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			Introduction

		

		
			The first two editions of this book focused on the quantitative approaches to measurement and research methods. This edition has been expanded to include the increasing interest and need for qualitative and mixed methods research designs. This third edition is expanded to serve as a broader research handbook with two parts. Part 1 includes an overview of research methods including chapters on quantitative methods, qualitative methods, and mixed methods. Part 2 includes the anthology and instruments, with a review of each measure, that have been updated from the previous editions.

			Twenty years ago, Bishop and Lester compiled an anthology of instruments in education and the social sciences. Bibliographic references were provided for more than seven hundred instruments developed over the last forty years in more than thirty related areas. This anthology was based on more than a dozen major reference books that were written in the 1960s and 1970s. Many of these books are no longer in print and not available. These reference books varied in the amount of information provided. Some sources included the actual instrument, while others provided only a summary of the psychometric characteristics. Still other sources presented critiques of instruments and general bibliographic information. Consequently, there was a need to include in one book not only the specific psychometric information about the instruments and bibliographic references related to the instrument, but the actual instrument (published or unpublished). This edition of the handbook was originally published in 1997 for that purpose.

			This second edition of the handbook, published in 2000, expanded upon and updated the original handbook. Since 2000, additional areas of interest have emerged and have been included in this third edition. For example, the issue of teacher and principal evaluation has come to the forefront with federal and state legislation. Teachers and principals across the states are now given grades at the end of every year that represent their effectiveness rating. The Annual Professional Performance Review (APPR) is a state-governed process that determines the standards for these ratings and the process for assessing teachers’ and leaders’ effectiveness. The details of the evaluation process are determined locally by school districts. Therefore, the indexes contain a section on Instruments Available through Commercial Organizations, which include the latest sources for teacher and principal evaluation instruments.

			For many years, quantitative methods (sometimes referred to as verificational research) were considered the best approach for conducting quality research especially in the “hard” sciences. In fact in the early days of research, quantitative methods were considered superior to qualitative methods. However, as methods from other fields were better understood in the context of strengthening research designs, the barriers between different disciplines became less evident. The social sciences, for example, are now much more open to methods from the humanities and philosophy than they were even twenty years ago. The need for more in-depth and comprehensive understanding of various research questions has resulted in a greater appreciation and need for what qualitative and mixed methods research designs can provide.

			Quantitative research incorporates systematic empirical investigations using scientific methods to answer specific questions. Quantitative methods are also used in the social sciences although its origins are from positivism. Quantitative methods refer to the systematic empirical investigation of social phenomena using statistical, mathematical, or computational techniques. Appropriate mathematical measurement of research variables is central to quantitative research because it provides the fundamental connection between empirical observation and mathematical expression of quantitative relationships. Quantitative data are usually numerical requiring the use of various statistical procedures for data analysis and interpretation.

			Qualitative research is a method of inquiry used in many different disciplines, although it traditionally emerged in the social sciences with roots from sociology and anthropology (Bogdan and Biklen, 1998), and also referred to as social anthropology. Qualitative research is used for in-depth understanding of human behavior and the reasons of such behavior. The qualitative method investigates the why and how questions of various issues. Qualitative data are most often collected in the field. This goes back to the early work in anthropology where data were collected in the field. Data may be collected through in-depth interviews with study participants and/or observations—observing activities, behaviors, and actions (referred to as participant observation). One may also review written materials or documents (Patton, 2002). The researcher actually spends time in the setting being studied observing and interviewing the participants. The researcher takes notes of the observations including direct quotes from those interviewed. The data from these field notes are usually very comprehensive and the researcher must turn the notes into narrative descriptions with themes, categories, and examples using content analysis. From this, themes, patterns, clearer understandings, and insights emerge (Patton, 2002, pp. 4–5).

			Mixed and multiple methods research occurs when the research questions require a combination of both quantitative and qualitative methods. Today, in order to address some of the more complex issues in many fields, mixed methods are very common. Research methodology has evolved to another level with the incorporation of both qualitative and quantitative approaches into what is referred to as mixed methods design. The problems addressed by social science researchers are very complex and the use of just qualitative or quantitative methods is often inadequate to address the complexity (Creswell, p. 203). The combined use of these methods results in much stronger research designs to provide a deeper understanding of research problems.

			Mixed methods refer to research designs that incorporate both quantitative and qualitative methods into the research design of the study. One such example would be a questionnaire or survey instrument that includes both open-ended and closed-ended questions, which allow for statistical analysis. As research methods continue to evolve not only are qualitative and quantitative methods further refined but research methods that employ a combination of both qualitative and quantitative approaches have gained popularity (Creswell, p. 203).

			The six chapters in part 1 provide an overview of each of these basic research methods, quantitative and qualitative, as well as the strategies of inquiry utilized within each research procedure. It is important to remember that the appropriate research method, or combination of methods, used by the researcher should always be determined by the research questions and the design of the study.

			Part 2 includes the Instrument Section.

		

	
		
			Part One

			Quantitative Research and Measurement, Qualitative Research Methods 

		

		
			
			

		

	
		
			Chapter One

			Basic Quantitative Research and Statistical Procedures

		

		
			The first three chapters in this section will provide a brief introduction to three frequently used research/statistical methods (bivariate correlation/regression, t-test/ANOVA, and multiple regression) applicable to much social science research. These statistical tests, with their corresponding research designs, would also be appropriate in using most of the instruments and measurement discussed in the last section of this book. Typically researchers are looking for relationships (correlations) among variables, and methods to compare two or more groups on certain variables (t-test or ANOVA). One can correlate only two variables simultaneously (bivariate analysis), or several variables simultaneously (multivariate analysis). There are many statistical tests available for processing two variables simultaneously; however, only bivariate Correlation and Regression will be discussed. Multiple Correlation/Regression is useful for analyzing several variables simultaneously. For comparing effects of variables between or among research groups, the t-test and Analysis of Variance (or covariance) are commonly used.

			Bivariate Correlation—Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient

			Measures of relationship between variables are perhaps one of the most important, and frequently used, data analysis procedures in social science research. When we deal with relationships among variables statistically, it is important to be able to express the extent of this relationship with some meaningful quantitative measure. Correlation is the procedure used to accomplish this, and the bivariate correlation coefficient (r) is an index indicating the degree of relationship between two variables. It measures to what extent variations in one variable go with variations in the other. It is a measure of the strength of the relationship between two variables. The correlation coefficient provides both the magnitude and direction of this relationship.

			Although there are a number of bivariate correlation procedures, the major correlation is the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient (PPMC). The Pearson coefficient is expressed statistically with the symbol r (lower case r). This should not be confused with the statistical symbol R (upper case R) which is the multiple correlation coefficient used in multiple regression analysis. The Pearson r (PPMC) is referred to also as the zero-order correlation coefficient. When Pearson correlation coefficients are computed among a number of variables, these are presented in what is referred to as a matrix of correlation coefficients. A matrix of coefficients is generally a squared matrix with values above the diagonal of the matrix equivalent to those below the diagonal. Values in the diagonal of the matrix are always 1.0, or unity. That is, a coefficient of each variable in the matrix correlated with itself. Table 1.1 provides an example of a computer printout of one type of correlation matrix. In this case, six variables are used providing correlation coefficients of each variable with every other variable. The correlation matrix contains 36 coefficients (6×6). Different computer statistical programs will provide slightly different displays of the data in the matrix. For example, the following matrix provides a one-tailed test of statistical significance that may not be appropriate in descriptive research; therefore, it should not be used in the analysis.

			
				
					Table 1.1. Correlation Matrix Variables: Age, Years Occupation, Income, Height, Weight, Vartot

					
						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									Correlations:

								
									
									AGE

								
									
									YRSOCC

								
									
									 INCOME

								
									
									 HT

								
									
									 WT

								
									
									 VARTOT

								
							

							
									
									AGE

								
									
									1.0000

								
									
									0.4079**

								
									
									0.3501**

								
									
									−0.0532

								
									
									0.2076

								
									
									0.1886

								
							

							
									
									YRSOCC

								
									
									0.4079**

								
									
									1.0000

								
									
									0.1882

								
									
									0.0202

								
									
									0.1993

								
									
									0.0075

								
							

							
									
									INCOME

								
									
									0.3501**

								
									
									0.1882

								
									
									1.0000

								
									
									0.1769

								
									
									0.3685**

								
									
									0.1498

								
							

							
									
									HT

								
									
									−0.0532

								
									
									0.0202

								
									
									0.1769

								
									
									 1.0000

								
									
									0.6999**

								
									
									 −0.1076

								
							

							
									
									WT

								
									
									0.2076

								
									
									0.1993

								
									
									0.3685**

								
									
									0.6999**

								
									
									 1.0000

								
									
									 −0.1379

								
							

							
									
									VARTOT

								
									
									0.1886

								
									
									0.0075

								
									
									0.1498

								
									
									−0.1076

								
									
									 −0.1379

								
									
									 1.0000

								
							

							
									
									N of cases:

								
									
									99

								
									
									 1−tailed Signif:

								
									
									 −0.01*

								
									
									−0.001**

								
									
									
							

						
					

				

			

			Interpretation of the Pearson r

			The correlation coefficient provides both magnitude and direction of the relationship between two variables. The coefficient numerically is expressed in a range from −1.0 through 0 to +1.0. The negative or positive sign indicates the direction of the relationship, and the numerical expression indicates the magnitude of the relationship. The extreme numerical scores are interpreted as follows:

			⇒ Perfect positive correlation = 1.0 (as variable X increases, variable Y increases correspondingly)

			⇒ Perfect negative correlation = −1.0 (as X increases, Y decreases correspondingly)

			⇒ No correlation = 0 (X and Y unrelated)

			r Square

			The strength or magnitude of a bivariate relationship cannot be interpreted directly from the value expressed in the correlation coefficient. For example, if one obtains a Pearson r of 0.50 between two variables, it is not correct to interpret the strength of the correlation by indicating that 50 percent of variable Y is explained by variable X.

			In order to discuss the strength or magnitude of the relationship between two variables as a percentage, r must be squared (r2), and becomes an estimate of variance called the coefficient of determination.

			The coefficient of determination (r2) answers the question, How much of the variance in the Y variable is accounted for by (associated with, determined by, or predicted by) the variance in the X variable? In this example, it is clear that a Pearson r of 0.50 would account for only 25 percent of the variance between two variables, not 50 percent (0.502 = 0.25).

			Table 1.2 summarizes the relationship between r and r2 for several values of r.

			
				
					Table 1.2 Relationship between r and r2

					
						
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									r 

								
									
									r2 as a 

									Percent 

								
									
									r 

								
									
									r2 as a

									Percent

								
							

							
									
									0.00 

								
									
									0 

								
									
									0.50 

								
									
									25

								
							

							
									
									0.10 

								
									
									1 

								
									
									0.60 

								
									
									36

								
							

							
									
									0.20 

								
									
									4 

								
									
									0.70 

								
									
									49

								
							

							
									
									0.30 

								
									
									9 

								
									
									0.80 

								
									
									64

								
							

							
									
									0.40 

								
									
									16 

								
									
									0.90 

								
									
									81

								
							

						
					

				

			

			Assumptions Underlying the Pearson r

			Several assumptions are associated with the proper application of the Pearson r. To correctly interpret the results obtained from correlation coefficients, these assumptions must be addressed. One must assure the equality of units throughout the measurement scale. This is necessary for both the X and Y variables. Generally, both interval and ratio levels of measurement satisfy this assumption. (Most of the instruments provided in this book satisfy the assumption of interval levels of measurement.) The Pearson r is based on the linear regression model. The data used in the computation of the coefficient must be linear. That is, a plot of the X and Y variables data points must form a straight line. Any deviation of data points from a straight line (regression line) must be random fluctuations and cannot form a systematic nonlinear pattern.

			One method of testing the assumption of linearity of data is to complete a scatterplot of the X and Y variables to be used in a correlation. If the plot of data points deviate substantially from a linear pattern, then the Pearson r should not be used. Also, one can compute the correlation ratio which is a test for nonlinear data. This test is included in most statistical programs. There are nonlinear, or curvilinear, models that can be used for computing correlation coefficients when the data do not satisfy the assumption of linearity.

			
				
					[image: ]
				

			

			
				
					Table 1.3. Scatterplot Variables: Height with Weight

				

			

			The scatterplot in table 1.3 is an example of a plot between two variables—Height and Weight—indicating that the relationship is linear. The scatterplot can be used also to test for responses that may be outliers. Outliers are individual data points (scores) that do not fall within the linear pattern. These outliers should be removed before further analysis is completed, and prior to computing the Pearson correlation coefficient. Possible outliers in the scatterplot in table 1.3 are the two data points that are in parentheses. Even though these are not serious deviations from the linear pattern of data points, a researcher in analyzing this scatterplot may wish to consider these as outliers and omit them from the analysis. The removal of any outliers will always increase the value of the Pearson r.

			Problems Associated with the Interpretation of the Pearson r

			At least four problems are associated with the correct interpretation of research data employing the correlation coefficient. These problems are frequently overlooked, or disregarded, when an interpretation of research results are made from the Pearson r.

			These problems include directionality, third variable, outliers, and attenuation of range of data scores.

			Directionality: The Pearson r is a symmetric statistical test. The coefficient produced by the variables X and Y is identical to that of variables Y and X. Simply, it makes no difference which variable is identified as independent or dependent. (Thus, in descriptive research, a correlation coefficient may be computed between two variables without specifying the order of the variables.) The correlation coefficient computed between two variables will be the same regardless of the order of the variables. Thus, where order is required based on the research (regression analysis), and it is not stated; this is sometimes referred to as specification error.

			The specification of independent and dependent variables in the analysis must be based on something other than the exclusive use of the statistical test itself. From the standpoint of good research design, the specification problem should be based on conceptual and theoretical grounds. A conceptual rationale should be stated to support the relationship of the X variable as the predictor of the Y variable, not the reverse.

			Third Variable: Simple bivariate correlations can be very misleading, particularly with social science data. It is often difficult to isolate one independent variable as the sole, and major, predictor of a dependent variable. Other variables, sometimes referred to as the third variable, may also influence the relationship, and should be included in the correlation analysis. These “third” variables can be additional predictors (independent), moderators, or the recognition of potential suppresser or intervening variables. With the interpretation of results from simple bivariate analyses, frequently too much importance is placed on the contribution of one independent variable in explaining the relationship to the dependent variable. In fact, a linear composite of independent variables may substantially increase the benefits of the analysis, and make a stronger contribution to science. Of course, this suggests the importance of conducting multiple correlation/regression analyses.

			Outliers: A basic assumption of the Pearson r is the normal distribution of data scores on both the X and Y variables. Non-normal, or badly skewed, data distributions can severely affect the computed value of the coefficient. Data points that are conspicuously different from the main pattern of data points around the regression line are called outliers.

			When outliers exist in a distribution of scores, they should be removed and treated as deviant cases in the analysis. If not removed, their effect on the interpretation of research results could be serious, if not totally inaccurate.

			Attenuation: If the range of scores of one or both of the variables involved in a correlation is attenuated, or restricted (reduced), the computed value of the correlation coefficient will be smaller than a similar coefficient based on an unrestricted range of scores. This lack of variation in the measure of a particular variable often occurs when there is a limited choice of subjects. Simply, the choice of subjects (N of cases) is too homogeneous on the particular attribute being measured. Homogeneity among subjects on many variables studied in education is a fairly common phenomenon.

			Relationship and Causation

			Correlational analyses (relationship studies) do not imply causation. In research design, there is often a strong tendency to infer cause-and-effect status between two or more variables based on the computation of a correlation coefficient. Correlations cannot be used to establish causation. Frequently, a third (or more) variable(s) not included in the analysis may in fact provide a better understanding of reality than the variables employed. In research design, to state that a relationship exists between two or more variables does not mean that one is the cause, or effect, of the other.

