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The effective schools model has stimulated substantial interest amongst educators in the last decade. By

1982 many American school administrators were seeing the effective schools modelas "the only game in

town" (Lezotte, 1982) with the model becoming, Brandt (1982) asserted, "the newcatechism" for urban

school improvement.

By the mid 1980'x, many major school effectiveness studies had been completed leading to a "maturing of

the research field" (Teddlie, 1987 p. 66). Farrar (1983, 1984) found thirty nine programmes in twenty five

states involving 2,378 schools. She reported that sixty percent of the programmes claimed a positive

amount of impact in school improvement. Even the critics generally appeared happy with the model's

success at bringing educational improvement into the classroom (Purkey & Smith, 1982; Good & Brophy,

1986).

An essential ingredient to school improvement with the effective schools model wasthe school effectiveness

questionnaires as primary techniques for measuring efficiency. These questionnaires surveyed samples of

staff, students and parents to provide data for the development of profiles of those areas in a school of

relative inefficiency and efficiency . Such profiles were used by staff members in decision making as indica-

tors for focussing their school improvement efforts on selected areasofrelative weakness .

The effective schools modelrecommends that students be involved in providing their opinions in regards to

areas of school effectiveness. Good & Brophy (1986, p. 589) recommend that "measurement of students'

perceptions .. . should be more central to the study of effective schools . . . [since] there is growing evidence

that student perceptions about classroom process are valuable sources of information about schools."
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Unfortunately, effective school questionnaires have generally been designed for completion by teachers .

Even a superficial examination reveals potential for psychometric weaknesses of many questionnaire items

in language difficulty when they are distributed to students . Such instruments may not give as reliable and

valid pictures ofareas needing improvement as perceived by students as was previously believed . Good and

Brophy (1986) assert that too little attention is given to the validity of school plans when drawn up from

such data.

This proposal seeks to ascertain the inter-item consistency and unidimensionality of two subscales in two

typical effective schools questionnaires when completed by senior high school students in years 11 and 12 in

Perth, Western Australia. The questionnaires reviewed are the Connecticut School Effectiveness Ques-

tionnaire (1990) and the Illinois Quality Schools Index (1984) . Two subscales from each questionnaire

measuring high expectations for student achievement and time on task were administered to samples of

students to ascertain the reliability of the subscales when used with students and their assessment of

student opinions in a few dimensions . Reliability was assessed with a Cronbach Alpha statistical technique,

a process which correlated random samples from a test indefinitely until the average intercorrelations of

sub-samples revealed the test's internal consistency (Cronbach, 1951) . The more homogeneous the scale,

the higher the inter-item consistency, the higher the reliability and the less ambiguous the interpretation

ofthe results (Anastasi, 1988). The unidimensionality ofthe subscales was determined by principal

component analysis .

Audiences for the study include school administrators and teachers seeking a questionnaire for commenc-

ing a school improvement process . More efficient school improvement efforts may result from refined

measurement instruments which reliably obtain the perceptions of the consumers ofeducational services at

the senior high school level with regards to expectations held for them by their teachers and their time

spent on task.
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The background and theoretical basis for the effective schools movement emerged in the late 1970's in

reaction to two prevailing beliefs. These were the assumptions that socioeconomic status rather than

school effects predicted school performance and that power-coercive bureaucratic controls accomplished

school reform (Wimpelberg, 1987). Researchers such as Rutter (1979), Brookover (1979) and Edmonds

(1979; 1981; 1982a; 1982b ; 1983) were asking these pertinent questions. If school performance reflected

the socioeconomic status ofthem communities, why were there some exceptionally successful urban ele-

mentary schools in disadvantaged neighbourhoods? What were the characteristics of these atypically

successful schools? Would replication of these characteristics in other schools increase the efficiency of

those schools?

Effective schools were defined in the 1980's by different criteria which emerged from such studies (Freder-

ick, 1984, 198?; Borger, Lo, Oh, & Walberg, 1985) . However, the most widely quoted article, which

launched the movement (Edmonds, 1979), referred to effective urban schools as those in which all the

students annually obtained the skills which were prerequisite for succeeding at the next grade level Such

skills were usually narrowly measured on standardised tests .

During the 1980's effective school characteristics were summarised in many forms through numerous case

studies of effective schools, comparisons of effective and ineffective schools and evaluations of effective

programmes (Willms, 1985) . Common correlates associated with effective schools and extracted from the

voluminous effective schools' literature are presented below.

Effective schools possess healthy school climates. These schools possess clear academic missions, and high

expectations by teachers for good behaviour and for success conveyed to the students (Robinson, 1986) .

There is in healthy school climates a belief that all students will learn at satisfactory levels given sufficient

time and proper assistance (Brookover, 1979) . There is a strong sense of student identity and application
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andasense of staffcollegiality andprofessionalism. Schools with good climates regularly recognise personal

andacademic excellence andprovide good student self-concept andmotivation (Cohen, 1982 ; Fenn,1983) .

Teachers also possess certain characteristics in effective schools. Teachers hold high expectations and

believe in the capacity of students to learn at satisfactory levels given sufficient time andproper assistance .

Teachers make frequent use of praise, encouragement and rewards and let students experience frequent

success (Proctor, 1984). Positive teacher-student interaction occurs with use of mufti-ability groups.

In effective schools there is maximised time on tasks (Rosenshine & Berliner, 1978). Teachers use a range

of teachingtechniques including interactive methods, direct teaching, mastery learning and cooperative

learning (Minnesota, 1984; Dishon, 1984). Students are actively engaged in learning. Classroom manage-

went is effective (Smyth, 1981).

There is use of regular testing, diagnosis and remediation (Bloom, 1974 ; Guskey 1986) . Student advance-

went is based on mastery. There is a desire by teachers to upgrade professional skills (Codianni, 1983) .

Learning difficulties are diagnosed early andcorrected quickly. In the curriculum ofeffective schools the

instructional programme is related by effective teachers to the school goals and curriculum continuity.

Testing is aligned by teachers with curriculum objectives andcontent. Teachers focus on teaching basic

skills (Odden, 1982) .

Effective schools possess effective parental involvement programmes (Lightfoot, 1978). High expectations

are held for parents to encourage and support their children. Dialogue occurs between school and home.

Parents are encouraged to volunteer in school, to visit school, to support homework, to participate in

parent education programmes andto receive newsletters.

Effective schools possess effective classrooms (Good & Brophy, 1986). There is stress on academic



achievement, respect for others, and a safe and orderly but not overly rigid learning environment (Asate,

1984) . Acaring atmosphere is important .

Effective schools possess principals who provide instructional leadership (Hussey, 1989; Reitzug, 1989).

This included regular supervision of teachers, support for teachers in developing new instructional ap-

proaches, open communications, high expectations for effective instruction and school wide monitoring of

student progress (Clark, 1980 ; Finn, 1983). Teachers are protected from negative community influences

(Teddlie, 1987). Effective principals give guidance in school improvement processes (Stringfield & Teddlie,

1987). There is a clear mission, goals and school policies . The principal shows skills as a group facilitator

and gives regular support (Rosenholtz, 1985) . Effective principals facilitate open, collegian participative

environments and shared decision making with regular, well run meetings, and open communications

(Fallen, 1985). Effective principals ensure that the district and state give support for change (Purkey,

1985) . Summarising, the emphasis of the effective schools approach is provision to students of effective

processes rather than of resources (Russmiller, 1988).

