lo become the best person

possible. This would include mentally, socially,
emotionally, and physically. '

where good values instruction and the developrent of each
student to his/her potential academically emphasized.
Both of these ‘have to be considered as equally important.

helps develop a student’s self-worth now; it instills a
love of learning and the importance of the contributions
students can made to their society because they are
informed and challenged. '

Social aﬁd Cultural

Spe

in which B (of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale I1)
is the ideal but I would have to add that for me B can
only be reached in a Christian environment where caring,
sharing and understanding among all (staff, students,
community) of us receive due emphasis,

-where students are secure enough .to take a chance to

become involved in the educational experience,

where the affective objectives are common strands when we
attempt to achieve cognitive goals.

which reflects community attitudes and standards, but is
not confined by them.

which reconstructs society (this is a slow process).

Academic

where academic achievement is high but physical education,
music, drama and art are also important. Individual
differences are also provided for.

‘where students feel/believe that‘to achieve academically

is good and take pride in doing so; where good
relationships/aspects of cooperation are fostered.



which helps students grow academically and develop good
work habits, attitudes and behaviot.

Séhool Personnel

- where teachers are motivated by their commitment to their
work and their Students. There are well-organized
classrooms and courses and student-centered teaching
style. ‘

Effective schools are characterized by a positive school
climate - people enjoy being there.

- "in which students-teacher rapport excels and students
respond to  teacher instigated projects of all/most
educational endeavours. '

- definition B (of the School Effectiveness Attitude Scale
II) should also include references to undertakings,
concern for the lower achieving students such that they
too get the maximum benefit from attendance at school.

- vwhere administrators, teachers, parents and students work
together for the benefit of the latter.

Comprehensive

I feel all three are important but the academic
achievement is not much good, if we as a school -have not
succeeded in giving the students good attitudes, skills

"and a good self-concept that they can use throughout their

lives. Yes, the academic is important but if students
develop good attitudes, achievement will be high as a

‘result. I feel good Christian qualities are an important

aspect of educating youth today - maybe more important
than ever before!

in which theré ~ix a meshing of B and C (of School
Effectiveness Attitude Scale II). This would do the job
of providing a holistic approach to education. .




E. Parents:

Category

Student Potential

Social

AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL IS ONE:

which stresses individuality along with group dynamices,
etc.

in which students are lifted, encouraged and given the
feeling that each ones future is important to the staft

“and administrators. Too often problem kids are left

behind in a wave of paperwork which reflects a high
success rate for the school. The slow learner or child

with extra needs is left behind and thus the increasc of
behavior and truancy.

in which students have confidence in themselves regardless
as to whether academic achievement is high, medium or low,

in which there 1is good combination of high academic
achievements and extra-curricular ‘activities. Also, I
would like to note, that a student of less than high
academic achievement (i.e., average student and less than
average) would also fit inte this same system, with
instruction to each student individually. guiding them
(teachers and parents - setting. example) to be very
worthwhile individuals and instilling in them a love of

learning and a good feeling of self-worth and self-
confidence. ‘ :

and_Cultural

which is challenging yet enjoyable to the student. An
effective school is one with informed parents who can
reinforce and expand on school work. An effective school
is challenging yet enjoyable to the teacher. .

in which we observe the Kind of setvice its graduates are
rendering to society.

is one where the teachers are respectful and make na
distinction of persons, race, color, sex or religion and
like wise for students towards teachers.

in which' the school and the home work clesely together to

ensure that accomplishments as well as problems are
recognized.



- which prepares high school students to effectively choose
a carecer. : ‘

School Personnel

where stal{ 15 sullicient to a degree that a teacher has
Lhe opportunity to praise each child’s strong points and
to recognize his weak subjects and; then, be able to work
with each child either individually or in small groups to
allow that child to strengthen even his weak points,

—

- where discipline is the "key".

Comprehensive

- in which schooling provides graduates with all around
development, not strictly academically, but socially as
well, Students learn and derive a sense.of ambition and
determination: to achieve goals in life. Academic success
is a high priority but loses its meaning after graduation
if the desire to advance is not instilled as well,

Comment: “Reading Riting and Rithmetic" are the basis and
foundations wupon which further development grows. These
must be primary elements around which communication and
other =skills revolve., Lessons are spmetimes best learned
in ,an indirect way; However, we should not lose sight of
our long-term ambitions and the basic skills required to

A

effect a successful career and life. . ‘E?'

- in which manners, kindness, tact and honesty rank along
side of academic  achievement. Unfortunately, these
attributes are put aside by today’s society and there is a
great need to return to the basics!

- where student academic achievement is high and where
students develop good moral character and behavior along
with 4 high degree of self-esteem which will give them the
confidence to achieve their own objectives in life.

- where student academic achievement 1is high and students
have developed good character, high moral standards, etc.

-

b