			For example, there is a strong positive correlation between water temperature and the incidence of drowning. It is incorrect to conclude that warm ocean water causes drowning. Rather, the explanation lies in the obvious fact that more people go swimming when the water is warm, increasing the exposure factor.

			Family of Bivariate Correlations

			As mentioned previously, there are a large number of correlation procedures—a family of procedures—that may be used under different conditions. Generally, one correlation procedure is selected in preference to another based on the level of measurement of the independent and dependent variables to be processed. It should also be noted that with the advent of computers, and sophisticated computer programs, some of these correlational tests, currently, have marginal application or value. For example, computing artificial dichotomies from interval or ratio data are wasteful of data. Generally, this is considered to be a poor data analysis practice. In this context, it would seem that the tetrachoric correlation would be of little use. Table 1.4 summarizes several of these correlational procedures.

			
				
					Table 1.4. Correlational Tests for Different Types of Variables

					
						
							
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									Tests 

								
									
									Symbol 

								
									
									Variable 1 

								
									
									Variable 2 

								
									
									Example

								
							

							
									
									Pearson 

								
									
									r 

								
									
									Interval/Ratio 

								
									
									Interval/Ratio 

								
									
									Age and Income

								
							

							
									
									Point-biserial 

								
									
									r(pbis) 

								
									
									True dichotomy 

								
									
									Interval 

								
									
									Sex with Income

								
							

							
									
									Biserial 

								
									
									r(bis)

								
									
									Artificial dichotomy 

								
									
									Interval 

								
									
									Age (high/low) with Income

								
							

							
									
									Tetrachoric Correlation

								
									
									r(t) 

								
									
									Artificial dichotomy

								
									
									Artificial dichotomy

								
									
									Age (hi/low) with Income (hi/low)

								
							

							
									
									Phi Coefficient 

								
									
									O 

								
									
									True dich. 

								
									
									True dich. 

								
									
									T/F test items

								
							

							
									
									Contingency Coefficient

								
									
									C 

								
									
									2 or more categories

								
									
									2 or more categories

								
									
									similar to Phi and Chi-square

								
							

							
									
									Rank-order (Rho) 

								
									
									p 

								
									
									Rank data Ordinal

								
									
									Rank data Ordinal

								
									
									Rank in Class with GPA

								
							

							
									
									Kendall’s Tau 

								
									
									t 

								
									
									Partially ordered 

								
									
									Partially ordered 

								
									
									Similar to Rho, small N of cases

								
							

							
									
									Eta 

								
									
									eta 

								
									
									Nominal 

								
									
									Interval 

								
									
									Religious Preference with Age

								
							

						
					

				

			

			The major weakness of correlational research is its encouragement of the “shotgun” or “garbage can” approach to data analysis, indiscriminately devouring all data in sight. Particularly with computer statistical packages, it is very easy to request correlation matrices of large data files specifying the correlation of every variable in the file. Generally, such data are extremely difficult to interpret, and often quite useless.

			Bivariate Linear Regression

			Regression is a statistical procedure for predicting the most probable value of one variable from the known value of another. It is a technique that offers a method of determining the weight—regression or beta weight—that should be used to obtain the most accurate linear prediction of a criterion variable (Y) from a predictor variable (X). Mathematically, it involves fitting the regression line to a scatterplot of data points. The points represent each case’s score on the X and Y variables. The relationship is expressed in the form of a regression equation with the X and Y variables.

			A regression equation tells us what score to expect, on average, on the criterion variable, if we know the score on the predictor variable. Regression analysis, and the regression equation, are frequently used in the social sciences to predict a wide variety of phenomenon—that is, job success from aptitude test scores, potential school grades from IQ test scores, success in college from high school grades, rank in class, or SAT test scores.

			Linear Regression Model

			The regression model employs a mathematical procedure which places a straight line, called fitting the regression line, through the X and Y data points of scores for all cases in the analysis (scatterplot of X,Y scores) by minimizing the sum of the squares of the errors (SSE). This is referred to as the least squares technique. The least squared deviation is computed which minimizes the error of any X,Y data point from the regression line.

			Bivariate Regression Equation

			A regression equation containing only one predictor (X) variable is referred to as a simple (bivariate) regression equation. An equation with more than one X variable is a multiple regression equation. The simple regression equation takes the following form:

			⇒ Y = a + bX—This equation represents an exact relationship.

			⇒ Y' = a + bX + e—An inexact relationship, recognizing a certain degree of error in the prediction model.

			Each symbol in the equation has the following form:

			⇒ a—referred to as the constant or intercept

			The a is the value at the point where the regression line crosses the Y axis on the scatterplot, or the value of Y when X is 0.

			⇒ b—referred to as the slope of the regression line; also called the regression coefficient; when it is standardized, it becomes the beta weight.

			The b represents the average change in Y associated with a unit change in X. This is the amount of X (predictor variable) to be used when predicting to Y.

			Correlation and Regression Analysis

			While correlation and regression are similar in many ways, there are important differences between the two procedures that should be noted. Sometimes, it is sufficient in a research design to establish the degree of relationship between two variables as expressed by the correlation coefficient. In other instances, something more is needed than just a statement of the relationship between two variables. One function of science is the ability to predict and control. The major difference between correlation and regression is that regression provides a method of predicting the score on a criterion variable (Y) from the knowledge of a person’s score on the independent variable (X). Correlation provides a means of determining the relationship (computes a numerical index of the relationship) between the two variables, but regression provides a method of making predictions between two variables.

			Furthermore, as indicated earlier, correlation is a symmetric test. In order to compute a coefficient of correlation, one does not need to specify independent (X) or dependent (Y) status between variables. Regression is an asymmetric test. In order for the regression analysis to be interpretable, or the regression equation to be of use in prediction, one must first specify the independent (predictor) and dependent (criterion) status of the two variables.

			Assumptions and Problems in Interpretation

			Because of the similarity between correlation and regression, most of the assumptions and problems of interpretation associated with correlation also apply to regression. These assumptions include the need for linear data, interval or ratio levels of measurement (assumption of additivity), and a relatively normal distribution of data scores. Also, problems in the interpretation of regression analysis can be aggravated by outliers and attenuated data.

			In addition to these assumptions, however, other factors should be considered in order to make an accurate interpretation of regression analysis. These are problems associated with homoskedasticity, autocorrelation and pooled data.

			Homoskedasticity is concerned with the equality of variances of the error term for all values of the independent (X) variable (the variance of the error term is constant for all values of X). All regression equations, and thus prediction models, in the social sciences have a certain degree of error associated with the model. That is, predictor variables are not perfect predictors of the criterion variable. The degree of error associated with the model is called the error term, or the residual. The error term represents the difference between “hits” and “misses” in prediction. The degree of error can be enumerated, and a mean and variance computed, for a group of X scores. These computed variances of the error term of the X variable must be relatively constant across the values of the X variable. When these variances are plotted, if the plotted points fan out from the regression line as the value of X increases, the assumption of homoskedasticity is violated, or the problem of heteroskedasticity exists.

			Autocorrelation exists when the error term associated with the score of one observation is correlated with the error term of another observation. That is, the error terms associated with the observations must be uncorrelated. This problem exists, primarily, with time-series data, which is, typically, associated with longitudinal studies.

			Pooled data problems can exist when one arbitrarily combines subsets of data into one data set. To check for potential differences, individual regression equations should be computed for each subset, and tested for similarity prior to combining the subsets into one data pool.

			Analysis of Residuals (Error Term)

			As mentioned earlier, the prediction errors from a regression model are called either the error terms or residuals. An analysis of these residuals can help detect the violation of certain assumptions associated with regression. Most statistical programs provide plots of the residuals so that one may test for violations to these assumptions.

			The residual is computed from the formula Yi – Yi'. Each case’s predicted score (Yi') is subtracted from that case’s actual observed score (Yi). The difference in absolute values constitutes the amount of error in prediction unexplained by the regression model—error due to the model. More detail on the topic of residuals, and the detection of violations to the assumptions of regression, will be discussed in the chapter dealing with multiple R.

			Statistical Significance versus Meaningfulness Interpreting Correlational Research (r)

			Tests of statistical significance are grossly misunderstood in the analysis of research results, and equally misapplied to most data interpretation. Most statistical programs provide a test of statistical significance for all statistical procedures.

			Because it is included in all statistics, this does not mean that the particular test of significance is appropriate to the analysis, or that it should be used. Frequent errors are made in analyzing correlation coefficients with tests of statistical significance. Unless the assumptions underlying inferential statistical procedures are satisfied, significance tests are meaningless and should not be used.

			It must be understood that the number of subjects (N of cases) in a correlation analysis greatly influences the results in tests of statistical significance. A data file with a relatively large N, for example, one hundred cases, produces a statistically significant correlation coefficient when the value of the coefficient is quite small. For example, a coefficient of r = 0.254 is statistically significant at the 0.01 level for both a one-tail and two-tail test.

			Rather than performing a test of significance for a coefficient of seemingly marginal importance (r = 0.254), a more meaningful analysis of the data would be provided by computing the coefficient of determination (r2). This would provide a test for the percent of variance accounted for by the X variable in explaining the Y variable. In this example, an r = 0.254 accounts for only 6.45 percent of the variance; about 93.5 percent of the variance in Y is not explained by X. In this interpretation, the strength of the relationship between the X and Y variables is marginal, and meaningless, although the coefficient is statistically significant. Thus, the analysis of most statistical tests must also address the question, how meaningful, or important, is the relationship between two variables? Simply stated, statistical significance does not mean that a “significant,” that is, meaningful or useful, relationship exists.

			Bivariate (Linear) Regression

			The following tables provide the values necessary to complete the bivariate regression equation. The equation can be used to predict unknown occurrences, or unknown values, of Y, the dependent variable (BSTRESS—Burnout and Stress) from some known value of X, the predictor or independent variable (JOBSAT—Job Satisfaction). Again, the bivariate regression equation is:

			Y' = a + bx

			Where Y' is the unknown value of the dependent variable to be predicted,

			a is the constant, or intercept,

			b is the regression coefficient or weight, and

			x is the known value of X, the independent or predictor variable.

			Thus, using the variable JOBSAT as a predictor of BSTRESS (see table 1.5), the formula takes the following form:

			Y' = 52.918 + −0.822 (any known value of X)

			The data in tables 1.5 and 1.6 were based on an actual study wherein the researcher determined the relationship of five predictor (X) variables in understanding teachers’ job related Burnout and Stress. The five X variables included teachers’ potential for school based Decision Making, Job Satisfaction, Role Ambiguity, the degree of Student Behavioral Problems (school student discipline), and Teacher Authority/Teacher Empowerment. The matrix provides a partial correlation matrix of the five X variables with Burnout and Stress (Y variable). These data (variables) will be used in computer statistical research examples to follow in the next two chapters.

			
				
					Table 1.5. Regression Coefficients for Burnout/Stress with Job Satisfaction

					
						
							
							
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									Constant (a) 

								
									
									= 

								
									
									52.918 

								
									
									
									r

								
									
									Square

								
							

							
									
									Regression Wt. (b) 

								
									
									= 

								
									
									−0.822 

								
									
									Standardized Coefficient (B) = 

								
									
									−0.675 

								
									
									0.456

								
							

						
					

				

			

			
				
					Table 1.6. Correlation Matrix of Six Research Variables (N = 98)

					
						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									
									BSTRESS 

								
									
									DECMKG 

								
									
									JOBSAT 
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			Again, depending on the research design and the analysis to be conducted, it is not always necessary to designate independent and dependent variables. For descriptive purposes, one could analyze the bivariate correlation between any two variables in the matrix. For example, one may wish to determine the relationship between teacher potential for school decision making and job satisfaction. The correlation coefficient between these two variables is r = 0.325, indicating that they share about 10.5 percent of the variance (or have about 10.5 percent information in common). Thus, about 10 percent variance indicates that the two variables do not have much information in common. One variable would not be a good predictor of the other. Or, how satisfied teachers are about their job, has very little to do with the potential for being involved in school-based decision making. 

		

	
		
			Chapter Two

			Multiple Regression Analysis

		

		
			Multiple regression is basically an extension of simple linear regression discussed previously. Before proceeding with multiple R, it would be helpful to review the material concerning bivariate regression. Multiple R allows for several predictor variables (X, independent variables) in the regression model in contrast to simple regression, which only allows one X variable. Multiple regression determines the weights (regression weights) that should be used to obtain the most accurate linear combination of two or more predictor variables in explaining the variance to one criterion (Y) dependent variable. It shows the effects of each independent X variable controlling for the effects of other X variables, as well as indicating the combined effects of the set of X variables.

			Linear Regression Model

			As an extension of the simple regression equation, the multiple regression equation takes the following form:

			⇒ Y = a + b1x1 + b2x2 + bnxn Again, this represents an exact relationship between the X and Y variables.

			⇒ Y = a + b1x1 + b2x2 + bnxn+ e This equation recognizes sources of error in the model, as discussed earlier, which produce an inexact relationship between the X and Y variables.

			The multiple regression model requires independent (X) variables, which are linear and additive; thus, it is simply an extension of the simple bivariate regression equation. In multiple regression, the Y variable is seen as a linear function (linear composite) of more than one X variable. The model must satisfy the assumption of additivity. Thus, the unique variance contributed by each predictor (X) variable is summed to produce the total variance accounted for by the linear composite of all X variables.

			Least-Squares Technique

			Some method must be used for fitting the regression line through the data points on the scatterplot of X and Y variables. The procedure used in regression for placing this straight line through the data points is accomplished by minimizing the sum of the squares of the errors. That is, the least-squared deviation of all error is computed. This is referred to as the least-squares technique, and forms the basic procedure for minimizing the error in accounting for data points that do not fall on the regression line.

			Multiple Regression Example

			Two multiple R examples are provided next. The first assumes that there is no intercorrelation among the predictor variables. This is an “ideal type,” and rarely occurs with social science data. In most cases, all predictor variables selected for any model will have some intercorrelation among them. The major mathematical process involved with multiple R is to determine the amount of intercorrelation among the predictor (X) variables—the amount of redundant information (variance)—and subtract this from the model. Only the unique contribution of each X variable can be summed to form the composite contribution of all variables to the criterion variable.

			In the two examples, three predictor (X) variables are used to determine the probability of various applicants succeeding on the job. That is, the criterion (Y) variable is Job Success. The three predictor (X) variables are Prior Experience (X1), Schooling (X2), and Age (X3). Again, the first example assumes no intercorrelation among the three predictors. Each variable has a simple zero-order correlation (PPMC) with Y as follows:

			⇒ X1 with Y – r = 0.77 (r2 = 0.59)

			⇒ X2 with Y – r = 0.45 (r2 = 0.20)

			⇒ X3 with Y – r = 0.38 (r2 = 0.14)

			In order to solve this equation (to obtain the multiple contribution of the three X variables as predictors of Y), it is simply a matter of adding the individual variances of each X variable on Y. That is, X1 (r2 = 0.59) + X2 (r2 = 0.20) + X3 (r2 = 0.14) R2 = 0.93. Thus, in this example, the three predictor variables account for 93 percent of the variance in explaining Job Success (Y).

			The multiple correlation coefficient (R) for this model is the square root of the combined variance (R2), or in this case R = 0.964. Remember, the symbol “r” represents the simple, zero-order (bivariate) correlation coefficient between one X variable and one Y variable (representing a bivariate relationship). The symbol “R” represents the multiple correlation coefficient among two or more X variables and one Y variable. Also, in order for regression analysis to have complete interpretive power and meaning, a number of assumptions associated with the model must be tested and satisfied. These will be discussed in detail in the following paragraphs.