Because classroom learning is the sine qua non of the effective schools model, and may be assessed by the

students receiving the instruction, this research proposal has chosen to focus specifically on these two

components of the effective schools criteria ; teacher expectations for student success and maximised time

on task by students .

There has been considerable research into both these components predating the effective schools model.

The effects of such identical concepts as time on task, attention, engagement, or content covered on school

achievement have engagedresearchers' interest since the early 1900's (Smyth, 1981; Myers, 1990; Get-

tinger, 1986). Recent research has supported the relationship between content covered and academic gain

(Lee, 1982) .

APreliminary Anal,
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Carroll (1963) in an influential article, reported on learning as afunction of time in terms of opportunity to

learn, time needed, time allocated and time on learning. Opportunity to learn was defmed as being taught

the material . Time on learning was"the time . . . actively engaged in learning . . . andpaying attention" (p .

725) .

Rosenshine and Berliner (1978) used the term academic learning time, (ALT) defmed as the time spent

actively learning material of moderate difficulty with a high success rate. ALT differed from allocated time

which was time timetabled for a subject but whichmay not be used dueto disruptions, and sickness etc.

ALT also differed from engaged time during which pupils interacted with the teacher, appeared to pay

attention butmay not be learning (Berliner, 1980).

Bloom (1974) founda correlation of .52 between student attention and student gain. Leach & Tunnecliffe

(1984) separated out the effects of IQ and socioeconomic background from academic learning time in

achievement in primary school mathematics. Academic engaged time accounted for 58% of the variance,

IQ for 8% and socioeconomic background for 5%. Smyth (1980) in an extensive review of the research

concluded that "time on task is alogical andimportant precondition to the acquisition ofknowledge..."(p .

237) .

The second effective schools correlate which is vitally related to classroom practices is high expectations by

teachers for success by their students . This term high expectations is synonymous with self-fulfilling

prophecy. The theory asserts that if teachers possessed high expectations for their students academically

to succeed, the students would subsequently do well in school .

The term 'self-fulfilling prophecy' was initially suggested by Merton (1948) . He defmed it as "a false defini-

tion ... evokinga newbehaviour which makes the originally false conception come true"(p.195). In essence,



Merton (1948) believed that false expectations by people could come true or create their ownreality by

causing other people to change their behaviours to matchand fulfil the initial expectations .

The expectations concept gained popularity and stimulated massive research as a result of a book by

Rosenthal (1968) on "how one person's expectations for another person's behaviour can quite unwittingly

become a more adequate prediction sdmply for its having been made"(p.123). Initial teacher expectations

were found by these authors to be matched by the subsequent behaviour andperformance of their stu-

dents. Teachers who possessed high expectations for certain students found that the performance of the

students improved to matchthese expectations . Conversely, students whowere labelled as slower or as

behaviour problems performed less well and altered their behaviour to become behaviour problems . In

essence, students "...will become the people they are thought to be, and their behaviour will reflect the

cross-situational consistencyandtemporal stability that arethedefining features ofpersonality traits . . ."

(Snyder & Swann, 1982, p. 257) .

Subsequent research has verified the self-falling prophecy effect. Crano and Mellon (1978) in a four year

longitudinal study of 5,200 children have confirmed the "causal primacy" of expectations in influencing

achievement in school children.

In summary, research has supported the existence of a correlationbetweenhigh expectations and maxi-

wised time on task and student performance on tests. Accurate measurement of the degree of implemen-

tation of these concepts by questionnaires should reveal essential aspects of school effectiveness. Conse-

quently, it is to be expected that the large number of measurement instruments generated to measure the

degree of efficiency in schools according to the effective schools criteria should possess subscales to meas-

are the components of time on task and high expectations. Guzzetti (1983), for instance, hasidentified

over fifty different instruments for measuring school effectiveness with thesecomponents.

APreliminary Anal
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Many of these instruments are modifications of the first instrument, the Connecticut School Effectiveness

Questionnaire (CSEQ) (1990). This questionnaire has been revised in 1990 and is still in widespread use

not only in Connecticut but also in numerous other American states . The instrument measures seven

areas of effectiveness including high expectations and time on task and contains 97 items (Gauthier,

Pechone, & Shoemaker, 1985).

Another such questionnaire is the Illinois Quality Schools Index (IQSn (1984). The questionnaire is based

on eight theoretical tenets of an effective school : leadership, mission, expectations, time of task, monitor-

ing, basic skills, climate, and parent and community participation. Each of these areas possesses between

fifteen andthirty indicators stated in behavioural terms to summarise the effective schools qualities.

Many studies have supported the successful use ofcomponents ofsuch questionnaires for discriminating

between schools of low and high effectiveness . Villanova (1984, 1986) has indicated that the Connecticut

School Effectiveness Questionnaire based on these constructs provides reliable school effectiveness infor-

mation . A mufti-trait-multimethod matrix and an exploratory factor analysis gave support to the validity of

the school effectiveness constructs being assessed by questionnaire. Kijai (1987) found that in a study of

thirty North Carolina primary schools, more effective schools differed significantly on four of five effective

school factors. Instructional leadership was the most important discriminating factor . Schools did not

differ with respect to scores on home and school relations and high expectations. Bilbao (1985) also found

emphasis on academics and high expectations were predictive of achievement in 65 Washington State high

schools but other effective school elements were not.

Yet several studies have found that some measurement instruments have been found inadequate for

measuring or improving schools (Micks, 1989; Stedman, 1987). Stedman (1987) reported that school effec-

tiveness varies across different student groups and over time . She found that six effective school elements



were weak predictors of effectiveness. Some studies (Micks, 1989 ; Smith, 1989; Starr, 1989 ; Oyler, 1988;

Farfsing, 1988; Homiston, 1987) indicate that there is sometimes alowcorrelation between some ques-

tionnaires' overall or subscale results of school effectiveness and actual school performance. Actual per-

formance wss usually measured on standardised tests of basic skills. Farfsing (1988), for instance, found

schools perceived less than a fifteen percent difference between those that scored highly andpoorly on the

Michigan Educational Assessment Programme test. Homiston (1987) found that the Connecticut Effective

Schools Questionnaire did not identify the same schools as effective as did use of quantitative methods in

fifty eight Californian primary schools.

Brousseau (1989) found the Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire to be reliable on all seven

subscales, but found the validity oftwo subscales dubious. Only the parent involvement subscale possessed

a relationship with third grade reading scores . School mission correlated with mathematics achievement

scores. Brousseau (1989) questioned whether the Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire was

sensitive enough to detect the important processes that influenced elementary school achievement levels.

Hale (1985) used the Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire in fifty four San Diego primary

schools. Results from the questionnaire were compared with results from the California Achievement Test.

Although home-school relations were found to be predictive ofacademic scores, nevertheless use of the

instrument was found to be inappropriate in typical elementary schools.

Theremay be anumber ofreasons for the differential success rates of effective school questionnaires in

measuring overall school effectiveness. Fenn (1983) suggests the need for additional predictors ofefficiency

besides achievement on tests. He suggests that affective predictors are useful to distinguish schools in

terms of effectiveness including locus ofcontrol, self-concept and motivation .

APreliminary Anal
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Secondly, some of the debate may relate to defuutions of efficiency. Homiston (1987) has found that there

is often different interpretations of the term 'an effective school . Frederick (1984) has identified ten dif-

ferent algorithms formeasuring school effectiveness. She found that different measurement algorithms

basedon different defuutions led to different conclusions regarding the effectiveness ofschools.

Athird reason may be that the questionnaires are generally designed for use by primary schools teachers .

Ferret (1983) notesthat the research addresses issues whichdo not apply in high schools teachers. For

instance, the senior teacher rather than the principal usually exercises instructional leadership in high

schools.

Afourth reason relevant to this proposal maybe inadequate input of student opinion through theuse of

questionnaires to measure student perceptions. One difficulty with the effective school questionnaires is

that the instruments are usually designed for completion by teachers but recommendations in their hand-

books urge their completion by students as well . Conceptual difficulty of some of the concepts is high.

The questionnaires seek to measure such nebulous concepts as school mission, leadership and climate,

issues about which students may lack knowledge or may be prejudiced or misinformed. For instance, the

Illinois Quality Schools Index (1984) asks for arating of the degree that teachers have aclear understand-

ing of their roles in the administration in the school or understand and support other teachers in the

school. It seems doubtful that students wouldhave access to this information or would be able to complete

this part of the questionnaire in an informed way. Questionnaires also use language unfamiliar to students

with wordssuch as 'heterogeneous' beingused in some of the CESQ (1990) variables.

There has notbeen much research in ascertaining thesuitability oftheteachers' questionnaires for stu-

dents, and the reliability ofthese questionnaires when used with senior students . Consequently, the valid-

ity of measurement of school effectiveness may have suffered through use of inadequate questionnaires to

assess students opinions .



This research proposal suggests an examination of the adequacy of the subscales of two established effec-

tive school questionnaires for student use. The Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire and the

Illinois Quality Schools Index will be used because of their widely spread recognition, popularity amongst

researchers and their track record in diagnosing effective school characteristics . The inter-item consistency

and dimensions of two subscales are reviewed following their completion by a sample of high school stu-
F

dents . As a result ofa trial of two subscales of the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire and Illinois

Quality School Index questionnaires, analysis ofthe dimensions from the tests through principal compo-

nents analysis is used as a basis for recommendations concerning the suitability ofthese scales.

In summary, the research proposal examines this hypothesis . The areas of high expectations and opportu-

nity to learn subscales in the Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire and the Illinois Quality

Schools Index provide high inter-item consistency and unidimensionality when used with year 11 and 12

students. In addition, this question is addressed . What recommendations may be made concerning the

suitability of their use by high school students in Western Australia for obtaining data for school improve-

went?

A Preliminary Analysis
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Two selected subscales, high expectations and opportunity to learn from the Connecticut School Effective-

ness Questionnaire andthe Illinois Quality School Indexwere administered by random cluster sampling.

The sampling frame consisted of metropolitan high schools listed in the Perth telephone book . Three high

schools were randomly selected using a random numbers table. Two classes were randomly selected from

each school . Each of the selected classes wastotally sampled as recommended by Hinkle, Wiersmaand

Jurs (1988) . They consisted of students between the ages of 16 and 18 years of age in years 11 or 12 . Thus

arandom sample was obtained including 128 high school students ofmixed gender selected by six class-

room clusters from three metropolitan Perth high schools . Questionnaires were administered by the

subject teachers andwere completed anonymously by the students.

Ethical considerations included obtaining the principal's permission to administer the survey. There was

an avoidance of anyitems causing adverse consequences to the subjects such as shame, regret, or dimin-

ished self-respect . Therewere no tasks in this studywhichwere unpleasant. Arequest was made that

subjects voluntarily participate. Anonymity of the questionnaires was ensured and records were kept confi-

dential. There were no photographic or tape recorded records. There were no use of non-treatment or

placebo conditions . Administration of the test required about twenty minutes. No information was with-

held. Results were given to the teachers concerned. Such results may assist in processes to increase

student time on task andhigh expectations . Subsequent benefits to students may be higher achievement.
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Two effective school questionnaires have been obtained from two State Departments of Education in the

United States . Permission hasbeen obtained to use this material. Two selected subscales were reprinted

for use in classrooms in Perth. The expectations sub-scales each possess for theConnecticut and Illinois

questionnaires fourteen Likert type variables while the time on task subscales possessed nine and fifteen

items respectively . All respondent choices ranged from 1 " Strongly Disagree" to 5 "Strongly Agree." All

items were stated positively .

c- Data Anays~s

Alpha reliability refers to ameasure ofthe consistency of responses to all items on atest (Cronbach, 1951).

Alpha analysis provided an indication ofthe inter-item consistency ofthe subscales.

Aprincipal components analysis was used to determine the degree to whichthe questionnaires' Liken type

items fitted the categories to which they had been assigned . Principal component analysis was chosen

because the process parsimoniously reduced the questionnaire variables to the few common uncorrelated

components or higher level relationships which summarised empirical information in the data . Principal

components representedmost ofthe original variables in the questionnaire. Theprocess made the data

easier to understand and use. Principal components analysis maximised prediction of the original variables

(Dunteman, 1989). This analysis, Kelley (1955, cited in Harman, 1960, p. 5) reported, "represents a simple,

straight forward problem of description" simplifying interpretation ofvariables.

Techniques for using principal components analysis were followed seriatim . The first step wasto gather
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reliable raw data from a randomly selected school sample based on the two subscales from the effective

schools questionnaires .

Secondly, the SPSSPC programme calculated correlations between the variables (SPSS, 1986) . In princi-

pal components analysis ones were inserted into the diagonal of the correlation matrix.

Thirdly, in principal component analysis, principal components were extracted and were presented as a

table with the components in columns and variables in rows. Initially there were as many components as

there were variables.

Fourthly, the principal components table was truncated . Components were reported in order by those

eigenvalues exceeding one, by exaYnination ofa scree chart (Cattell, 1966) and by the proportion oftotal

variance which was explained (SAS, 1985) .

Fifthly, when dimensions on the original principal components analysis table were difficult to interpret,

dimensions in principal components analysis were rotated orthogonally. Variuiax rotation was used. This

reduced the number ofdimensions and clarified interpretation based on the variables in each dimension.

Generally, variables loaded higher on one dimension rather than moderately across several dimensions.

There was no uniquely correct rotation to decompose the correlation matrix (Harm n, 1960). Variables

which did not load on any factor were refined to improve their measurement abilities or were ignored, criti-

cally evaluated or dropped.

A name which summarised these variables was assigned to the principal component. Evaluation of the

usefulness ofa label depended on reputability, usefulness, fit with theory, and contribution to research .

This name reflected those provided by the effective schools theory.



Sixth, the variables selected for each dimension were compared with the theory used to create the items.

Analysis discussed the extent to which the dimensions fitted the theory. Finally, analysis determined

whether the dimensions were useful in simplifying the theory .

Analysis of the principal components occurred for each of the sample schools andfor the combined data.

Information from the questionnaires was presented back to the teachers in the form ofmeansranked in

order of size for each variable . Included was information related to the importance ofhigh expectations and

an opportunity to learn as requisites for quality education.

Besults

Table 1 below presents the results from an analysis ofreliability using the alpha reliability coefficient. Data

was analysed for each ofthe subscales on expectations andtime on task separately. Subscales were then

combined to provide reliability coefficients for expectations andtime on task.