			In the second example, which is much more realistic for social science data, assume that some intercorrelation exists among the predictor variables. For example, the following simple correlations of each X variable are:

			⇒ X1 with X2 – r = 0.38 (r2 = 0.15)

			⇒ X1 with X3 – r = 0.23 (r2 = 0.05)

			In order to solve this solution, it is necessary to subtract the amount of variance between, or among, the X variables—the redundant information (variance) must be removed from the model, before determining the net amount of variance contributed by the X variables on Y. In solving this problem, the order of the entry of each X variable is important in determining the net contribution of each variable to the model.

			The first variable entered into the solution (step-wise regression) always accounts for all of the variance provided by that variable. The second variable in the model accounts for only the unique variance after subtracting any variance between it and the first variable. The third variable in the model will only account for the net amount after eliminating any variance among variables one and two, and so on. Again, the purpose of multiple R is to determine the net contribution of all X variables on Y after eliminating any intercorrelation (overlapping variance) among the X variables.

			With this information, the following solution can be determined:

			X1 accounts for 59 percent of the variance on Y (r2 = .59)

			This assumes that X1 is the first variable in the model.

			X2 accounts for only 5 percent net variance on Y (20% − 15% = 5%)

			The 15 percent variance between X1 and X2 must be subtracted from the model leaving a 5 percent net contribution for X2. This assumes that X2 is entered as the second variable in the model.

			X3 accounts for 9 percent net variance on Y (14% − 5% = 9%)

			Again, the 5 percent variance between X1 and X3 must be subtracted from the model.

			Thus, the final solution for this example indicates that the three predictor variables account for a total net variance of 73 percent (59 + 5 + 9 = 73). The multiple correlation coefficient (R) is 0.854.

			Assumptions of the Regression Model

			A number of assumptions are fundamental to the regression model, and potential violations to these assumptions should be tested under most circumstances. These assumptions are both theoretical (conceptual) and technical in nature. These include potential errors in the model due to specification of the predictor variables, measurement error, and problems associated with the error term (residuals).

			Specification Error

			Specification error is primarily a conceptual, or theoretical, concern, which deals with the correct choice of predictor, or independent, variables selected to be included in the model. Thus, it is a research design problem, and generally cannot be solved through statistical analysis.

			With the selection of independent variables, at least three possible errors can occur. First, the relationship among the predictor (X) variables and the criterion (Y) variable must be linear and additive. Any degree of nonlinearity among variables, or the inability of variances to be summed properly, will cause error in the analysis. Second, no relevant predictor (X) variables should be excluded from the model. With social science data, the violation of this assumption frequently occurs. Even with the most elegant and sophisticated theories, which should guide us in selecting appropriate independent variables, often relevant information will be excluded from a model. Simply, most criterion variables in the social sciences are sufficiently complex that all variables that would predict their outcome cannot be specified in one regression model. Some variables, which provide an understanding of the Y variable, will be included in the regression model at the expense of excluding others. Third, as a corollary to number two, no irrelevant predictor variables should be included. X variables that have little, or no, relationship to the criterion variable should be excluded. This, in part, can be determined by a close examination of the correlation matrix of all variables in the analysis.

			In designing “good” multiple regression research, the specification of appropriate predictor variables is probably the most challenging and difficult problem faced by the researcher. Due to the availability of technically sophisticated computer statistical programs, this problem is often exacerbated, in that the researcher can be far more careless in testing a number of variables with little, or no, concern for their correct application to the model.

			Measurement Error

			This stresses the fact that one must be very careful in the selection of good measurement (instrumentation) with the highest possible reliability, and the least amount of error. As stressed previously, totally error-free measurement in the social sciences is not possible; however, every attempt should be made to obtain the best measurement possible. Both the X variables and Y variable must be accurately measured. The reliability estimates of our measures are very important. The square root of the reliability estimate of a measure provides an upper bound for its correlation with any other measure. For example, a reliability estimate of only 0.55 of an instrument measuring the X variable could correlate no higher than 0.74 with a criterion variable.

			Assumptions Associated with the Error Term (Residuals)

			As discussed previously, the error term, or residual, is the error in prediction. It is the difference between the actual (observed) Y score and the predicted Y score. In a particular data file, the actual score for the variable BSTRESS (Y variable) for subject number one was 24.00, and the predicted score, based on the regression model, was 26.9372; the residual, or error, is −2.9372. This value represents the amount of error in the prediction model between the actual score (24.00) and the predicted score based on the regression model.

			The residuals provide a means of evaluating the efficacy of the regression model, and the usefulness of the predictor variables in explaining the Y variable. Again, if one had a perfect model—all variance between X and Y variables were accounted for—then the difference between the Y actual scores and Y predicted scores would be zero. That is, a comparison of the two scores, on a subject by subject basis, would indicate that they are identical. Any difference between the Y actual, and Y predicted, scores suggests the degree to which inaccuracy, or error, in prediction exists in the regression model.

			At least four assumptions are associated with an interpretation of the error term, and should be addressed in most social science research. These are homoskedasticity, autocorrelation, normalcy, and linearity. A scatterplot of standardized residuals against the predicted values in most computer programs will test for each of these conditions.

			Homoskedasticity refers to the equality of variances. The variance of the error term must be constant for all values of the X variables. That is, for any fixed value of the X variable, the distribution of Y scores should be normal. If homoskedasticity is violated—that is, heteroskedasticity is present—then tests of statistical significance and the computation of confidence intervals will be affected. Various corrections of this problem are discussed in the advanced literature dealing with multiple regression. Again, the best means of determining if this problem exists is to analyze a scatterplot of standardized residuals.

			Autocorrelation is a condition where the error terms associated with the Y observed scores are correlated. This tests the assumption that the errors—the residuals—between the actual observed Y scores and the predicted Y scores are independent from one observation to the next. That is, they are noncorrelated. Autocorrelation exists when there is correlation between successive errors. This problem generally occurs with time-series, or longitudinal, data, and when data are collected and recorded sequentially. The Durbin-Watson statistic can be used to test for this condition. No autocorrelation exists if the Durbin-Watson statistic falls between 1.5 and 2.5. A value below 1.5 indicates positive autocorrelation, and a value greater than 2.5 indicates negative autocorrelation. A casewise plot of studentized residuals may also be used to detect this problem. If a discernible pattern is found, potential problems with autocorrelation may be present.

			Usually autocorrelation indicates that there is an important part of the variation of the dependent variable that has not been accounted for in the model. The best solution to this problem is to include other appropriate predictor variables in the regression equation. If this is not possible, then adjustments to the data can be made to help correct this problem.

			The assumption of normal distribution of the error terms must be satisfied. This test can be determined by requesting a histogram of standardized residuals. A distribution of studentized residuals is plotted indicating the shape of the data against a theoretical normal distribution. Any great deviation from normalcy in a plot of residuals would indicate potential problems in the specification of the original variables into the model. A second method of testing the assumption of normalcy is to request a normal probability (P-P) plot of the studentized residuals against an expected frequency distribution of Ns. If the two distributions are identical, a straight line will result, indicating that the assumption of normalcy has been satisfied.

			The assumption of linearity of residuals must be tested. That is, the prediction of a Y variable must be a linear function—linear combination—of one or more X variables. Simply, the relationship among the X variables and the Y variable must be linear. Again, requesting a scatterplot of the standardized residuals against the predicted scores provides a test of this assumption. If the assumption is not violated, the residuals will be randomly distributed for each value of the predicted scores. Any distinct pattern other than random would indicate some degree of nonlinearity, and a potential violation of the model.

			Analysis of Residuals

			A simple and effective method for detecting deficiencies in the regression model, and violations to several assumptions, is an analysis of various residual plots (most computer programs will compute these various plots). Some of the more commonly used plots are those in which the standardized residuals, or studentized residuals, are plotted on the vertical (Y) axis against other variables, or values, on the horizontal (X) axis. Some of these values are the predicted scores (Y’), individual independent variables included in the regression model, independent variables not included in the regression equation, and time order, or sequence, in which the observations occurred (time-series data). In general, if an assumption has not been violated, the standardized residuals tend to fall between 2.0 and −2.0 and are randomly distributed about zero on the scatterplot. The residual plots should show no distinct, or systematic, pattern of variation. When the various assumptions have been violated, then the corresponding plot has characteristics that are different from a random pattern. It must be emphasized that an essential part of any regression analysis includes a careful examination of residuals to ensure that the assumptions of least-squares procedures are interpreted correctly.

			After a regression equation has been calculated, most computer programs will compute a number of temporary variables containing several types of residuals, predicted values, and other related measures. The more important variables are:

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							
							 Plotted on the

						
					

					
							
							ADJPRED

						
							
							Adjusted predicted value

						
							
							X Axis of the scatterplot

						
					

					
							
							ZPRED

						
							
							Standardized predicted value

						
							
							X Axis of the scatterplot

						
					

					
							
							DRESID

						
							
							Deleted residual

						
							
							Y Axis of the scatterplot

						
					

					
							
							ZRESID

						
							
							Standardized residual

						
							
							Y Axis of the scatterplot

						
					

					
							
							SRESID

						
							
							Studentized residual

						
							
							Y Axis of the scatterplot

						
					

				
			

			Generally, standardized and studentized residuals have similar values. However, if there is a difference, the studentized residual reflects more precisely differences in the true error variance from point to point.

			Interpretation Problems with Regression

			Similar to bivariate regression, with multiple regression, if any of the following conditions occur, problems can exist in interpreting a regression model. These are multicollinearity, or its corollary of singularity, outliers, attenuation, and pooled data—the combining of subsets of data.

			Multicollinearity

			This involves the problem of predictor variables, which are highly intercorrelated. The ideal regression model would specify predictor variables with little, or no, intercorrelation among them. Thus, variance in predicting to the Y variable would be maximized. Relatively large correlations among the predictor variables cause extreme difficulties in the interpretation of the regression model. That is, a decision must be made concerning the retention of one variable and the elimination of another (because of redundant information), through some means other than that provided by the statistical procedure itself. Simply, computer statistical programs do not solve this problem.

			If any X variable has a perfect linear relationship with another X variable, the correlation matrix is said to be singular, and a unique unbiased least-squares solution cannot exist. While this problem only occurs occasionally, the major difficulty is with variables involving near singularity—variables that are highly correlated with another X variable. These variables are called multicollinear.

			Multicollinearity may be detected in at least three ways: by inspecting the simple bivariate correlation matrix for large coefficients between predictor (X) variables; when the determinant of the matrix has a value near zero (0.00001); and through a test of tolerance of X variables as they are entered into the regression model by requesting a stepwise procedure.

			Outliers

			An outlier is any score in a distribution of scores that is conspicuously different from the main pattern of scores. Generally, it is a score that is extremely large, or extremely small, in relation to the other distribution of scores. Typically, a score that is plus or minus two-and-one-half to three standard deviations, or larger, from the mean is considered an outlier. Outliers are scores which have large residuals associated with them. Most computer programs will print a distribution of standardized residuals by respondent sequence in the file—casewise plot of residuals. This provides a simple means of identifying large residuals, and excluding these cases from further analysis where their values are considered to be outliers.

			Attenuation

			Attenuation is a condition where a range of one or both of the distributions of raw scores involved in the computation of a correlation coefficient is restricted, or reduced. When this occurs, the correlation will tend to be smaller than a similar correlation based on an unrestricted range of scores. This occurs when a sample of respondents is too homogeneous on a given measure not providing sufficient variation on the particular variable, or when the instrument is limited in its ability to measure the variable.

			Errors Due to Pooled Data—Combining Subsets

			Many larger data sets consist of two or more distinct subsets of data on certain measured characteristics. For example, a raw data file may be formed with responses from both teachers and administrators. Different responses to certain measures caused by gender are common. In many data files, males and females have substantially different profiles on school level, suggesting that they form two distinct subsets, or populations, on this variable (more males teach at the secondary level and more females at the elementary level). If subsets, such as gender on school level, are combined into one data set—that is, gender is not accounted for, or controlled—then serious bias may occur in the regression model. A spurious result will be obtained.

			Before combining subsets into one larger data set, separate regression analyses should be conducted first to determine the extent of similarity, or unique difference. If the two sets are significantly different in their regression equations, then the two subsets should not be combined, but treated as two separate analyses.

			Interaction Effects of Predictor Variables

			As indicated previously, the basic regression model assumes that the combined effect of all predictor (X) variables is additive. That is, Y is determined by the summed variances of X1 + X2 + X3 + Xn. There are instances, however, when two X variables entered into the regression model have interaction effects. An interaction exists when the impact of one independent variable depends on the value of another independent variable—the value of one variable increases, or decreases, systematically with the value of the other. An example might be the interaction of gender on education in predicting to income. The effect of education is dependent on the gender of the employee with education yielding a greater financial return for men.

			The important point is that regression does not automatically test for interaction effects. It is not an interaction model, but an additive, linear model. In order to test the potential for interaction effects between two X variables, a new variable must be created which will be an expression of the interaction—a composite of the two variables. This is referred to as an interaction term.

			For example, let

			X1 = Education,

			X2 = Gender,

			X3 = Education X Gender (interaction term), and

			Y = Income

			the regression equation would read:

			Y = a + b1X1 + b2X2 + b3(X1X2)

			The interaction term (X1X2) is a new composite variable created by multiplying each respondent’s score on X1—education—with their score on X2—gender. This can be done simply in most computer programs by using some form of a compute statement. For example, COMPUTE EDSEX = EDUC*GENDER, where EDSEX is the new composite variable formed from EDUC (education) and GENDER. If the beta coefficient for the interaction term is statistically significant, then the two variables have a combined effect, as well as their individual separate effects on Y.

			Nonlinear Models—Data Transformations

			One of the major assumptions stressed in the literature with regression analysis is that the model depends on data that are linear. The relationship between the X and Y variables must be linear—the scatterplot of data points must form a straight line. Frequently, however, relationships between variables are not always linear, and some degree of nonlinearity may be present. In the typical regression routines, there may not be a test for nonlinearity among X and Y variables. It is the researcher’s responsibility to test for any violations of the assumption of linearity. With bivariate data, this is accomplished by inspecting a scatterplot of the X and Y variables. As discussed earlier in multivariate models, a convenient method is to plot the standardized residuals against the predicted values. These plots of residuals are provided in most computer programs when requested by the user. If the assumption of linearity is satisfied, then the plot of residuals will be randomly distributed in a band about the horizontal line through zero. Any pattern other than random may indicate that fitting a least-squares line to the data is not appropriate. That is, some degree of nonlinearity in the data may exist, and a nonlinear regression model should be used.

			In most computer programs nonlinear regression procedures (NLR) are provided. Also depending on the degree of nonlinearity, various mathematical transformations can be made to either the predictor variables, or to the dependent variable, to compensate for nonlinear relationships. For example, taking logs, square roots, or reciprocals can stabilize the variance, help to achieve normalcy, or linearize the relationship.

			Types of Regression Models

			One can construct a variety of regression models from any given set of data. It is the researcher’s responsibility to determine which model is appropriate to the data or research design, either on purely empirical grounds or from some a priori theoretical, or conceptual, basis. Most computer programs provide, at least, three basic equation-building methods: simultaneous entry of all variables, stepwise selection (forward selection, backward elimination, and forced removal) and hierarchical forced entry of variables. Stepwise selection of independent variables is a combination of backward and forward procedures, and is generally the most commonly used method. It provides an evaluation of each variable’s contribution as it is entered into the model. With the simultaneous entry method, all variables are entered on a single step. The overall contribution of all variables as a set is provided, but there is no information on the individual contribution of each variable entered into the model. With hierarchical forced entry, the research determines the order of entry of the X variables into the analysis.