Tgb~e 1
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Results indicate that the inter-item consistency of the CESQ was low, indicating that the scale 'was multi-

dimensional. In contrast, the IQSI possessed a high inter-item consistency. The combined subscales pos-

Snbecales cs9Q rte: moo. I4SI Ita so. O~bined

Bxpectatione .58

Time on Task .46

14

9

.83

.77

14

16

.82

.78

28

26



sessed good inter-item correlation.
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Research (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1988) has indicated that different populations such as found in different

high schools often factor analyse differently. Combining the results of different populations such as a

sample of 128 students randomly selected from three different high schools mayhave concealed differences

between students in different schools and to have made the combined results ambiguous. To ascertain if

this problem existed, initially principal components analysis with varimax rotation was performed on

samples of students from each of the three schools for the first subscale to determine differences between

schools. Because the factors extracted from these separate samples from different schools were similar for

the first subscale, the data for the three schools was combined and analysed as one data set for all the

subscales.

Data was analysed initially to determine the variables which may be meaningfully related to the subscale

titles using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. Missing data was treated by replacing

missing data with variable means as recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (1988) . Because students who

failed to understand variables were asked not to complete those variables, this technique avoided biasing

the data by dropping a number of incomplete cases. To ensure the validity of this practice identical analy-

ses was conducted by dropping cases with missing variables and similar results were obtained .

In all analysis the default eigenvalue of 1 was used as a minimal value for displays offactor loadings .

The combined expectations subscales for the CESQ and IQSI were factor analysed using principal compo-

nents analysis . Varimax rotation failed to converge in twenty four rotations and was dropped. Results

appear in table 2 and 3.
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Factor Eigenvalne and Percentage and Cn=nlative Percentage of Variance

Factor Eigenvalne ~+~ntage
Of variance

C~
$

1 ` 5.6 20 .0 20
2 2 .3 8 .1 28
3 1 .8 6 .4 35
4 1 .6 5 .8 40
5 1 .4 5 .1 45
6 1 .3 4 .7 50
7 1 .2 4 .4 55
8 1 .2 4 .4 59
9 1 .0 3 .9 63

10 1 .0 3 .6 66



Table 3

Co bined CSSQ and IQSI Scales with Principal Ca~ponents Faotor Analysis

Table 1 presents the results of the students who completed the Connecticut Ef~'ective Schools Question-

naire subscale on expectations analysed by principal components . Rotation using varimax was not possi-

APreliminary Analysis
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Variable FACTORS

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Co~unali

10 h2

Q17 .71 .69

Q22 .66 .60

Q18 .63 -.31 .66

Q2d .62 .31 .62

Q28 .57 .33 .63

Q27 .55 .31 .63

Q23 .54 -.37 .68

Q15 .52 -.51 .75

Q13 .51 .40 -.36 .72

Q19 .50 -.34 .31 .65

Q12 .50 .37 .64

Q21 .50 .36 .56

Q20 .49 .40 .37 .72

Q7 .45 -.33 -.35 "57

Q10 .43 .35 -.37 .35 .61

Q25 .41 -.38 .34 .69

Q26 .40 -.56 "58

Q16 .45 -.50 .35 .71

Q11 .36 .45 .48

Q2 .30 .58 .66

Q5 .37 .49 .41 .68

Q6 .32 .33 .47 - .31 .72

Q1 .37 .48 -.42 .34 .78

Q14 .47 .36 .34 .62

Q9 .70 .71

QB .47 .50 .71

Q3 .35 .34 .53 .70

Q4 .53 .56 .34 .85

Q17 .69
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ble . Table 1 suggests that the 28 variables from the two CESQ and IQSI subscales on expectations pos-

sess ten factors with eigenvalues greater than one . The first factor account for twenty percent ofthe

variance and the first five factors account for fifty percent of the variance .

Table 2 was constructed and sorted according to the size of factor loadings . Factor loadings ofless than .3

were omitted from the table due to their lack of salience and for reasons of clarity and parsimony .

Communalities or h2 were shown in the right column . These values were high, generally six or better .

The first factor accounting for the largest variance included nearly every variable from the IQSI, varia-

bles 15 to 28. Only variable 17 was excluded and this variable failed to load on any factor . Only a few

variables in the CESQ (Variables 13, 12, 7, 10) loaded highly on factor one. The CESQ generally loaded

on a range of factors between two and ten. Factor 1 was appropriately named expectations since it was a

unidimemsional scale . The remaining factors contained a range ofitems which loaded on other factors

and failed to interpret easily under any label. It appeared that the CESQ was mufti-dimensional.

Principal components analysis with varimax rotation was conducted for the two expectations subscales

separately to discover these dimensions . Table 4 and 5 give the results for the CESQ subscale.



Table 4
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Factor Eigen-
value

8 of
variance

Cum
8

1 1 .7 19 19
2 1 .5 11 30
3 1 .4 10 40
4 1 .2 9 49
5 1 .1 8 56
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Table 5
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CBSQ ~-r~tions Subecale with Varieaz Rotated Factor llatriz:

Factor labels F1 Structure F2 Responsibility F3 Remediation F4 Behaviour FS Socioeconomic Expecta-

In table 4 principal components extraction with varimax rotation extracted five factors with eigenvalues

greater than 1 from the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire Expectations subscale on expecta-

tions . The extraction accounted for 56% of the variance . The first factor accounted for 19% ofthe vari-

ance .

In Table 5, the communalities are shown in the right column . Communalities explain the variance in the

Variables FdLZ+Og
1 2 3 4 5

Cfosswnalities

Q12 Maths instn given mixed ability classes .80 .66
Q13 Inetn given to mixed ability classes .76 .69
Q11 Reading instn to mixed ability classes .61 .42
Q2 Tchre hold high expectations .68 .53
Q6 Skills mastered as result of instn .61 .57
Q3 School causes achievement .57 - .31 - .34 .63
QS Tchr Resp for stds mastering skills .50 .39 .35 .48
Q10 Guidelines for grouping stds .45 .44 .47
Q8 Remedial programmes a last resort .47 - .65 .67
Q7 Preventative strategies for stds at risk .64 - .47 .57
Q4 Low achievers are well behaved .68 .48
Q1 Expectations to complete school + .35 - .62 .54
Q9 Equal ratio of low-income students promoted .76 .62
Q14 Special groups for short term only - .48 .58 .57
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variable that is representedby all the factors. Communalities should exceed .6(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989).

These communalities were lower than in table 3 and ranged from 4 to 7. Nine of the 14 communalities

were below .6 which suggests that the variables were inadequately explained by the factors.

Thefactors did appear unreliable and inadequate . The first factor focused on teaching mixed ability rather

than streamed classes. The factor was called structure. This variable appeared reliably across numerous

rotations . The remaining four factors possessed variables which were again complex and difficult to inter-

pret . In some cases two separate constructs appeared groupedas one. Variables were poorly definedby

the second factor since they included both expectations for success and taking responsibility to ensure

success. The third factors appeared to include remediation but possessed afew negative items which

were anomalies. The fourth and fifth factors possessed complex variables which loaded highly on the first

two factors and appeared difficult to interpret and unreliable . These factors were dropped.

Limiting extraction to one, two and three factors respectively and use of both varimax and direct oblimin

rotation failed to clarify the dimensions further.

Table 6 and 7 present the results of the Illinois Quality School Index subscale on expectations.



Table 6

Factor Eigenvalue and Percentage and Cumulative Percentage of Variance

Table 7

IQSI Expectations Subscale with Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix :

Factor labels F1 Parental Support F2 Confidence F3 Reinforcement F4 Commitment

Table 6 indicates that four factors were extracted accounting for 61% of the total variance. The first factor

alone accounted for 33% ofthevariance. All communalities for theunrotated structurewere between .5

and .7 which suggests that 50 to 70% of the variables variance was explained by the factor structure.

A Preliminary Analysis
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Variables FACTOR
1 2 3 4

Communalities

Q20 Stress importance educ'1 ach to parents .68 .63
Q19 Parents know high ach expected .58 .60
Q22 Parents encouraged to support school .56 .39 .59
Q21 Stds expected to behave .55 .41 .63
Q16 Help stds develop fully .87 .73
Q17 Tchre believe stde can succeed .46 .58 .68
Q15 Believe stde will do best work .42 .56
Q26 Try new techniques with non-learners .38 .36 .51

Q23 Praise low & high abil stde equally .59 .41 .62
Q25 Stds achievements advertised .56 .69
Q24 Tchrs recognise good work .50 .53

Q27 Tchre work to best of their abilities .57 .62
Q28 Tchrs work to increase skills .53 .63
Q18 Tchrs praise stds .44 .50

Factor Sigen-
valve

g of
var~~r~

C~
g

1 ~t.6 33 33
2 1.7 12 45
3 ' 1.2 8 53

1 8 61



With the initial principal components extraction, all variables ofthe Illinois Quality School Index loaded

highly on the first factor and accounted for athird ofthe variance on this factor alone. Varimax rotation

distributed the variance to four factors more evenly but resulted in complex variables whichloaded on

several factors . These variables were interpreted using the factor on which they loaded the highest.

Factor 1 seemed to stress the importance of involving parents to obtain high achievement to succeed and

was labelled Parental Involvement. The second factor focused on a belief in success andwaslabelled

Confidence . The third factor related to praise and recognition and was labelled Reinforcement. Thefourth

factor was labelled Commitment .

Table 8and9 showsthe results ofprincipal components analysis ofthe combined CESQ andIQSI sub-

scales related to time on task .

Table 8

Factor Sigenvalne and ~~ntage and
COnlatige m~++tage of Variance

APreliminary Analysis
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Factor Eigen-
value

8 of
variance

Cum
8

1 4 .7 17 .9 17 .9
2 2 .1 8 .1 26 .0
3 1 .6 6 .3 32 .3
4 1 .6 5 .9 38 .2
5 1 .5 5 .6 43 :8
6 1 .3 5 .2 49 .0
7 1 .2 4 .8 53 .8
8 1 .2 4 .7 58 .5
9 1 .1 4 .2 62 .6
10 1 .0 4 .0 66 .6
11 1 .0 3 .9 70 .5



Table 9

Combined CESQ and IQSI Expectations Subscales Factor Matrix :

APreliminary Analysis
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Table 8 indicates that eleven factors with eigenvalues greater than one account for ?1 percent of the vari-

variable Factors
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

banalities

Q42 .66 - .33 .71
Q44 .61 .30 .58
Q41 .59 .30 - .37 - .38 .75
Q40 .57 - .30 .72
Q34 .57 ~ .42 .73
Q39 .56 - .39 .80
Q45 .55 - .38- .33 .77
Q49 .54 - .30 .32 .70
Q50 .49 - .46 .64
Q48 .49 .40 .31 .73
Q43 .44 - .35 .33 .54

Q47 - .62 .43 .81
Q53 .38 .48- .33 .65
Q36 .31 .43 .42 .34 .69
Q35 .42 - .37 .31 .73

Q38 .58 .61
Q32 .41 - .50 .34 .69
Q31 .48 .46 .39- .32 .85

Q37 - .64 .34 .72
Q29 .45 .48 .63

Q30 .51 .32 .66
Q33 .40 .33 .45 .62

Q51 -.38 .51 .49 .78
Q54 .34 - .48 .38 .75

Q46 .37 .38 .43- .39 .78
Q52 .46 .35 - .50 .74

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11



ante . The first factor is predominant and accounts for 18% of the variance . Table 9 indicates that commu-

nalities are high, generally in the .6 to .8 range.

The principal components analysis of the two combined subscales related to time on task (variables 29 to

54) suggested the existence of two principal components which accounted for 26% of the variance. Varia-

bles 29 to 38 from the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire were scattered singly or in twos across

eleven factors. The logic of the grofuping of these variables was not apparent and these factors, numbered

from 3 to 11 appeared unreliable . Only two variables from the CESQ (29 & 34) appeared in the first

factor . The CESQ subscale appeared multi-dimensional. The variables from theIllinois Quality School

Index all loaded highly on the first factor suggesting a unidimensional scale under the headingTime On

Task. Additional rotations such as direct oblimin failed to alter this structure.

Table 10 and 11 presents the results of the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire subscale on time

on task analysed by principal components androtated usingvarimax.

cable 10:

FBCYA! B1QeIIY81IIe and Anrr_Pntage
and Co nlative Percentage of var" An~ of
var~rn~

8

APreliminary Analysis
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Factor Bigen-
value

8 of
variance

Cum

1 1 .9 19 19
2 1 .4 14 33
3 1 .3 13 47
4 1 .2 12 59



CB9Q Tine on mash S1:becale with variaaz Mutated Factor llatris :

Factor labels F1 Academic Schedule F2 Work Without Disruptions F3 uninterpreted

F4 Basic Skills

APreliminary Analysis
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Table 10 shows that four factors account for 59% of the variance. Communalities for the unrotated analy-

sis on the right side oftable 11 rangefrom .4 to .7 . Principal components analysis with varimaxrotation

has produced four factors whichaccounted for a total of 59% of the variance . Variables in factor 1 were

labelled Academic Schedule since the schedule supports academic learning without disruptions. Factor 2

wasWork Without Disruptions . Factor 3 wasunclear . Factor 4 referred to Basic Skills .

Table 12 and 13 present the results of the Illinois Quality School Index subscale on time on task extracted

variables FaL:i+OB
1 2 3 4

Cos~unalities

Q35 Inst'n is seldom interrupted .79 .64
Q29 Schedule supports inst'1 p~ogrammes .70 - .40 .73
Q32 Pull-out programmes don't disrupt inst'n .69 .52
Q34 Tchrs implement homework policies .56 .38
Q33 Special inst'n integrates with class inst'n .43 .42 .41 .55
Q36 There is few discipline problems .31 .63 .50
Q38 Stde are absent only for good reason .62 .43
Q37 Stds don't do seatwork all the time .85 .75
Q31 Fifty minutes daily given to Maths .31 .39 .65 .69
Q30 Two hours or more given to reading daily .77 .68



by principal components androtated usingvarimax.

=able 10:

Factor Bigenoalne and Percentage
and L1m~lative Percentage of variance of
08r~ a~nt~n

Factor Eigen-
value

8 of
variance

Cum
$

1 4 .0 25 25
2 1 .7 10 35
3 1 .3 8 43
4 1 .3 8 51
5 1 .1 7 58
6 1 .0 6 64



Ta~hle 11

IQSI =ice on Test Sbbecale with Variaaz rotated Factor llatris :

A Preliminary Analysis
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Factor labels F1 Academic Learning Time F2 Academic Scheduling F3 Lesson Management F4 Work Hard on Task

Table 11 indicated the extraction of four factors which explained 59% of the variance of the subscale .