			A combination of methods may be used also. This is necessary if one wishes to specify a control variable (moderating variable), which must be entered first into the analysis. Examples would be the variable gender used as a moderating variable, or in a pretest-posttest experimental design, using the pretest data as a covariate, or control. In both cases, the variable gender, and the pretest scores, would be “forced” into the regression analysis on the first step by using the programs method of entering the variable, or variables, to be controlled. The remaining predictor (X) variables would be entered on subsequent steps, by requesting a stepwise procedure for the remaining analysis.

			Regression Method and Types of Research Variables

			It is important to stress that the types of variables identified in the research design should determine the type of regression method used. Simply, the research plan should dictate the type of regression method to be used. The research design must indicate whether the major predictor variables are of equal weight with no established priority among them; whether some variables are moderating—variables to be controlled through the design of the regression model; or whether they are suppresser, or interaction, variables with other independent variables where an interaction term is required.

			It is possible for a variable to be useful in predicting a criterion even though the variable is not correlated with the criterion. This type of variable is referred to as a suppresser variable. A suppresser variable is uncorrelated with the Y variable, but because of its correlation with X variables in the model, it may improve, or alter, prediction to the Y variable. A suppresser variable acts to suppress parts of the other X variables, and thus may interfere with effective prediction. Suppresser variables, although intriguing, are usually difficult to identify in practice.

			Using data from predicting job success, a hypothetical case might be:

			X1 (Experience) with Y – r = 0.77 (r2 = 0.59)

			X2 (Schooling) with Y – r = 0.45 (r2 = 0.20)

			X3 (Age) with Y – r = 0.02 (r2 = 0.00)

			X3 (Age) with X1 (Experience) r = 0.50 (r2 = 0.25)

			Although X3 does not correlate with Y (r = 0.02), it does correlate to a moderate degree with X1. Thus, the correlation of Age with Experience could have a suppresser effect on Experience as an effective predictor in the regression model.

			Moderating variables are generally more common than suppresser variables, and they are frequently used in research designs to increase, modify, or alter in some important way the accuracy of prediction. They are used to hold the effect of one variable constant, while examining the effects of other variables on the Y variable. That is, they are used as control variables, or to control the effect of unwanted variance that in some way could influence the effect of the predictor variables (major independent variables) on Y. Often the distinction between major independent variables and moderating variables is obscure. They can be considered “secondary independent variables.” It must be stressed that the basis for their selection in designing research is primarily conceptual and theoretical. The technical or statistical aspects of regression will not aid in this process.

			One example of a moderating variable would be to identify subgroups within a data set, such as gender, where it is determined that each subgroup has significantly different regression coefficients on the X variables. Thus, the variance due to gender would be controlled, or held constant, prior to analyzing the effects due to the major independent variables. IQ would be an example of a moderating variable in a quasi-experimental design to determine the effects of two or more instructional treatments on student achievement. By “moderating” for variation in IQ among students, the effects of student intelligence would be controlled prior to determining the effects of instructional treatment. Obviously, including one or more moderating variables in the design of the study can strengthen any basic research plan. Distinguishing major predictor variables from moderating variables in any research design is generally determined by the emphasis one wishes to place on the predictor variables included in the study. A major predictor variable in one study might become a moderating, or secondary independent, variable in a subsequent study.

			Multiple regression always begins with a matrix of bivariate (zero-order) correlations among the multiple X variables and the one Y criterion variable (see table 2.1). Before submitting the data to some computer program, it is very helpful to study the matrix manually. The following matrix is typical of most correlations among variables. It represents actual data from a study; wherein, the researcher was interested in determining what organizational characteristics, the X independent variables, within schools influenced, or were related to, Teacher Job Satisfaction, the Y dependent variable.

			
				
					Table 2.1. Multiple Regression Example Zero-order Correlation Matrix of X and Y Variables
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			The first step in conducting a multiple regression analysis (this assumes a stepwise analysis) is to make a careful study of the bivariate, zero-order correlation matrix among the X predictor variables and the Y criterion variable. On the basis of the intercorrelations among the variables in this matrix, one can obtain the following information:

			Which X variables, independent of each other, make reasonably strong predictors of Y (at least for social science data).

			The Y column in the matrix provides the bivariate correlations of each X variable with Y. The best individual predictors of Y are X2 (r = 0.52), X3 (r = −0.54), and X4 (r = 0.31). One might also include X5 (r = 0.29); however, the amount of variance contributed by this variable is only about 8 percent (0.29 squared). One of the purposes of multiple regression is to serve as a data (variable) reduction procedure. That is, one should attempt to obtain the most predictive power with the least number of variables. Variables that do not provide much information (small amounts of variance) in understanding the Y variable should be excluded from the model. In the matrix above variables X1 and X6 have near zero correlations with Y (r = −0.05 and r = −0.19). Thus, these two variables should be eliminated from the analysis. As suggested, variable X5 makes a marginal contribution. It could be retained or rejected based upon the discretion of the researcher and the research design.

			Once the strongest variables as predictors of Y have been selected (X2, X3, X4), then one should determine if any intercorrelation exists among the X variables. Again ideally, one would like the three X variables to be noncorrelated. Any intercorrelation among the X variables provides redundancy, or error, in the regression model. This redundant variance must be excluded from the model.

			In this particular matrix, there are only minor amounts of intercorrelation among the three variables. The correlation between X3 and X2 – r = 0.03, less than 1 percent variance; between X3 and X4 – r = −0.07, less than 1 percent; and between X2 and X4 – r = 0.04, also less than 1 percent variance. Thus, the three variable model produces less than a total 2 percent redundant variance among the three X variables.

			The amount of total net (useful predictive) variance provided by the three X variables in understanding Y is about 63 percent. This is obtained by adding the individual variance among the three X variables: X3 r = −0.54 (29% variance) + X2 r = 0.52 (27% variance) + X4 r = 0.31 (9% variance) = 65%. Then subtracting the approximate (only an estimate) 2 percent redundant variance among the three X variables indicates that the three variable model provides about 63 percent net predictive variance in understanding Y (R = 0.794).

			The interpretation of this regression analysis suggests that teachers indicate that in order to enhance job satisfaction and increase morale, one should relax rules and regulations that affect teachers’ professional behavior allow for the inclusion of teachers in the decision-making process of the school and enhance the professional latitude (create a more meaningful professional climate) in the school. If these three conditions were met to the teachers’ satisfaction, then job satisfaction and morale among teachers, on average, would increase by about 63 percent.

			Multiple Regression—Analysis and Interpretation Example Computer Statistical Program

			In the next statistical examples, five variables were selected from the correlation matrix provided at the end of chapter one (see table 1.6, p. 9). Four variables were selected—DECMKG, JOBSAT, SBP, AND ROLAMB—to be used as predictor (X) variables, and BSTRESS to be used as the Y, criterion variable. Two regression analyses are discussed. The first (tables 2.2 and 2.3) uses the simultaneous entry of all X variables to produce a forced entry of all predictor variables on the first step. The second analysis (table 2.4) discusses the stepwise method, along with several plots, that test for violations to various assumptions associated with stepwise regression. 
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					Table 2.2. Regression—Simultaneous Entry of All X Variables

				

			

			Table 2.2 provides the basic descriptive statistics, and, as with other multivariate procedures, the matrix of bivariate correlation coefficients of the six variables upon which the regression analysis is based. This matrix of correlations should be studied carefully before proceeding to additional analyses. Only those X variables with substantial correlations with the Y variable should be entered into the regression model. In addition, a close inspection of the matrix may provide clues to problems such as multicollinearity. If X variables have fairly large correlations between them, similar to their correlation with the Y variable, problems with collinearity may be present. In the matrix below, JOBSAT and ROLAMB (X variables) correlate at about the same magnitude (−0.648) as the correlation of ROLAMB and BSTRESS (0.630), the Y variable, or JOBSAT and BSTRESS (−0.675).

			The “Model Summary” (table 2.3) provide the results, and the basic statistics associated with regression analysis. First, we are informed that all four predictor variables were entered (Variables Entered/Removed box) on the first step, indicating a simultaneous (forced) entry of all X variables into the model. This is followed by the basic regression results (Model Summary boxes)—the multiple R (0.762) and R2 (0.581)—indicating that the four X variables account for about 58 percent of the variance in explaining BSTRESS. R2 is a measure of the goodness of fit of the linear model, and it is referred to as the coefficient of determination. The adjusted R2 (0.548) is used when an analysis is conducted with a small sample (N of cases), and when one is generalizing to a population through hypothesis testing. This provides a more conservative analysis. When the sample size is smaller than ten subjects per variable in the analysis (in this case an N of 50 or smaller), then the adjusted R2 is more appropriate in making generalizations from the sampled data.
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					Table 2.3. Variables Enter/Removed, The Model Summary, ANOVA, and Coefficients Tables

				

			

			The ANOVA box provides an F-test and statistical significance (F = 18.001, sig, P = 000), indicating, for testing hypotheses from sampled data, that the four predictor variables provide a result that did not occur by chance.

			The Coefficients box provides the basic regression statistics for each variable in the model, indicating its contribution to the analysis. Recall that B (generally lower case b) is the unstandardized regression coefficient, or regression weight, which indicates the degree of increase in Y for each unit increase in X. Beta is the standardized form, beta weight, or beta coefficient. It serves as a fairly good index of the amount of contribution of each X variable in explaining Y. Positive or negative betas correspond to positive or negative correlation coefficients between the X and Y variables. Also, large standardized betas indicate, relative to the other variables in the model, the magnitude of the contribution of the particular X variable. A particular beta weight associated with a given X variable will change as variables are either removed from, or added to, the model. That is, its value for any given X variable is always relative to the other X variables entered into the model.

			For example, the beta for JOBSAT is −0.331 (table 2.3), which indicates that one standard deviation change in level of JOBSAT is predicted to cause a −0.331 standard deviation change (decrease) in BSTRESS. Because the beta for JOBSAT is negative, this indicates that as job satisfaction increases (improves) the teachers’ level of burnout and stress will decrease. Also, similar conclusions can be made for the variable DECMKG with a negative beta coefficient.

			Stepwise Regression Method

			The next set of tables (see table 2.4) provides the data included in a stepwise solution. Each variable is entered separately on a given step, and information concerning that variable’s contribution to the model, based on its order of entry, is provided. Generally, the order of entry of variables, if not otherwise controlled by the researcher (forced entry of variables), is determined by maximizing their total contribution to the model. Variables with the largest bivariate correlations with Y (greatest variance) will be entered first. The entry of the second, third, or Nth variable will be determined based on the degree of correlation among the predictor variables, and the net contribution of each X variable after overlapping, or redundant, variance has been removed.

			Where several variables are used as predictor (X) variables, it is not uncommon that one or more of these variables will not be included in the final model. As variables are entered, each is tested to determine its contribution (amount of net variance contributed) to the model. If the variance is not sufficient to pass the minimum test of tolerance and/or test of statistical significance, then the variable is omitted from the analysis. In the following example, of the four predictor variables used only three remain in the final model—Role Ambiguity is omitted from the analysis. This is logical when we understand that one main purpose for regression analysis is a tool for data reduction and as a test of parsimony, thus, allowing for the creation of the most efficient and nonredundant predictive model possible.

			The table “Variables Entered/Removed” indicates that only three variables were included in the final model—JOBSAT, DECMKG, and SBP in that order. ROLAMB was excluded. The method section of the table indicates that the tolerance used for including a variable was to test its contribution (amount of net variance) at the 0.05 level of statistical significance (F to enter < = 0.050).

			The Model Summary, ANOVA, and Coefficients tables are similar to the tables discussed earlier and they provide the basic regression information for the three variables included in the model. For example, the total R square for the three variables accounts for 56 percent of the variance in explaining BSTRESS (see R Square). The four variable, simultaneous entry, model above accounted for about 58 percent of the variance; therefore, by eliminating one variable (ROLAMB) only about 2 percent variance was lost. Thus, the three variables explain about as much information concerning Burnout and Stress among teachers as do the four variables.

			As each variable is entered into the model, the net contribution of that variable at that step is incremented (see Change Statistics Table). The value is determined by the increase in R2, or by inspecting the value of R square change. In the following analysis, JOBSAT is entered first and produces a multiple R of 0.455, equal to its bivariate correlation coefficient with BSTRESS. This is always the case. The first variable entered into the model always accounts for all of its total variance on Y. The second variable entered is DECMKG. The net contribution of DECMKG, as the second variable into the model, is 6.4 percent variance (see R square change). Also, R2 increased from 0.455 to 0.519.

			If one wishes to determine the amount of overlapping, or redundant, variance between JOBSAT and DECMKG, subtract the net contribution of DECMKG (r2 = 0.064) from the square of the bivariate correlation of DECMKG and BSTRESS (r = −0.458, r2 = 0.209). The difference is about 14 percent variance, or a bivariate correlation of approximately r = 0.374 exists between JOBSAT and DECMKG, the two X variables.

			This information is included in the table labeled “Coefficients” under the headings “Zero-order,” “Partial,” and “Part.” The Zero-order is the simple bivariate correlation coefficient between each X variable and Y similar to the matrix of correlation coefficients discussed above. The Part coefficient is the correlation coefficient corresponding to R Square Change—the amount of unique variance contributed by the variable as it is entered into the model. That is, it is the square root of the R Square Change. It is the coefficient indicating the amount of contribution of the next variable as it is entered into the model. For example for the variable DECMKG, the value is −0.253 when entered with JOBSAT. The R Square Change for DECMKG is 0.064, which is the square of the part correlation of 0.253.

			The Partial correlation is used to determine the next variable to be entered into the model. The variable with the largest partial correlation coefficient (in this case DECMKG, −0.317 followed by SBP 0.291) will be entered in a corresponding order. This is also confirmed with the level of tolerance. The test for tolerance is used to determine that the variable entered contributes substantially to the model. A variable with a small tolerance causes serious computational problems for the regression equation.     
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					Table 2.4. Stepwise Regression Tables
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			In table 2.5, the Casewise Diagnostics chart, the Residuals Statistics, the Histogram, and the Normal P-P Plot test the assumptions of normal distribution of the data. These tables were produced based on the stepwise analysis where only three variables—JOBSAT, DECMKG, and SBP—were entered into the model. Thus, the analysis is unique to these three variables and would change if additional variables were forced into the model (simultaneous entry of all four variables).

			The Casewise Diagnostics chart includes all 56 cases in the data file. This is used to identify outliers which will distort a distribution of scores. When present they should be removed from the analysis. An outlier is generally a residual that is + or − 3.00 standard deviations, or greater, from the mean. In this table, the most extreme outlier is case number 51 with an actual BSTRESS score of 42, a predicted score of 30.2117 yielding a residual raw score of 11.7883. When this value is standardized, its value is 2.636, less than 3.00. However, the cutoff for removing cases with large standardized residuals is somewhat arbitrary. There is no statistical test for determining the best value. Therefore, the researcher has the discretion for determining the variables to remove. This table lists summary information concerning the distribution of predicted scores and the standardized residuals.

			The following Histogram in table 2.5 is also useful in evaluating the distribution of standardized residuals. In this case, the distribution deviates from, and therefore violates, the assumption of normal distribution. The distribution has too many scores around the mean and is slightly skewed to the right. In part, this problem is due to the relatively small sample size of only 56 cases. In the Histogram, the expected frequency (light black line) is superimposed on the bar chart of observed frequencies.

			An additional test for normal distribution is provided with the Normal Probability Plot (Normal P-P Plot). This compares the observed distribution of residuals with the expected distribution. If the two distributions are identical one will be superimposed on the other without any deviation. Again, in our example the observed frequencies (actual scores) deviate somewhat from the line of the expected normal distribution plot.

			The Standardized Scatterplot of residuals and predicted values provides a test for violations to the assumptions of linearity and homoskedasticity. If either linearity or homoskedasticity exist in the data, then the scatterplot will produce a distinct pattern of data points. In this example, the plot is essentially a random pattern of data points with no discernible pattern; therefore, these data do not represent a threat to these assumptions.
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			Table 2.5. The Casewise Diagnostics Chart, the Residuals Statistics, the Histograph, and the Normal P-P Plot Test
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			Chapter Three

			Inferential Research Methods

		

		
			Comparing Research Groups: t-Test and ANOVA (F-Test)

			Two types of research approaches are discussed in the literature: descriptive and inferential. Descriptive analysis is used to describe, characterize, and summarize data obtained from a selection of subjects treated as the total population. No generalizations (inferences) are made beyond the immediate N of cases. On the other hand, inferential procedures provide a set of logical methods, or rules, whereby one can make inferences with some known risk—probability—of being wrong about the conclusions to be made, concerning the larger group—population—from the findings obtained from a randomly selected sample obtained from the larger group.

			When a researcher deals with the total population (no sampling), statistical inference is obviously not required, and statistical tests based on inferential rules (such as the t-test and F-test) may be inappropriate. Any observed differences between or among means are differences in the population, and inferences from sampled data to the population are unnecessary. Most research, however, rarely deals with entire populations. Generally, it is more efficient to obtain a sample, and then to make conclusions from the sample to the larger population. Thus, a systematic method (set of rules) is required for determining whether one’s findings can be generalized from the sample to the total population. Statistical inference provides this technique of generalizing with a procedure for evaluating the degree to which one might risk being wrong in their conclusions. For example, a t-test provides the basis for deciding whether the difference of means between two groups is sufficiently large to warrant generalizing a difference in the population sampled.

			T-tests and F-tests (ANOVA) require appropriate measured variables to be used. For both the t-test and F-test, the X (independent) group variable must be a categorical (nominally measured) variable, and the Y (dependent) variable must be of continuous (interval or ratio) level of measurement. For example, one may wish to compare a larger group of students on two different reading methods. The large group would be divided; half the group would receive reading method A and the other half reading method B. (The reading program with the two comparison groups becomes the X independent variable (a categorical variable) in the study. After an appropriate period of time, some reading proficiency test would be given to the two groups. This reading test must yield a continuous range of scores (interval level of measurement) among the students in the two groups. This continuous variable becomes the Y dependent, or criterion variable, of the study. A mean score is computed for both groups. The two means (one for reading method A and one for reading method B) are then compared by using either a t-test or an ANOVA (F-Test). Either test is appropriate and would yield the same results for comparing only two groups. When three or more groups are compared (for example, reading methods A, B, and C), then the ANOVA F-test must be used.

			Introduction: Inferential Research Methods

			Again, descriptive analysis involves the description and summarization of bodies of data. If the data are from a complete enumeration of characteristics of populations (non-sample), then the summarizing measures of those characteristics (age, weight, IQ, etc.) are referred to as parameters (population parameters). Such measures include population means, modes, variances, and so on.

			A major goal of science is the ability to predict behavior. Inferential methods deal with the ability to predict from a sample of data to a finite population. Thus, characteristics of populations are summarized with parameters and characteristics of samples (taken from a population) are summarized with statistics.

			The ability to evaluate the degree of accuracy in summarizing from a sample to the population is also provided in the statistical tests of significance. These tests of statistical significance are incorporated in all inferential statistical procedures (t-tests, ANOVA, etc.).

			Steps and Assumptions Involved in Inferential Analysis

			To correctly apply inferential techniques in research, the first step is to define the population to be studied. It is important to establish the population’s boundaries and parameters, and to enumerate the number of cases and their characteristics.

			The second step is to select a sample from the population. A sample is an appropriate subset of cases from the population. Inferential analysis assumes that random sampling will be employed (or some variation). Sample size must be considered also. Frequently in hypotheses testing, power analysis, or power tests, are used to determine an appropriate sample size based on the particular statistical procedure being used and the number of major research variables (independent and dependent) in the design of the study.

			One of the most important steps in using inferential procedures is determining the representativeness of the sample. A nonbiased sample must be obtained in respect to all characteristics pertinent to the study. If a nonbiased sample is not obtained through simple random sampling, it may be necessary to modify the sampling frame, and perform a stratified random sample on certain key characteristics (variables). Various probability sampling techniques can be used as a means of controlling extraneous variance.

			Next, one should determine the purpose for the inferential analysis. Inferential tests are used for two purposes: one for hypotheses testing and the other for estimation. Estimation involves the use of statistics, and information about the sampling distribution, to predict to a property or characteristic of the population—a population parameter.

			Finally, based on the outcome of the particular statistical test, one can make generalizations, or inferences, and, in the case of estimation, predictions to the population from the sampled data.

			Sampling Types and Their Characteristics

			Two general categories of sampling methodologies exist. One is referred to as probability sampling and the other nonprobability. Probability samples are associated with inferential research methods. They are based on probability statistics, wherein every element in the population has an equal chance of being included in the sample. That is, they are nonbiased samples.

			Nonprobability Samples

			Nonprobability samples are nonrandom in nature. Bias is incurred when these sampling techniques are used. They should be avoided in inferential methods because no legitimate basis for estimating sampling error can be made. However, in other research situations, they play a legitimate role. Types of nonprobability samples are systematic samples, purposeful samples, judgment samples, quota samples, and voluntary or convenience samples.

			Probability Samples

			Simple random sampling means that each element (case) in the population has an equal chance of appearing in the sample. The elements of the population are listed (the order of the cases is unimportant), and a sample of cases is randomly selected to be elements of the sample. In theory, every possible combination of N elements has an equal, and independent, probability of constituting the sample. The best method of selecting a simple random sample is to use a computer-generated table of random numbers. These appear in the appendixes of most research or statistics textbooks with a brief description for their use.

			Occasionally, the term sampling with replacement is used. When numbers are drawn from a hat, or some other similar method is used, then as the number is selected and recorded (corresponding to a particular subject from the population), the number should be “replaced” in the hat before another number is taken. This procedure is repeated until the total sample is drawn.

			One must differentiate between random sampling and random selection. Both are based on probability sampling methods, but each has a distinct role, and unrelated purpose in research design. Random selection uses the principle of randomization to assign subjects to two or more groups in experimental designs. However, random assignment of subjects can be made, and it frequently is, without the use of sampling methodology. That is, a sample of subjects is not drawn from a population prior to conducting the random assignment process. On the other hand, one could incorporate both procedures in the design of an experimental study. If inferences, or generalizations, are to be made to a larger population from the results of the experimental study (comparison among the experimental and nonexperimental groups), then random sampling, as well as random assignment, would be necessary.

			Simple stratified random sampling occurs when the population is divided into subpopulations or subsets within the larger population, and then simple random samples are taken from each subpopulation, or strata. If the subpopulations vary disproportionately in size to the total population, a better sampling design is provided if a proportionate stratified random sample is used. The size of the sample for each subpopulation is in proportion to the size of that subset in the total population. Generally, this procedure assures better representativeness of the sample in situations where a small number of cases, with important characteristics to the design of the study, are present in the total population.

			Cluster sampling is used when one cannot obtain a list of all elements, or subjects, in the population necessary in conducting a random sample. In order to conduct a cluster sample, one must distinguish between primary and secondary sampling units, and clearly identify the unit of analysis for the study. For example, a research design might use teachers in a large school district as the primary sampling unit (unit of analysis). Because of the large number of teachers, it is impractical, or impossible, to obtain a complete listing of each individual. A secondary sampling unit is identified which in this example would be the schools in the district. The schools are listed, and then sampled, rather than the individual teacher. The school becomes the cluster in the sampling design. To further reduce the size of the sample (the sample obtained by clusters), teachers in each sampled school could be randomly sampled as well.

			Sampling Distributions

			The notion of a sampling distribution is the most important concept within inferential statistics. The sampling distribution is the distribution of possible results that could be obtained from measuring a particular statistic (for example the mean or variance) for all possible samples taken from a population. To preclude the necessity of drawing innumerable samples from a population, in order to compute these population parameters, inferential methods provide a technique of estimating these statistics from one sample.

			Sampling Distribution of the Mean

			The sampling distribution of the mean is defined as the probability distribution of means for all possible samples drawn from a population. For example, assume a population of 5,000 teachers from which a simple random sample of 50 teachers is selected. A mean is computed from these sampled data for a variable such as age. This procedure is repeated until 100 samples have been selected, and 100 means for the variable age have been computed. The distribution of the means of all 100 samples would constitute a sampling distribution of means. However, with inferential methods this repeated sampling is not necessary in order to estimate a population mean. One random sample is selected, and a “statistic” (the sample mean) is computed from the sample. Known information about the nature of the sampling distribution of the mean is used to generalize (infer) to the population mean (parameter).

			Every statistic, whether it is a frequency, a proportion, a mean, or a variance, has a corresponding sampling distribution. There are three important properties of the sampling distribution of the mean. First, the mean of the sampling distribution equals the mean of the population. Second, the standard error of the mean equals the standard deviation of the population. And finally, the shape of the sampling distribution approximates a normal curve if the sample size is over 30.

			Standard Error of the Mean

			The distribution of sample means has a standard deviation referred to as the standard error of the mean. While the standard deviation measures the variability of raw scores around their mean, the standard error measures the variability of sample means around the population mean. The standard error indicates the degree of deviation of sample means about the mean of the sampling distribution. Again, this statistic is computed, or estimated, from one sample taken from the population. It indicates to what extent the estimated mean computed from the sample might be in error in generalizing to the population mean. Generally, the larger the sample size, the smaller the standard error.

			Types of Inferential Approaches

			Two approaches, or purposes, of inferential methods are discussed in the literature—one is hypotheses testing and the other is estimation. In order to correctly apply inferential procedures to hypotheses testing, a rather precise series of steps should be followed. Also, one should be sensitive to the distinction and importance of dealing with type I and type II errors in hypotheses testing. Establishing a level of statistical significance controls for type I error, and applying the concepts of power analysis controls for type II error.

			Steps in Hypotheses Testing

			Several steps are listed here which should be followed in designing research when applying inferential statistical procedures to hypotheses testing.

			First, one should provide a clear and concise statement of the problem.

			Second, translate the problem statement into a null hypothesis (also referred to as the statistical hypothesis), and the alternative hypothesis. The null is represented symbolically as Ho and the alternative is represented as H1. One purpose of a hypothesis test is to determine the likelihood that a particular sample could have originated from a population with the hypothesized characteristic.

			Third, the specific inferential statistical test, appropriate to the research design, should be specified. Several statistical procedures are discussed in the literature that are appropriate for hypotheses testing depending on the nature of the data to be analyzed. The t-test, F-test (ANOVA), chi-square, Mann-Whitney U test, or Wilcoxon t-test are examples.

			Fourth, a decision rule must be specified. This indicates when Ho will be rejected or accepted. It is based on (1) the type of statistical test being used; (2) whether a one-tailed or two-tailed test is appropriate; and (3) the level of statistical significance selected (generally, either 0.05 or 0.01). Setting the level of statistical significance will control for type I error.

			Fifth, the sampling frame should be determined. This will include taking a representative random sample from the defined population, and indicating an appropriate sample size. Selecting an appropriate sample size will control for type II error.

			Sixth, compute the appropriate statistic specified in step three from the sample data. If the value of the statistical test meets the level of statistical significance specified, then Ho can be rejected. If not, Ho must be accepted. That is, testing Ho can result in one of two possible outcomes:

			•Accepting Ho (failing to reject) as true indicates that any trivial difference in the results (between means) are not statistically significant and, therefore, probably due to sampling error, or chance.

			•Rejecting Ho as false indicates that the difference in the results (difference between means) is statistically significant and, therefore, probably due to some determining factor, or condition, other than sampling error, or chance.

			•Finally, one may make generalizations and interpretations from the results of the findings. The greatest mistakes are made by many researchers at this point. What does it mean to reject or accept, Ho, and how should this be interpreted?

			If one fails to reject Ho, this does not mean that the particular phenomenon, or event studied, does not exist. It only means that the study in question did not detect the event. It may exist and could be detected through replication and improvement of the research design. The failure to reject Ho is considered to be a weak decision (see earlier decision rule), because little, or no, generalization can be made from the lack of findings in the data. When Ho is rejected, then this is considered to be a strong decision, because one can report a definitive conclusion as to the results of the study.

			Type I and Type II Error

			A well conceptualized hypothesis test must be concerned with both the probability of a type I error (alpha) in the event that Ho is true, and a type II error (beta) in the event that Ho is false.

			The probability of a type I error is controlled by establishing the level of statistical significance. The probability of a type II error is controlled by establishing the level of the sample size (B beta). To reduce B, the likelihood of a type II error, one should increase the sample size. Prior to beginning a study, a power analysis can be conducted by consulting the appropriate tables for the particular statistical test to identify the sample size that guarantees a hypothesis test that will control for both type I and type II error. In addition to sample size, effect size and level of statistical significance must be determined (see the following discussion of power analysis).

			Committing a type I error (alpha) is to reject the Ho when it is true. Ho is true but rejected; that is, a false alarm. A type I error is to conclude falsely that a difference exists in the data when in fact it does not, or the difference is only trivial. For example, if one were comparing the difference between means from two groups (a t-test), and concluded that the difference was significant and meaningful when in fact the difference was trivial and slight (or due to sampling error, chance, or too large of a sample size), a type I error has been committed. This happens frequently in research in education where tests of statistical significance are used inappropriately—especially, when a sample size is used which is too large for the particular statistical test.

			A type I error occurs when, just by chance, a sample mean strays into the rejection region for the true Ho. If a researcher is concerned about the possibility of type I error, or wishes to control more carefully for this likelihood, it can be established by setting the level of statistical significance from 0.05 to 0.01, or lower (0.001). Setting the level of statistical significance is also referred to as alpha.

			Type II error (beta) is to retain (not reject) Ho when it is false. Ho is false but not rejected; that is, a miss. A type II error is committed when one concludes, falsely, that a difference does not exist, when in fact a difference does exist, but was not detected due to a small effect size, a small sample size, and/or the particular statistical test employed. For example, if one were comparing the difference between means from two groups (a t-test), and concluded due to the modest, or small, effect size (small difference between the two means) that this difference was trivial, and not statistically significant, when in fact the difference did represent a meaningful difference in the population, then a type II error has been committed. This can occur when the sample size is too small for the particular statistical test. Much research in the social sciences is misinterpreted when tests of statistical significance are computed with inappropriate sample sizes for the particular statistical test employed. Thus, this stresses the importance of conducting a power analysis to determine correct sample size before the research is started (Cohen, 1969).

			When there is a large effect size, or a seriously false Ho (when a large difference between means exist), a type II error is less likely to occur. A type II error is more likely to occur when Ho is mildly false, or when a moderate effect size (small difference between means) is present.

			If it is important to reject a small, or moderately false, Ho (small or moderate effect size), then the probability of type II error can be reduced by increasing the sample size (N of cases). Again, to obtain the correct balance between controlling for the probability of type I or type II error, one should conduct a power analysis for the particular statistical test employed.

			Power Analysis

			The power of a statistical test from a nontechnical perspective is the ability of that test to detect a false null hypothesis (Ho). The probability that the test will lead to the rejection of the null hypothesis. Power is the probability that the test will yield statistically significant results. That it will result in the conclusion that the phenomenon under study exists.

			The power (beta) of a statistical test depends on establishing values for three parameters. These are the significance criterion (alpha), sample size, and the effect size (ES).

			•The significance criterion (alpha) is a value that represents the standard of “proof” that the phenomenon exists, by determining whether a one-tail or two-tail test is appropriate. This is accomplished by setting the level of statistical significance. Typically, statistical convention dictates a significance level of either 0.05 or 0.01, even though there is no mathematical or statistical theory to support this.

			•Sample size is a value which establishes the reliability or precision of a sample once taken from the population. It is the closeness with which the sample value can be expected to approximate the relevant population value. The larger the sample size, other things being equal, the smaller the error, and the greater the reliability, or precision, of the results (the ability of the statistical test to detect a difference, or an effect).