Communalities in table 12 ranged from .4 to .7. Principal components extraction suggested an unidimen-

sional scale focussed on time on task with most variables loading highly on the first factor, andwith only

two variables beingunder .3 . All variables related to ensuring that students were working on academic

tasks without distractions. Varimax rotation maintained emphasis on the first factor, suggested to be

Academic Learning Time or ensuring students were really working on task without disruptions. Although

some variables were complex andloaded on several factors the second factor related to Academic Schedul-

Variables Factors
1 2 3 4 5 6

Communalities

Q40 Academic activities planned .72 .30 .62

Q39 Concentration on academics .68 " 68

Q43 Little administrative duties .59 .50

~Q47 Limited non-academic tasks .58 .31 .55

Q48 Classes start & stop on time .79 .62

Q41 Day scheduled for learning .41 .63 .64
Q44 Interruptions minimalised .53 .37 .32 .55

Q50 Questions & answers promoted .79 .49

Q45 Disruptive activities minimalised .38 .67 .65

Q49 Lessons planned systematically .44 .48 .49

Q53 Stds work hard academically .68 .47
Q38 Absenteeism only for good reasons .42 - .58 .43
Q42 Tchrs use time wisely .46 .53 .40 .60

Q46 Beh'r problems avoid classroom disruptions .45 .45 .52
Q54 Stds encouraged to be in school .81 .70
Q51 Concern shown for time on task .79 .67

Q52 Outside activities appropriate for learning .37 .46 .47 .46



ing, with the themethat school time should focus on learning with minimal interruptions. The third factor

was Lesson Management whichinvolved clear goal oriented systematic planning . The fourth factor was

focussed on WorkingHard academically. The remaining factors appeared to be uninterpretable, influenced

by outlier variables 51 and 54 and were dropped. Olimin rotation suggested similar results.

Discussion
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This study has sought to ascertain the inter-item consistency and degree of unidimensionality of two sub-

scales in two typical effective schools questionnaires when completed by senior high school students in

years 11 and 12 in Perth, WesternAustralia.

Alpha reliability coefficients were obtained for both questionnaires.

	

Anastasi (1988) notes that it is influ-

enced by error variance from the heterogeneity of the variables within the test . Homogeneous scales

which contain variables which measure the same attribute have higher reliability and scale scores are

easier to interpret. However, a homogeneous scale may not adequately measure a complex concept with

heterogeneous attributes . Anastasi (1988) feels that such concepts are best broken into a number of

homogeneous subscales.

TheConnecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire's lower reliability coefficients for theexpectations and

time on task subscale may be interpreted as 58% or 46% of the variances of the test scores being the true

variance ofthe items measured while the remainder was caused by error variance . Lowreliability subscale

scores were also reported by the Connecticut Department of Education (1984, p. F-4) whom obtained alpha

internal consistencies of .55 and .66 respectively for the expectations andtime on task subscales. These

coefficients suggested considerable error variance and the presence of heterogeneous subscales . Although

not explicitly stated, these figures were probably obtained by completion of the questionnaire by teachers.



The Connecticut Department of Education (1984) reported that items for the questionnaire were chosen

by a panel of experts whose concerns were to represent the literature, represent identified characteristics

andbe clear andunambiguous. There was no evidence that the questionnaire was developed for use by

students as well as teachers.

APreliminary Analysis
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Other reasons for the low reliability besides heterogeneity ofitems were suggested to be error variance
F

caused by the application of the scale to students . Students probably guessed due to a misunderstanding of

the meaning of some of the variables, andan application of variables inappropriate for high school students

andthe West Australian curriculum. Students, for instance, were unclear as to the meaning of 'heteroge-

neous' classes and'implementation' . They were unclear as to what subjects were implied by language arts,

which tended to be primary school terminology . Students were unsure ofthe meaning of'pull-out' pro-

grammes, or special instructional or remedial programmes because such programmes did not operate in

West Australian high schools.

Consequently, students may have answered unclear questions based on their overall feelings, or simply

ticked a middle of the road response such as athree. Repetition of an unclear word in three items tended

to cause arepeatedly similar response regardless ofthe meaning of the item . Items containing the word

'heterogeneous' contained highly similar means and low standard deviations .

In contrast, the two subscales of the Illinois Quality School Index possessed an acceptable level ofinter-

item consistency or reliability of .83 and.77. As indicated by these two reliability coefficients, these sub-

scales were homogeneous. An exam~nAtion of the variables in these subscales indicated ause ofconceptual-

ly familiar and less difficult language which was less likely to be misunderstood by students. There wasn't

the curriculum bias that was demonstrated by the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire, because no

reference was made to specific 'pull-out,' 'remedial' or 'language arts' programmes which had no relevance



in the local context. Items were generalised to apply to any school system and at either primary or high

school level.

When the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire and Illinois Quality School Indexwere combined for

the expectations andtime on task subscales, the increased number of items have increased reliability to .82

and .78 as would be expected from alonger questionnaire.

The low alpha reliability coefficients of the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire were supported by

the complex factorial results ofprincipal components analysis .

Thurstone (1947, cited in Kerlinger, 1988, p. 581) has described the appearance of simple structures in

factor analysis which are generated by 'pure' variables, loaded on as few factors as possible . Each row ofa

factor matrix should have at least one loading close to zero . For each column there should at least as many

variables with zero or near zero loadings as there are factors. For every pair of factors there should be

several variables with loaddnns in one factor but not in the other. When there are four or more factors, a

large proportion of variables should have negligible loaddnns on any pair offactors. For every pair of factors

there should be only a small number of variables with appreciable loaddnns in both columns.

With the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire the last two criteria were violated. When the CESQ

was analysed with the IQSI, the IQSI appeared largely unidimensional with large factor loadings on one

factor for most variables. The presence of variables loading lowly on two or three factors in both CESQ

subscales suggested afactorially complex subscales that were difficult to interpret . In spite ofrotation,

negative loadns remained . There were situations in which only one variable loaded highly on afactor and

these factors were poorly def"med. The utility of the factors generated from the Connecticut Effective

Schools Questionnaire was limited by the complexity of interpretation . It wasapparent that both subscales

were mufti-dimensional.

APreliminary Analysis
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Perhaps one ofthereasons for the mufti-dimensional nature ofthe Connecticut Effective Schools Ques-

tionnaire was the number of theoretical constructs underlying the questionnaire subscales. Effectiveness

was defined by the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire in numerous ways. These appeared as

differing dimensions.

The first dimension termed structure clearly focused on using mixed ability groups as a means to raise

expectations for poor achievers . Although this factor was expected, its appearance mayhave been an arti-

fact of the use oftheword 'heterogeneous' in all three variables, enticing students to give identical and

often middle of the scale responses . The second dimension included responsibility since teachers with high

expectations needed to ensure student mastery of skills . Also included was the concept of success for

everyone . A third dimension focused around remediation by ensuring that remedial programmes did not

withdraw students, andthus identify and label them or that students with remedial problems were not

always grouped together and labelled as failures .