			•Effect size is the degree to which the phenomenon under study indeed is present (Ho is false), or absent (Ho is true). The null hypothesis always means that the effect size is zero (no difference between means). The effect size is some specific nonzero value in the population. Effect size serves as an index of the degree of departure from the null hypothesis.

			With these three values—significance level, sample size, and effect size—one can determine the power of the particular statistical test to detect the phenomenon under study by using power tables established for each statistical test. This constitutes a post hoc analysis. In addition to a post hoc analysis, one can also determine an appropriate sample size (N or cases) prior to conducting a study by establishing three elements: level of significance (alpha), estimated effect size (ES), and power.

			Thus, a minimum sample size required for any given statistical test can be determined as a function of ES, alpha, and power. The researcher estimates the anticipated effect size, sets a level of statistical significance, and specifies the power desired. Then the minimum sample size (N of cases) for the particular statistic can be determined. This approach to power analysis should be employed in the design of all hypotheses testing studies in order to determine the correct sample size (Cohen, 1969).

			For example, a researcher who is using the Pearson correlation decides to have a power equal to 0.80 (suggesting a 20 percent chance of violating a type II error) in order to detect a population correlation coefficient of r = 0.40 (the effect size) at the 0.05 level of significance (five chances in 100 of violating a type I error). The minimum sample size (N of cases) for this statistical analysis would require 46 subjects (Cohen, 1969). More advanced statistical texts will provide tables and methods of computing the sample size based on a power analysis.

			As an example, Cohen (1969) provides information for conducting a power analysis for the t-test statistic. The notation at the top of the table—a1 = 0.05—indicates that this table is to be used in testing a hypothesis with a one-tail test (directional hypothesis) at the 0.05 level of statistical significance. Corresponding tables exist in various combinations for testing other possibilities—a2, two-tail tests (nondirectional hypotheses), and 0.01 level of statistical significance. Again, by setting effect size (r value, column headings at the top of the table) and power desired (numbers within the table), the sample size (N of cases) can be determined—the column on the far left under the heading n.

			For example, a median effect size of r = 0.40 and a power of 0.80 would indicate a minimum sample size of 37 subjects. As the t-test requires two groups (two means are compared), each group would require 37 subjects. If the estimate of the effect size can be increased to r = 0.50 with a power of 0.80, then the sample size can be reduced to only 23 subjects for each group. Or, if one wished to increase power to 0.90, then the sample size would be 30 subjects. By studying the table, one can conduct a number of different scenarios for selecting sample size and for better understanding the close relationship among effect size, sample size, power, and statistical significance in correctly testing hypotheses.

			Several sources are available for conducting power tests as either post hoc analyses, or more importantly, prior to commencing a study. Several are provided in the references at the end of this book.

			Establishing correct sample size, balanced for the potential of violating either type I or type II error, is fundamental to good research design, but often neglected or misunderstood by many researchers. A sample size too large may be as serious as a sample size that is too small. A point that must be remembered is that finding, or failing to find, a significant result is often more a function of sample size than the intrinsic truth, or falsity, of the null hypothesis. Given the four components discussed earlier, it is clear that a major aspect of the power of a test is the size of the sample. Power increases as the sample size increases. For a large sample, almost any deviation from the null hypothesis—any value greater than zero—will result in a statistically significant result.

			Thus, sample size either too large, or too small, can cause serious problems. An excessively large sample (N of cases) translates into an extra sensitive test that may detect even a very small effect that lacks practical importance. A too small sample translates into an insensitive test that misses even a relatively large, important effect.

			The importance of this is that an essentially arbitrary factor—the sample size—can often determine the conclusion reached in a test of statistical significance, if it is mechanically applied and misinterpreted. This can be further aggravated by significance tests themselves, since the choice of a level of significance is not based on any mathematical, statistical, or substantive theory. The choice is totally arbitrary, based on convention or tradition. In much research, the absurdity of adhering rigidly to arbitrary significance levels has to be apparent to the competent researcher, as it substitutes a mechanical procedure for mature, scientific, and sensible judgment.

			Estimation

			Estimation involves the use of a statistic based on sample data, and knowledge about the sampling distribution, to predict or infer to a property, or characteristic, of the population—a population parameter. For example, one can compute the mean from sample data, and then estimate the population mean (µ) for the characteristic within some limits of error—the confidence interval.

			The confidence interval specifies a range of values, above and below the estimated mean, which includes the unknown population mean for a certain percent of the time (generally either 95 percent or 99 percent). A higher confidence level of 99 percent produces a wider, less precise, estimate. Also, the larger the sample size, the smaller the standard error, and thus, a more precise (narrower) confidence interval.

			There is a close relationship between the standard error and the confidence interval. Remember, the standard deviation of the sampling distribution is the standard error. The standard error is a measure of sampling error, and it is used to determine the range of values for the confidence interval. If the standard error is known, then one can calculate the probability of being far from the mean of the distribution. For example, in a normal distribution approximately 68 percent of the cases fall within one standard deviation (standard error) of the mean. Thus, the standard error provides a range about the mean in which 68 percent of the samples taken from the population should include the population mean. Or, 68 percent of the time, the estimated mean should fall within the range of the standard error about the mean.

			Assume that a mean for the variable age is computed from sample data, and the value 46 years is obtained. A standard error of 3.7 years is also computed. It could be concluded that 68 percent of the time (or if we took more samples, 68 percent of the samples) the estimated mean would fall between 42.3 years and 49.7 years. In this example, the confidence level is set at 68 percent, or at one standard error above and below the mean.

			Confidence intervals can be set at whatever level one desires. Generally, either 95 percent or 99 percent levels are used. With normally distributed data, the 95 percent confidence interval extends 1.96 standard errors above and below the sample statistic (in this example, the mean). A 99 percent confidence interval extends 2.575 standard errors above and below the sample statistic. Of course the 99 percent confidence interval is a wider, less precise, range of values than the 95 percent confidence interval.

			Analysis of Variance—ANOVA (F-Test)

			The basic concern of the ANOVA statistical model is to determine the extent to which group means differ, and to determine if the difference between, or among, group means is statistically significant—not just due to sampling error or a chance occurrence. The principle involved in ANOVA is to compare the variability among group means (called MS between) with the average variability of scores within each group about the group’s mean (called MS within). If the variability between, or among, group means is large in comparison to the within group variability of scores around the individual group means, then it can be concluded that the group means probably come from different populations, and that there is a statistically significant difference. The statistical test that provides this solution is referred to as the F-Ratio or F-Test. The basic formula is:

			[image: ]

			Unfortunately, ANOVA is a misleading name. Analysis of Means would be more appropriate inasmuch as it deals with whether the means of a variable differ from one group of observations to another. It employs ratios of variances (variability of scores about the mean within groups compared to variability of means between or among groups) in order to determine if the difference in the value of the means are statistically significant. The major assumptions that apply to ANOVA, as a parametric procedure, are:

			•The observations, or scores, within each group must be mutually independent (as opposed to a repeated measures ANOVA).

			•The variances (standard deviations) within each group must be approximately equal—homogeneity of variances.

			•The variations within each group should be from normally distributed populations.

			•The contributions to variance in the total sample must be additive. ANOVA is an additive model. Each score can be decomposed into three sources of variance:

			∘Each score contributes to the overall mean, or mean of means, across all groups.

			∘Deviation of each group mean from the overall mean.

			∘Deviation of each individual score (within group deviation) from the group mean.

			There are several types of ANOVA designs discussed in the literature. For example, one-way ANOVA, N-way ANOVA, Fixed and Random Effects models, and Repeated Measures designs are only a few. Each type is characterized by the number of independent variables included in the design, the sampling technique, or the use of the N of cases. Table 3.1 distinguishes some of the characteristics among basic types of ANOVA designs.

			
				
					Table 3.1. Types of Basic ANOVA Designs

					
						
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									
									One-way ANOVA 

								
									
									Two-way or n-Way ANOVA

								
							

							
									
									Fixed 

								
									
									One Independent Var. 

								
									
									Two or more Independent Variables

								
							

							
									
									Effects 

								
									
									Single Classification 

								
									
									(e.g., 2X2, 2X3 Factorial Designs)

								
							

							
									
									Model 

								
									
									All categories of IV must be included

								
									
									Two or more Main Effects and Interaction Effects

								
							

							
									
									Random 

								
									
									One Independent Var. 

								
									
									Two or more Independent Variables

								
							

							
									
									Effects 

								
									
									Single Classification

								
									
							

							
									
									Model 

								
									
									Only a sample of categories of the Independent Variable used

								
									
							

							
									
									Other types of ANOVA models:

									Repeated Measures Design

									Three or more Independent Variable Designs (Factorials)

									Latin Squares or Counter Balanced Designs

									Nested Designs

									Regression Models

								
							

						
					

				

			

			Each of the ANOVA designs closely parallel, or accompanies, a particular experimental research design. Most often the two are synonymous. A Repeated Measures ANOVA is a Repeated Measures research design. A study of most ANOVA designs cannot be treated separately from experimental methodology. Similarly, experimental research methodology should not be discussed separately from a consideration of various ANOVA models.

			ANOVA Example

			The one-way ANOVA example (table 3.2) will be helpful in visualizing, and better understanding, the computations employed in the analysis.
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					Table 3.2. ANOVA Example

				

			

			In both examples A and B, the difference between the means (Y1 and Y2) is identical, Y1 = 4 and Y2 = 6. The MS between groups is 10.00. In example A, the within group variation is spread out from the mean yielding a large computation of MS within (8.25), and thus a very small F ratio (F = 1.15). In contrast in example B, the within group variation around the mean is much smaller—closer to the mean—and the computation of MS is negligible (0.50). Thus, the F ratio (F = 20.00) between group variation divided by within group variation for example B is a large value and, therefore, statistically significant.

			The within group variance (MS) is also referred to as the error term, or as the residual. Obviously, the greater the spread of scores around the mean within the each group, the greater the error in the model, and the least likely is statistical significance to be achieved.

			t-Test and ANOVA—Analysis and Interpretation: Example Computer Statistical Program

			The data used in the following computer examples are the same data introduced in chapter 1 (Table 1.6), with the five X, independent variables, and BSTRESS (burnout and stress) as the Y, dependent variable. In addition, the research (teacher survey) determined other ancillary (moderating) variables, such as teachers’ age, grade level taught (elementary, middle school, or high school), years of teaching, and gender. The variables grade level with three categories and gender with two categories are appropriate categorical (nominal) variables to be used in a t-test or ANOVA (F-test) analysis.

			T-test and one-way ANOVA (bivariate) are similar inferential tests. T-tests are used primarily for hypotheses testing of the difference of means between two groups (e.g., gender—male, female) or among two or more groups for ANOVA (school level with three categories—elementary, middle school, and high school). Thus, in order to properly use these tests, one needs a categorical (group) X variable and an interval measured Y variable—a continuously scored variable where a mean can be appropriately computed.

			Both the t-test and ANOVA are generally associated with experimental or quasi-experimental research methods. The t-test answers the question: Is the difference between two sample means (the Y variable) statistically significant? Typically, one mean represents an experimental group receiving some treatment, and the other mean represents a control or comparison group (no treatment condition). However, one may compare three, or more, treatments simultaneously, such as four different teaching methods. This then requires ANOVA. It answers the question: Is the variability among groups large enough in comparison with the variability within groups to justify the inference that the means of the populations from which the different groups were sampled are not the same? If the mean of the treatment group is significantly different from the nontreatment group, then one can conclude that some experimental effect (referred to as the “main effect”) due to the treatment occurred.

			When comparing means from only two groups, the results from the t-test and the F-test are identical. The only difference is an arithmetic one. That is, the F-value is always the square of the t-value for the same variables and data. For example, compare the F-test for the variables gender and age with the t-test results. The F ratio (2.47) is approximately the square of the t-value (1.581) for the same data. ANOVA must be used when the independent, X, variable has three or more categories. In the ANOVA example, school level is used with three categories—elementary, middle school, and high school.

			t-test

			In the following examples, the t-test is performed with gender (dichotomous variable) as the X, independent variable and age, decision making, income, job satisfaction, SBP, teacher authority, years of teaching, and role ambiguity as the various Y, dependent variables. Thus, in any analysis several dependent variables may be tested simultaneously.

			In addition to using t-tests and F-tests for experimental or quasi-experimental research, they may be used also for descriptive purposes. In these examples, one is simply interested in determining a difference between males and females, from the research sample, on personal variables such as age and income, and scores on other major research variables.

			For each t-test procedure, three separate tables are produced—a Group Statistics table, Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances table, and the Independent Samples Test (t-test) table. Different computer statistical programs may produce slightly different tables, or may omit some tables. However, the Independent Samples Test is the main t-test table, providing the t-value and test of statistical significance for each variable in the analysis.

			The Group Statistics table provides basic statistics for each dependent variable used in the analysis. For example for the variable age, there are 26 males and 30 females, mean score for age for the males is 43.69 and for the females 39.67, and the standard deviation for each group is provided.

			The Equality of Variances (Table 3.3) provides a test for the homogeneity of variance. Both t-tests and F-tests require that the group variances (standard deviations) be equal, or near equal (homogeneous), between the two groups. (Recall, the variance and standard deviation are essentially the same thing. The only difference is one of arithmetic, where the variance is the square of the standard deviation. For analysis and interpretation purposes, standard deviation is used because it corresponds numerically to the mean.) For example, the standard deviations between male and female on age are 9.9630 and 9.0871, indicating that the two variances (standard deviations) are nearly equal (homogeneous). The statistical test to determine homogeneity of variance is provided with the F-value in the first column of Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances table.

			If the F-value is statistically significant (Sig) P = 0.05 or smaller, this indicates that the variances of the two groups (that is, the standard deviations) are not equal. For example, the F-test for income is F = 6.418, (Sig) P = 0.014, which is much smaller than P = 0.05 and, therefore, statistically significant. Thus, the t-value obtained from the “Equal variances not assumed” must be used (Independent Samples t-test table). On the other hand, if the F-test is not statistically significant (P = 0.051 or larger), this indicates that the variances for the two groups (standard deviations) are equal, or nearly equal; therefore, the t-value for the “Equal variances assumed” should be used. For example, the F-value for age is F = 0.034, nearly zero, and the “Sig” test is P = 0.854. Thus, the Equal Variances Assumed t-value (t = 1.581) should be used.

			In the Equality of Variances table, the variables of Income and Years of Teaching both have large F-values with Sig values less than P = 0.05 (0.014 and 0.013, respectively), indicating statistical significance. Thus, the “Equal variances not assumed” t-tests (t = 0.440 for Income and t = 0.457 for Years of Teaching) should be used for the t-test from the Independent Samples Test table.

			Again, the t-test provided in the Independent Samples Test table provides the individual t-test for each variable in the analysis. In the third column of this table, a two-tailed test of statistical significance is provided for each t-value. For example, the t-test for the variable AGE indicates that there is not sufficient difference between the two group means, males = 43.7 and females = 39.7 (t = 1.581), to obtain a statistically significant result. In fact, there is no statistical significance for any of the comparisons between the variables analyzed in this example.    
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			One-Way ANOVA, F-test

			As indicated previously, when comparing means from three or more groups, the F-test must be used. However, the F-test provides only a gross overall test of statistical significance among group means. It does not indicate among which pairs of group means that statistical significance exists. If only one pair of means are statistically significant—regardless of how many combinations of pairs can be formed (with a four category variable six possible pairs exist)—the F-test will be significant. Thus, when one obtains a significant F ratio, a post hoc analysis (multiple comparisons test) must be performed to determine which pair, or pairs, of group means are statistically significant. These tests are provided in most comprehensive statistical programs. Several post hoc tests exist—such as Scheffe, Duncan—however, the Scheffe test provides the most conservative estimate of statistical significance.