Other dimensions appeared theoretically possible but have not been identified by the factor analysis . One

definition of effective schools was a situation in which an equal number of students from poorer socioeco-

nomic areas graduated as from middle and upper socioeconomic areas. Consequently, high expectation

variables possessed asocioeconomic characteristics such as question 9, "The number of lowincome children

promoted is proportionately equivalent to all other children promoted" or question 3 "teachers believe that

a student's home background is not the primary factor that determines individual student achievement in

this school." One would expect socioeconomic variables to group as afactor . Thelack ofasimple factor

loading for these variables mayhave been caused by the use of a homogeneous middle class student sample

forwhom the question had little meaning or relevance.



The Illinois Quality School Index, as suggested by the alpha coefficient, was factorially simple as compared

with the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire andmet the requirements for simple factorial anaty-

sis as described by Thurstone (1947, cited in Kerlinger, 1988) . The combined expectations subscales

demonstrated the purity of the IQSI variables.

When analysed as aseparate subscale . the value placed on involving parents in education on the first factor

wasnot assessed by the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire. This was an important dimension

which should be included in an expectations subscale . The second dimension ofconfidence in students was

reflected by the success dimension ofthe Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire and referred to a

belief that all students would succeed. Research by Rosenthal & Jacobsen (1968) suggested that this

dimension wasmost central to the expectations subscale . The third dimension of reinforcement by praising

good work has been well supported by behavioural research (Brophy and Good, 1984) and was not exam-

ined by the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire. This element appeared to be critical for positive-

ly communicating high expectations to students . The final commitment dimension referred to teachers

professionalism in self-improvement andrealising ones potential, another dimension unassessed by the

Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire.

In makingrecommendations for an adequate expectations subscale for students, all thedimensions from

the Illinois Quality School Index appeared useful. Advantages included the simplicity of question style and

language . Information sought by the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire was useful in terms of

expectations for success and teachers taking responsibility to ensure success. Additional dimensions ad-

dressed by the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire such as streamed versus mixed ability classes

were closely related to levels of teacher expectations . Such information is of importance in measuring

expectation levels . However, many of the dimensions ofinformation sought by the questionnaire would

better be extracted from policy documents, administrators and teachers than from students . Policies relat-

ed to such areas as class structure, withdrawal andremediation policies, andsocioeconomic expectations

A Preliminary Anal
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would be known only implicitly to students. This subscale was best administered to teachers only .

A comparison of the combined time on task subscales of the CESQ and IQSI again demonstrated the

unidimensional nature of the IQSI in contrast with the multi-dimensional CESQ .

An exam;nAtion of the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire time on task subscales revealed a

complex variable structure similar to the expectations subscale . Variables loaded on several factors and

failed to interpret easily, perhaps as aresult of the unreliability of this subscale . Nevertheless, the impor-

tance of an academic schedule focussed on programme goals which maximised time on task has been well

supported by research into academic learning time (Berliner, 1980; Leach & Tunnecliffe, 1984) . Similarly

the second dimension complemented the first by n,;n ;rr,al;Ring interruptions to the academic programme, a

process increasing academic learning time. Afocus on basic skills beingreadingandmathematics, a

common effective schools theme (Edmonds, 1979), was supported as another dimension. These dimen-

sions, like the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire expectations subscale, reflected a sub-text,

emphasised in Connecticut schools, andtheory on mainstreaming children with special needs, (Blanken-

ship & Lilly, 1981) that effective schools integrate rather than withdraw remedial students, andthat teach-

ers use avariety of instructional techniques .

The Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire scale was best limited to completion by teachers . Some

items were clearly primary school oriented such as two hours devoted daily to reading and these confused

high school students with their irrelevance. There were difficulties with terminology such as 'language

arts' or 'seat work' and the use of programmes unfamiliar to students in West Australian schools, such as

'pull out' and'speciaf programmes. These variables possessed the low factor loadings .

The Illinois Quality School Index shared similar themes with the Connecticut Effective Schools Question-
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mire in its concern for maximising time spent on academic tasks. There was strong support for the essen-

tially unidimensional nature of this scale in contrast to the Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire.

The simple language, disregard for items related to basic skills, clear focus on scheduling and maintaining

academic learning time and the high reliability of this subscale has made it appropriate for secondary

school students. Variables 51 and54 may be the least reliable for the expectations and should be deleted.

This studywas preliminary in nature and examined only two of the seven or eight subscales ofthe Connect-

icut Effective Schools Questionnaire and Illinois Quality School Index. Nevertheless some generalisations

maybe made for the whole effective school questionnaires.

When combined subscales were analysed, the IQSI appeared unidimensional in contrast to the CESQ.

Reasons for the low reliability of student opinion through the use of the Connecticut Effective Schools

Questionnaire subscales were these: the instrument was designed for completion by primary school teach-

ers andmeasured content unfamiliar to students . The Connecticut Effective Schools Questionnaire was

not worded for upper school (years 11 and 12) student use. Questions often referred to aprimary school

curriculum . Furthermore, students also lacked standards on whichto basejudgments on whichto base

their decisions to such questions as whether they areworking harder than peers, or how hard they are

working. In addition, with ninety-five or more items, the complete Connecticut Effective Schools Ques-

tionnaire would be too long for some of the students' attention span. When students lost interest and

concentration the reliability of the questionnaires' results declined. This questionnaire should be restrict-

ed to useby primary school teachers.



APreliminary Analysis
37

In contrast, the Illinois Quality School Index as suggested by the two subscales, expectations and time on

task, was appropriate for use by high school students due to the simplicity of language, and generality of

items. The Illinois Quality School Index lacked curriculum specificity which enabled its use cross-culturally.

Its high reliability suggested unidimensional measurements on the subscales and ease ofinterpretation.

Factor analysis suggested several dimensions on each subscale which corresponded with effective schools

research.

Use of the questionnaires normally result in profiles of strengths and weaknesses in schools. Since these

profiles often rested on single word descriptions such as expectations or time on task, theuse ofseveral

dimensions underlying these concepts may be concealed . There is need to subdivide these scales into

unidimensional subscales to reveal the constructs underlying expectations and time on task. The CESQ

with its concern over streaming andintegration policies and explicitly naming basic skills particularly re-

quires identified subscales. The IQSI is sufficiently unidimensional to be explicit as it exists . Clarity in

communication is critical for a successful change process to occur.

Further research could include factor analysis of the complete Illinois Quality School Index following

completion by high school students . Results from the Illinois Quality School Index when completed by

students need to be compared with perceptions ofthe teaching staff. Comparisons with other indices of

effectiveness including affect measurements and standardised tests would provide opportunities to deter-

mine the degree ofvalidity of the instrument. The field of effective schools requires additional research to

be fully productive .
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gzpectations , Opportunity to Learn and Tile on Task

Introduction

The purpose of this questionnaire is to survey your perceptions
based on your experiences in this school . There are no right or
wrong answers .

Responses are summarised and will be reported back to your
teacher . To ensure confidentiality, do not write your name on
the questionnaire .

Instructions

1 . All items have five possible responses, arranged on a scale
from 1 to 5 . The scale represents the amount of agreement with
the item .

Strongly Disagree

	

Strongly Agree
(The condition is

	

(The condition is
not present .)

	

present to the
highest degree .)

2 . If you do not have enough knowledge to answer the item,
please leave the item blank .

3 . Although some items seem to warrant a Yes-No response, the
response categories permit you to indicate the intensity of your
agreement with the item .

4 . Your perceptions based on your experience in this school are
important . Items are designed to measure "school effects" and
you will be asked to generalise about the conditions in the
school . You should respond from your own experiences .

5 . The person administering this questionnaire is available to
answer procedural questions, but it is your interpretation of
each item that is unportant .

6 .

	

Each item must be read carefully .

	

There is no time limit .



l~EGTATION3

These grsestions ar+e basedors finding orstyour anion aborst tlu expectations rohich an held by yosr
taaeha~far~ossm do wrll Please indiead~eyorsrpa~oeptiorrs to tlsejollarsing gtsestiarss belao. Baseyosa~
jndgnunts as the sehod as a mhalG

What gender are you?

	

Male -~'emal

In what grade areyou?

	

8 9 10~~ 12

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

1. Ninety-five to one hundred percent of the students in this school canbe
expected to complete high school

	

1 2' 3

	

4

	

5

2. All teachers in this school hold consistently high expectations for all students.

	

1

	

2

	

3'4 5

3. Teachers believe that a student's home background in notthe primary

	

_
factor that determines individual student achievement in this school

	

1

	

2

	

3~4

	

5

4. l:n this school low-achieving students are as well-behaved as other students.

	

1 ~ 2" 3

	

4

	

5

5. Teachers in this school believe they are responsible for all students
mastering basic skills at each grade level

	

1

	

2

	

3 ~9

6. Teachers believe that all students in this school can master basic skills as a
direct result of the instructional programme.

	

1

	

2

	

3 ~ 41 5

7. This school has successful preventive strategies for helping students at risk of
school failure.

	

1

	

2 /3',r 4

	

5

8. In this school, remedial programmes are alast resort .

	

1

	

2

	

3 i`4 ~ 5

9. The number oflow-income children promoted is proportionately
equivalent to all other children promoted.

	

1

	

2 l3~ 4

	

5

10. In this school, there are cl~r guidelines for grouping
students for instruction.

	

1

	

2

	

3 j4~ 5

11. In reading, instruction is often presented to aheterogeneous ability
groupof students.

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5



15. Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations by believing that

12 . In mathematics, instruction is often presented to a heterogeneous
ability group ofstudents.

	

1

	

2 ~~; 4

	

5

13. In language arts, instruction is often presented to a heterogeneous
ability group ofstudents .

	

1~) 3

	

4

	

5

14. Within the classroom, students are assigned to groups for extra help on
atemporary basis only.

	

1~2J 3

	

4

	

5

students will do their best work.

	

1

	

2 ~1 4

	

5

16. Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations by helping students
to develop their abilities to them highest potential

	

~~ 2

	

3

	

4

	

5

17. Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations by believing that
students cansucceed.

	

1~j 3

	

4

	

5

18. Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations by seeking opportuni-

	

_
ties to praise all students .

	

i 1,~ 2

	

3

	

4

	

5

19. Ourschool personnel demonstrate their expectations by letting students and
parents know that high achievement is expected ofstudents .

	

1 ~~2 ` 3

	

4

	

5

20. Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations by stressing the impor-
tance of educational achievement to parents and students.

	

1 (~ ~' 3

	

4

	

5

21. Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations by requiring students
to behave.

	

1

	

2

	

3 ~4~ 5

22 . Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations bY encouraging parents
to support the educational process at home and school

	

1

	

2

	

3~5

26. Ourschool personnel demonstrate their expectations by trying new teaching
methodsand materials when students are not learning.

23 . Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations by praising

	

,~
low-achieving students as much andas often as high-achieving students .

	

( 1~ 2

	

3

	

4

	

5

24. Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations bY rewarding good
student work through recognition.

	

1 . 2' 3

	

4

	

5

25. Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations by featuring student
accomplishments in the school or community newspaper.

	

r~, 2

	

3

	

4

	

5

2 3 4 5

27 . Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations by performing all tasks
to the best oftheir professional abilities .

	

1

	

2 ,,.~ 3 ~ 4

	

5

28. Our school personnel demonstrate their expectations by seeking

	

~_
opportunities to increase professional knowledge and skill.

	

1

	

2

	

3 ~~5



TIML ON TAS~H

49rese quesiiavss ashjar~rap~iniave about die degme to which~aie neq~dnod io wavh hard to learn 8u
mquised subject ma~rrin allyourchases.

29 . The school's daily schedule supports the goals of the instructional
programme.

	

1

	

2 /3~~ 4

	

5
t

30 . Twohours or more are allocated for reading language arts each day through-
out this school

	

;'~1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5

31. Fifty minutes or more are allocated for mathematics each day throughout this
school

	

1 2 ~ 3

	

4

	

5
P

32 . Pull-out programmes (e.g. special ed., instrumental music, etc) do not disrupt
or interfere with basic skills instruction.

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4;~~~

33. Special instructional programmes for individual students are integrated with
classroom instruction andthe school curriculum.

	

1

	

2i3~ 4

	

5

34. Teachers implement the homework policy in this school

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4 ~'~5~

35. Factors outside the classroom rarely interfere with instruction in this
school.

	

1 ~~~ 3

	

4

	

5

36. There are few interruptions due to discipline problems during class time .

	

1

	

2 ,~j 4

	

5

37. During classroom instruction students do not work independently on seat-
work for the majority ofthe allocated time.

	

1~~.1 3

	

4

	

5

38. Students are absent from school only for good reasons .

39 . School personnel show concern for time on task by believing that more time
spent on academic tasks will help students to learn more .

	

1 ;2

	

3

	

4

	

5

40. School personnel show concern for time on task by carefully planning and
scheduling both academic and transitional activities.

	

1

	

2 j~'~ 4

	

5

41. School personnel show concern for time on task by scheduling most of the
school day for learning activities.

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

1 2 3



42 . School personnel show concern for time on task by encouraging teachers and
students to use time wisely andwell.

	

1~3

	

4

	

5

43. School personnel show concern for time on task by organising administrative
duties so they take as little time as possible.

	

1

	

2

	

3~ 5

44. School personnel show concern for time on task by minimising the number of ~winterruptions allowed during academic learning periods.

	

1 (2; 3

	

4

	

5

45. School personnel show concern for time on task by nini�»a;*,g disruptive
activity in the classroom or hallways .

46 . School personnel show concern for time on task by acting on behaviour
problems without distracting from academic learning time.

	

1

	

2

	

3 '415

47 . School personnel show concern for time on task by using only a small part of

	

_
class time for nonacademic tasks. t1~2 3 4 5

48 . School personnel show concern for time on task by starting and ending class
periods on time .

	

1

	

2

	

3~~~ 5

49 . School personnel show concern for time on task by planiring systematic

	

t
lee-sons for learning activities.

	

1

	

2 t ~ 4

	

5

50. School personnel show concern for time on task by promoting questions and
answers in academic classroom discussions.

51. School personnel show concern for time on task by collecting homework and
grading tests during academic else¬! time only as a learning activity.

	

1

	

2~~~4

	

5
`_.

52 . School personnel show concern for time on task by using field trips, assembly
programmes, andaudio-visual materials only when well planned and appropriate
to alearning activity.

53 . School personnel show concern for time on task by making sure that students
are really working on academic tasks during school

	

1 ~2' 13

	

4

	

5

54. School personnel show concern for time on task by providing incentives for
students to be in school

Thank you for your help in completing this questionnai~. The ~sults will be made
available to your teacher.

3 4 5

1 2 3 4

1 2 3

4 5