			For the variables in the following example (see the ANOVA data in Table 3.4), the Y variables of Jobsat, Rolamb, SBP, and Age have F-ratios sufficiently large to indicate a statistical significant result (Sig column has a value smaller than P = 0.05). Inasmuch as the X variable, school level in this analysis, has three categories (elementary, middle school, and high school), it is not clear among which possible pairs that the test of statistical significance has occurred. That is, the possible comparisons (pairs) are elementary with middle school, elementary with high school, and middle school with high school. Again, the F-test provides only an overall indication that at least one of the possible comparisons (pairs) are statistically significant. It does not indicate which comparison. In order to determine this, a Multiple Comparisons must be conducted. As indicated earlier, several tests are available in most statistical programs; however, the Scheffe test is the most conservative and frequently used. The table marked “Multiple Comparisons” below provides the analysis to determine which group means are statistically significant at the P = 0.05 level.

			For the variable Jobsat, the only test of statistical significance smaller than P = 0.05 (sig column) is for the comparison (pair) between the high school and middle school categories. The difference between the two means is −5.4515 and statistical significance (P = 0.012). The negative mean difference score of −5.4515 between high school and middle school indicates that the mean score was higher for the high school. That is, high school teachers indicated a higher level of job satisfaction than middle school teachers. For the variable Age, statistical significance exists between elementary and middle school (P = 0.018) and middle school and high school (P = 0.011), but not between elementary school and high school (P = 0.982). For SBP (student behavioral problems, i.e., student discipline problems), the significant difference (P = 0.002) is between the middle school and high school teachers’ responses. Again, the negative mean difference score between middle schools and high schools suggests that the middle school teachers indicated more problems with students discipline than the high school teachers.
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			Table 3.4. Oneway
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			Chapter Four

			Measurement in Quantitative Research

		

		
			This chapter emphasizes the importance of measurement in quantitative research. A basic understanding of measurement concepts, of measurement theory, and of correct psychometric procedures provides the foundation for quantitative research in education and the social sciences. It is axiomatic that if the research variables cannot be appropriately measured, then one cannot conduct empirical/quantitative research. The development of new, and the refinement of existing, instruments are basic research activities. A researcher should not assume that an existing measure, or a measure published or reported in the literature, is necessarily a psychometrically sound tool. Basic procedures of acceptable test construction are frequently violated in the reported research literature in the social sciences. For this reason, competent researchers must understand and develop the skills required for correct test construction in order to either develop their own tools, or critically evaluate those which are available. The purpose of this chapter is to provide a review of the basic procedures concerning the development of tests and measures in education and the social sciences. This information can be used also to evaluate the efficacy of many of the instruments found in this book.

			Measurement and Measurement Theory

			Measurement is the assigning of numbers (quantification) to individuals in a systematic way as a means of representing properties of the individuals. These numbers must be assigned according to a carefully prescribed, repeatable procedure. The particular test generates scores by using the same instructions, questions, and scoring procedure for each subject. Numbers can be assigned based on the properties to be measured utilizing various forms depending upon the type of scale to be constructed. That is, numbers can be assigned to subjects in categories forming nominal scales, in ranks forming ordinal scales, or as continuous scores forming either interval or ratio scales.

			Measurement theory is a branch of applied statistics that attempts to describe, categorize, and evaluate the quality of measurements (tests, instruments, scales, etc.). It attempts to improve the usefulness, accuracy, and meaningfulness of instruments. It proposes methods for developing new and better measurement tools. Several disciplines in the social and behavioral sciences have adopted, or created, their own unique measurement approaches with an accompanying label. For example, in psychology and education, these measurement approaches are referred to as psychometrics, in economics as econometrics, and in sociology as sociometrics. Although most of the foundation for present-day measurement theory was completed by the 1950s, research and development into newer approaches to psychological measurement (or psychometrics) continues. As stated, psychometrics tends to dominate measurement approaches in the behavioral sciences and education, as opposed to econometrics, which are used in business and economics.

			Overview to Measurement Problems and Scaling

			Measurement in the social sciences is by no means an exact science. A number of techniques are used to obtain measures (observations) from human subjects. Such techniques are paper and pencil tests (questionnaires, instruments, inventories, and scales), interviews, observations, ratings, and tests. Because paper and pencil tests (questionnaires or instruments) are so frequently used in education to obtain information from respondents, these tests will be emphasized primarily in this chapter.

			In order to obtain an objective quantitative indication from each respondent to the items, or statements, in a questionnaire or instrument, some method of scoring these statements is required. This is referred to as scaling. That is, scales, or anchors, are devices employed by test developers to quantify the responses of a subject on a particular item, or statement, of a test. Several of the more commonly used scales are:

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Forced Choice

						
							
							 (True-False)

						
					

					
							
							Likert

						
							
							 (Summated-rating)

						
					

					
							
							Thurstone

						
							
							 (Equal-appearing interval)

						
					

					
							
							Guttman

						
							
							 (Cumulative scale)

						
					

					
							
							Semantic Differential

						
							
							 (Bipolar adjectives)

						
					

				
			

			Forced-Choice Scale

			The forced-choice scale accomplishes what the name implies. It forces the respondent generally to one of two (or three) possible choices. The true-false response is typical of this type scale. Numerical values of either one (true response) or zero (false response) are assigned. This type scale, or some slight modification, is often used with personality tests. Responses such as like, dislike, agree, disagree might be used. A third neutral response may be used also: like, undecided, dislike. The scale could be numerically coded either 1 = dislike, 2 = undecided, 3 = like; or −1 = dislike, 0 = undecided, +1 = like.

			Likert Scale

			The Likert scale, or summated-rating scale, is perhaps the most frequently used in the social sciences. Any measure obtained by adding together the response scores of a number of items is referred to as a Likert or summated scale. Alternately, the terms linear composite, homogeneous scale, composite scale, or additive scale may be used to characterize the Likert scale. Typically, this scale contains a set of items, or statements, that are considered approximately equal in attitude or value. The number of items may be as few as five or six, or as many as 30 to 40. The subject responds with varying degrees of intensity on a five-point scale ranging between extremes. For example, statements such as Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, Strongly Disagree may be used. The scale can be expanded to seven or more positions, or used as a modified forced-choice scale, by eliminating the middle (undecided) position.

			Briefly, a Likert scale can be described as follows. A set of items composed of approximately an equal number of favorable and unfavorable responses concerning the attitude, event, phenomenon, or object to be measured is given to a group of subjects. They respond to each statement in terms of their degree of agreement or disagreement by generally selecting one of five responses (anchors) from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree. Each subject’s responses to the set of items are combined (summated, yielding a composite score) so that the most favorable attitude may have the highest score while the least favorable may have the lowest score (sometimes in scale construction the scoring is reversed). A major assumption of this scale is the ability to linearly combine the items in the scale producing a homogeneous measure. All items to be linearly combined must be related to a single common factor. The sum of these items is expected to contain all the important information contained in the individual items.

			This suggests three important and interrelated tasks necessary for constructing Likert measures: (1) item construction, (2) item selection, and (3) item scoring. Likert suggested two methods of item analysis in order to evaluate the ability of the individual items to measure the attitude, or object, measured by the total scale: correlation analysis, and analysis based on the criterion of internal consistency. Each of these procedures will be discussed later in this chapter.

			Thurstone Scale

			The Thurstone scale is referred to as an equal-appearing interval scale. In the case of the Likert scale, each item within a set of items is considered to be approximately equal in attitude or value to be assessed. With the Thurstone Scale, items are scaled along the attitude to be measured. Each item is assigned a scale value indicating the strength of attitude for an agreement response to the item. The items in the scale are assumed to be differentially ordered, rather than equal. It is more difficult to construct a Thurstone Scale than the Likert, summated scale, and both scales yield similar results. Table 4.1 illustrates a Thurstone Scale. The scale was taken from Shaw and Wright (1967). The original scale contained 22 statements. For the sake of brevity some items were omitted.

			
				
					Table 4.1. Attitude toward Divorce (Thurstone Scale)

					
						
							
							
						
						
							
									
									The following statements express opinions about divorce. Please indicate your agreement, or disagreement, with each of the statements by marking them as follows:

								
							

							
									
									(√) Mark with a check if you agree with the statement.

									 (X) Mark with an X if you disagree with the statement.

								
							

							
									
									Scale Value

								
									
							

							
									
									0.5

								
									
									 1. Divorce is disgraceful.

								
							

							
									
									0.8

								
									
									 2. Divorce is legalized adultery.

								
							

							
									
									1.2

								
									
									 3. Lenient divorce is equivalent to polygamy.

								
							

							
									
									1.6

								
									
									 4. Divorce lowers the standard of morality.

								
							

							
									
									3.3

								
									
									 5. Divorce should be discouraged in order to stabilize society.

								
							

							
									
									3.7

								
									
									 6. Divorce is justifiable only after all efforts to mend the union have failed.

								
							

							
									
									4.2

								
									
									 7. Divorce should be discouraged but not forbidden.

								
							

							
									
									5.8

								
									
									 8. The evils of divorce should not prevent us from seeing its benefits.

								
							

							
									
									6.2

								
									
									 9. A divorce is justifiable or not, depending on the desires of the persons involved.

								
							

							
									
									7.1

								
									
									10. Divorce should be permitted so long as the rights of all parties are insured.

								
							

							
									
									8.1

								
									
									11. Permanence in marriage is unnecessary for social stability.

								
							

							
									
									8.4

								
									
									12. Divorce is desirable for adjusting errors in marriage.

								
							

							
									
									8.8

								
									
									13. Easy divorce leads to a more intelligent understanding of marriage.

								
							

							
									
									9.4

								
									
									14. The marriage contract should be as easily broken as made.

								
							

							
									
									9.8

								
									
									15. Divorce should be granted for the asking.

								
							

							
									
									10.1

								
									
									16. A person should have the right to marry and divorce as often as he or she chooses.

								
							

						
					

				

			

			The respondents check the items with which they agree. The points (scale value) corresponding to each item are totaled and then divided by the number of answered items to yield an average score for each respondent. A high score indicates a favorable attitude toward divorce.

			The construction of a Thurstone Scale and the assignment of scale values are accomplished through the use of judges. After the collection of a series of short, concise statements reflecting various degrees of the attitude to be measured, these are subjected to a group of judges working independently. They sort the statements into 11 piles according to their relative degree of favorableness to unfavorableness. The scale above was created using 26 judges. Shaw and Wright (1967) indicate that it has been shown that as few as 20 judges can be used to compute reliable scale values.

			Guttman Scale

			The Guttman Scale is referred to as a cumulative scale. This scale consists of a relatively small set of homogeneous items that are considered to be unidimensional, measuring one, and only one, attitude, event, or phenomenon. Items are ordered in difficulty or complexity, so that to answer correctly or approve the last implies success, or approval, on all the preceding items. Table 4.2 is an example of a Guttman-type scale.

			
				
					Table 4.2. Homosexuality Attitude Scale (Guttman Scale)

					
						
							
							
						
						
							
									
									Homosexual relations between two consenting adult males should be dealt with in which of the following ways? Respond to each statement using the following key:

								
							

							
									
									1: Strongly Disagree

								
									
									 4: Agree

								
							

							
									
									2: Disagree

								
									
									 5: Strongly Agree

								
							

							
									
									3: Not Sure

								
									
							

							
									
									____ 1. They should be punished by execution.

								
							

							
									
									____ 2. They should serve at least five years in prison.

								
							

							
									
									____ 3. They should be given a short prison sentence.

								
							

							
									
									____ 4. They should be required to accept treatment or go to jail.

								
							

							
									
									____ 5. They should be offered treatment if they want it but not punished in any way, but warned not to recruit others.

								
							

							
									
									____ 6. They should not be made to feel deviant or warned about recruiting others.

								
							

							
									
									____ 7. They should be praised for choosing their own form of sexual satisfaction as long as it does not interfere with others.

								
							

							
									
									____ 8. They should be praised and encouraged to recruit others into homosexuality.

								
							

						
					

					The scale was taken from Gorden (1977).

				

			

			Semantic Differential Scale

			The Semantic Differential is an attitude-type scale developed by Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum in 1957. It is a method for measuring the meaning of concepts, and it has two applications: (1) to measure the semantic properties of words and concepts, and (2) as an attitude scale restricting its focus to the affective domain and the evaluative dimension. In applying the method, the respondent is asked to rate an object, for example, school, teacher, supervisor, etc., on a series of bipolar adjectives anchored by a seven-point scale. The respondent is instructed to put a check in the position indicating both the direction and intensity of his feelings toward the object.

			Osgood and Suci, using factor analysis, established three general factors of meaning measured by the semantic differential: an evaluative factor (bipolar adjectives such as good-bad, wise-foolish, kind-cruel), a potency factor (hard-soft, strong-weak), and an activity factor (hot-cold, fast-slow). Pairs of these bipolar adjectives are selected according to the purpose of the research, and the emphasis upon either evaluative, potency, or activity dimensions. Approximately 15 to 20 adjective pairs should be selected with the concept to be rated placed at the top of the combined scale (see table 4.3).

			The semantic differential yields a large amount of data with a relatively short questionnaire, and with minimum effort. In variance terms, it produces three main sources of variance: concepts, scales, and subjects. Thus, scores can be produced and analyzed for differences between concepts (school, teacher, and supervisor); scales (evaluative, potency, and activity dimensions); and among subjects, or analyses may be conducted in any combination of the three.

			In this example, the respondent is instructed to rate the concept supervisor according to how he or she perceives, or feels, toward the supervisor at the moment by placing an X someplace along the seven-point scale.

			
				
					Table 4.3. Supervisor

					
						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									Semantic Differential Scale

								
							

							
									
									Good

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									Bad

								
							

							
									
									Slow

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									Fast

								
							

							
									
									Large

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									Small

								
							

							
									
									Ugly

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									Beautiful

								
							

							
									
									Clean

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									Dirty

								
							

							
									
									Weak

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									Strong

								
							

							
									
									Dark

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									:

								
									
									Bright

								
							

						
					

				

			

			Instrumentation Construction and Evaluation

			As suggested earlier, the measurement of research variables is perhaps one of the greatest weaknesses in conducting meaningful and useful quantitative research in the social and behavioral sciences. Much research in education, when evaluated against appropriate psychometric and measurement procedures, must be discounted, if not totally rejected. Thus, the development of new measures, and the refinement of existing instruments are fundamental research activities. Again, one should not assume that a measure that is published, or reported, in the research literature is necessarily a psychometrically sound tool, including many of the instruments included in this book. Basic procedures of acceptable test construction are frequently violated or totally ignored. This was aptly reported by Mitchell (April, 1985) in a survey of the research literature. Some 21 percent of studies did not report reliability, and only 26 percent provided information on construct validity. Both measures of reliability, and procedures for obtaining validity are essential, and required, types of information that should be reported in all quantitative research studies.

			The purpose now is to provide information on several specific procedures that are useful in instrumentation development. It should be noted that these techniques can be used whether one is interested in developing their own instrument, or in the process of critiquing and evaluating an existing tool. First, an outline will be provided listing in order the major steps one should follow in instrumentation construction. Second, several of these procedures will be discussed in greater detail providing, where appropriate, specific statistical procedures that can be employed. Six steps are listed here that should be considered in good scale construction.

			Steps in Instrumentation Construction and Evaluation

			1.A theory and accompanying concepts (or a taxonomy) should be selected first. Many instruments developed in the social sciences and education have no conceptual or theoretical basis to serve as a guide in the selection of items, and the construction of scales. The concepts to be measured should be defined as carefully and precisely as possible, and considered in relation to the specific population (selection of subjects) to be studied. An example of an instrument developed without a conceptual foundation is the Organizational Climate Description Index (Halpin, 1963). On the other hand, examples of instruments employing a theoretical base are the Stern climate indices, which used the Murray Need-Press Model.

			2.Next, an item pool should be written. This will be accomplished based on the theoretical and conceptual framework provided in step one. Statements, or items, will be created to which subjects may respond, and will serve as stimuli to the content or subject matter to be measured. One may obtain items from a variety of sources: review of the theoretical and research literature, other instruments, documents, through observation of the phenomena, behavior, trait, or attitude to be studied. In writing items, one should be sensitive to the following: (1) frame of reference and item formats; (2) content and population specificity; (3) descriptive vs. evaluative items; (4) items that are clear, concise, and as unambiguous as possible; and (5) simple, as opposed to compound statements.

			Frame of Reference—Smith et al. (1969) provided the research evidence that indicates that perceptual selectivity in human judgments is dramatic. When two individuals with different frames of reference are exposed to the same object or stimulus, they will select different aspects and provide different summary evaluations of the situation. Van de Ven and Ferry (1980) have suggested that frames of reference are the cognitive filters (perceptual screens) a person uses in describing or evaluating a situation. They indicate that for the purpose of instrumentation construction and evaluation that there are three issues to be examined relative to a respondent’s frame of reference: (1) the characteristics of the stimulus a person is exposed to; (2) the systematic; and (3) the unsystematic individual differences and biases that respondents bring to a stimulus as a result of their prior experiences, predilections, expectations, and personalities.

			The first issue deals with the interaction between a respondent’s frame of reference and the composition of the instrument (item format). Specifically, such features as test length, complexity of items, time perspective, and anchor points on an answer scale have been found to significantly influence a respondent’s frame of reference at the point of measurement (Smith et al., 1969).

			There are also effects due to composition and item selection of an instrument on the frame of reference of respondents due to position, past experiences, and predilections of the individual. For example in studies of job satisfaction, climate or morale perceptions have been found to differ systematically among respondents of different age, sex, education, social background, and job tenure (Smith et al., 1969). Unsystematic biases of respondents on frames of reference are expected to be randomly and normally distributed among a sample; therefore, they will cancel out statistically when judgments are averaged together (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980). This suggests that more accurate responses may be made by respondents if one is careful in constructing unambiguous statements that are sensitive to the following:

			Content and population specificity suggests that the item wording should be specific to a particular population, or selection of subjects. Measurement created in one test situation may not be appropriate for another. Items should be rewritten to be situationally specific.

			Descriptive and evaluative items should be distinguished during test construction. Van de Ven (1980) suggested that descriptive items are positive and value-free focusing on the factual characteristics and behaviors that actually exist. Evaluative items are normative and value-laden and ask a respondent to provide an opinion about the strengths or weaknesses, likes or dislikes of events or behaviors. They indicate that evaluative statements are more susceptible to variation in frames of reference and perceptions of respondents than descriptive items.

			Number of scale points (anchors) on the answer sheet may also influence response bias. If too few scale points are used, the answer scale is a coarse one and much information may be lost because the scale does not discriminate sufficiently among respondents. However, if too many scale points are used, the scale points may be graded so finely that it is beyond the ability of respondents to discriminate among response cues. The effect of the number of scale points on the reliability of measures has received much attention and considerable empirical investigation. To summarize these findings, Van de Ven (1980) indicates for homogeneous, Likert-type measures, there is very little increase in scale reliability beyond five scale points for a single (unipolar) scale, and nine points for a bipolar scale.

			Simple versus compound statements should be analyzed. Compound items are generally more ambiguous statements and lead to greater response bias. A compound item is one in which two or more, somewhat mutually exclusive, pieces of information are addressed in one statement. The following is an example of a compound item with inherent ambiguity due to its complexity: “The goals of education should be dictated by children’s interests and needs, as well as by the larger demands of society.” A respondent could have varying attitudes on three different aspects of the item: (1) goals of education dictated by children’s interests, (2) goals dictated by children’s needs, and (3) goals dictated by the larger demands of society. Such compound statements appear frequently in many attitude questionnaires. These statements should be rewritten into simple statements with only one idea (stimulus or cue) for each item.

			It has been recommended that one should create approximately twice as many statements in the initial item pool, as the number to be retained in the final test (Thorndike, 1982). However, twice as many items is probably a low estimate. To ensure high quality selection in the refinement of items and scales, it would be better if the initial item pool contained three or four times the number required in the final instrument.

			3.Content validation should be used with the item pool. (Even though this procedure is only mentioned once, it is not uncommon for one to repeat this step several times in the process of refining the item pool.) Determining content validity, sometimes referred to as subject matter validity, is primarily a judgmental process. Generally, a panel of five to seven experts (judges) will be selected who are experts in the area of study and with the concepts to be measured. At this stage the researcher is attempting to accomplish at least two objectives: (1) to determine which items from the item pool are most representative of the total universe of items that could be selected dealing with the subject matter to be measured—to determine if voids in statements exist (new items should be included), and if items should be discarded or rewritten; (2) if the theory to be measured is multiconceptual (most social science theories are), then to determine which items logically cluster or deal with which subconcepts. To accomplish this, each judge should work independently, rating each statement in the item pool and categorizing it under the appropriate concept or subconcept. Usually, a criterion of at least 80 percent agreement among judges is established for the inclusion of an item in the final or revised pool.

			4.A pilot study should be conducted with the statements retained from step three for the purpose of performing some initial item analyses. The items can be appropriately “packaged” and administered to a small sample of subjects similar to those to be used in the final study (subjects for whom the instrument was designed). Generally, 25–40 subjects should be sufficient for a pilot study. Reliability estimates can be obtained, and several item analyses can be performed with the data (to be discussed in a following section in more detail).

			Note: The steps listed may be repeated several times in the process of developing and refining a reasonably sound tool. It may be necessary to use a new panel of judges, or to administer the test to additional subjects for further pilot study.

			5.The final study will be conducted. In the case of most dissertation research, the instrument developed from steps one through four will be administered to the final study sample. Depending on the concepts to be measured, 40 to 50 items may survive the initial screening. One need not be too critical in rejecting statements during steps three and four because much of this work will be repeated with the final study sample. This provides for a refinement of the instrument repeating statistical procedures with a much larger selection of subjects. Also, some statistical procedures, such as factor analysis, can be used with a larger study sample which is not possible with the smaller pilot group. It is important to recognize that no instrument should be considered the “final” or “completed” version; additional and continued refinement to any instrument is generally always useful and necessary.

			6.With the larger study sample, a number of additional statistical techniques can be used for further instrument refinement. These are only listed briefly inasmuch as each procedure is discussed at length in the following sections. These techniques include: (1) establishing criterion-related validity both in terms of concurrent and predictive validity; (2) establishing construct validity both convergent and discriminant validity; (3) obtaining final reliability estimates for total scale and all subscales, and the reliability of raters if appropriate; and (4) conducting additional item analysis procedures in particular tests of item-to-scale homogeneity.

			Basic Measurement Procedures

			Item Analysis

			Each item analysis procedure discussed provides a way of using item data from a number of respondents to evaluate the quality and usefulness of individual test items. These techniques provide a means of choosing the “best” items for inclusion in the refined version of the measure. Sometimes, item analysis can offer information also about ways that poor items may be made better. Because of the overwhelming occurrence of Likert-type scales in education measurement, techniques useful in creating Likert scales will be emphasized. Texts are listed at the end of this book that deal with procedures for developing other scale types (i.e., Guttman, Thurstone, or Semantic Differential scales).

			The Item-Difficulty Index (P) is used to determine the proportion of respondents (examinees) who get the item correct compared to those who missed the item. This technique is most useful in developing classroom tests and has little utility in creating other types of instrumentation. The best range is a ratio of 0.3 to 0.7.

			Several Item Discrimination Indices are available, and are useful, in evaluating items individually or collectively. Generally, these procedures are used to assess the difference between the proportion of high-scoring respondents, those who score high on the attitude, to low-scoring respondents. Several techniques are discussed next.

			Critical Ratio (t-test) compares the upper 25 percent of respondents with the lower 25 percent of the respondents on the means of the two groups on each item. If the low scoring group has a low mean on an item, when compared to a high mean of the high-scoring group, which is statistically significant, one then concludes that the individual item is discriminating properly between high- and low-scoring subjects. With this procedure, each item can be analyzed in three ways: (1) low scoring 25 percent with a low mean—high scoring 25 percent with a high mean, the difference between the two means is statistically significant at the 0.05 level; (2) the difference between means in the low 25 percent and high 25 percent is not statistically significant; and (3) there is statistical significance between the means, but the low-scoring group has the high mean and the high-scoring group has the low mean, indicating a reverse in the intended response pattern.

			The first example indicates that the item is discriminating correctly between low- and high-scoring respondents. The second case indicates that the item does not discriminate between low and high respondents. The little difference in means between the two groups could have occurred by chance. The third example suggests that the item is stimulating a reversed response pattern from each subject. Both examples two and three indicate that either the item should be discarded from the test, or rewritten in an attempt to correct the problem of proper discrimination among subjects.

			Corrected Item-Total Correlations compare each individual item in the scale with the total composite score for the scale. This technique correlates each individual item in the test with the composite score of all of the remaining items. A low item-to-total score correlation indicates that the individual item fails to measure that which the other items measure. Again, the item should be either discarded or rewritten. This procedure is regarded also as a test of item-to-scale homogeneity. Likert regarded this procedure as being essential in developing Likert-type scales. The method evaluates the ability of the individual items to measure the attribute measured by the total scale. It should be noted that this test is found in many statistical programs.

			Item Means and Variances (standard deviations) may be used also to obtain an initial indication of the item’s ability to discriminate along the Likert scale (anchor). For example, if a five-point (1–5) scale is used, one would like an item mean of about 3.0, and a standard deviation of at least 1.0, in order to ensure a reasonable degree of dispersion of responses along the scale. In contrast, a high mean of 4.5 and standard deviation of less than 1.0 (i.e., 0.5), or a low mean of 1.5, would suggest a skewed response pattern (either high or low) to the item.

			Item Frequency Distributions may be computed for each item in the scale. One hopes to obtain a fairly normal distribution of responses across the five-point Likert scale. Responses to scale anchors two, three, and four would be greater than to anchors one and five.

			Reliability Estimates are extremely useful for evaluating the internal consistency of items within a scale. Likert stressed the importance of using the criterion of internal consistency in developing homogeneous scales. Two statistical procedures are available to satisfy this test—the Alpha coefficient, and either the KR-20 or KR-21 formulas. The split-halves method, also known as the Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula, is also available as a test of internal consistency. However, Alpha is preferred as an estimate of scale reliability. Alpha is the generalized form of the estimate based on the interitem correlation matrix, and it is used with Likert-type scales. The KR-20 and KR-21 formulas are special cases of reliability estimates used with forced-choice scales.

			In some computer statistical programs, the reliability procedure provides an individual item analysis technique referred to as “If Item Deleted.” This evaluates the reliability contribution of the individual item against the total overall reliability estimate of the scale. If the item (if item deleted) reliability estimate is several points greater than the total scale reliability, this suggests that the item is not contributing to the internal consistency of the other scale items as a whole. Potentially, the item should be discarded or rewritten based on this test.

			Finally, Factor Analysis can also be a useful procedure for conducting item analysis in determining the individual contribution of items to total scale consistency and homogeneity. Items with large factor loadings would contribute more to the measurement of the particular scale than items with small factor loadings (a factor loading less than 0.30 is generally accepted as too low). Also, items that load somewhat equally on two or more factors show tendencies toward ambiguity, and might be discarded. Again, factor analysis is useful for developing homogeneous scales where measures have inherent multidimensionality.

			Validity

			The general definition of validity refers to whether an instrument accurately measures what it is intended to measure. Three types of validity are discussed in the literature. These are content validity, construct validity, and criterion-related validity. Criterion-related validity includes two types: concurrent validity and predictive validity. Of the three general types of validity, construct validity is by far the most important to establish for most instruments in the social sciences and education. This is sometimes the most difficult to accomplish while content validity, which provides the least information concerning the validity of the scale, is generally the easiest to accomplish.

			Nunnally (1978) indicates that scientific generalization is at the heart of understanding and applying validity to measurement methods. Each type of validity constitutes different issues concerning scientific generalization. That is, each type addresses a different aspect of validating a scale, and each should not be used interchangeably. Nunnally continues that of the three types, the logical issues of relating construct validity to scientific generalization are considerably more complex than those in criterion or content validity.

			Content Validity

			Content validity is concerned with the extent to which an instrument reflects a specific domain of content. That is, the extent to which items appear to be logical and understandable indicators of the constructs or concepts under consideration. Test items should be a sample of all possible items taken from a universe of content dealing with the concepts to be measured. It is sometimes referred to as subject matter validity. The operationalization of content validity of any instrument ultimately rests with the degree of consensus that can be obtained from a heterogeneous group of judges, who are experts in the field. Thus, content validity is established by individual, subjective judgments of expert reviewers. A minimum of five to seven individuals should be used; each working independently with an 80 percent criterion level of agreement being reached on the appropriateness of each item in the measure.

			Criterion-Related Validity

			This deals with the degree of correspondence, or correlation, between the instrument and some other measure of the same concepts or attributes. This may be obtained by correlating the instrument with other measures of similar characteristics or attributes, or in some cases using what is referred to as a known-group procedure. Individuals are used who are known to possess varying degrees of the attribute or behavior to be measured by the test. Thorndike (1982) suggested that if we are dealing with two extreme groups, then the ability of the measure to discriminate between the two groups can be expressed as a point-biserial correlation. Nevertheless, this type of criterion-related validity is referred to as concurrent validity. Predictive validity is obtained in those instances when the test must be used to predict to some future behavior, or the future acquisition of some skill. An example would be the predictive validity of the SAT test battery to predict successful completion of the freshman year of college.

			Construct Validity

			Construct validity focuses on the extent that a measure (scale or subscales within a larger instrument) perform in accordance with theoretical expectations. Construct validity has limited application unless the instrument has been developed from some theoretical base—a theoretical system (conceptual or taxonomic system) underlies the scales development. Factor analysis is an often used statistical procedure for establishing construct validity (sometimes called factorial validity). When using factor analysis, the questions addressed are: How well do items designed to measure a construct (concept) converge by loading together as a single factor? This may also be referred to as convergent validity. Next, how well do items designed to measure other constructs discriminate by breaking out as different factors? This is sometimes referred to as discriminate validity (Carmines and Zeller, 1979, 54).

			Thorndike (1982) indicated that there are at least four methods of obtaining evidence for the construct validity of a measure. One is judgmental—using judgmental comparisons of behavior or attributes to be measured and the test items. Next is correlational—obtaining correlations between the test and other measures. One’s test should show substantially higher correlations with other measures designed to assess the same attribute than with measures designed to assess other attributes. This can be accomplished through factor analysis. The third is group difference data—comparing subgroups that might be expected to differ on the attribute. And finally, the use of treatments, or experimental interventions, that might be expected to influence expression of the attribute.

			Reliability

			Reliability is concerned with the consistency, stability, and dependability (accuracy) with which an instrument measures a set of dimensions, characteristics, behaviors, and the like, of research subjects. Reliability coefficients are estimates of the degree to which a scale score for each respondent represents either true measurement, or some degree of measurement error. For the purposes of instrumentation development, there are three types of reliability estimates discussed in the literature. These are the coefficients of stability, equivalence, and internal consistency. Each reliability estimate serves a distinct research purpose, and one procedure should not be used in place of the other.

			Coefficient of Stability

			This procedure determines the reliability—the stability—of a test over time. The technique for establishing this type of reliability is referred to generally as the test-retest method. A correlation coefficient is computed between the first test administration with a second test administration with the same subjects, and with an approximately four to six week separation in time. The extent to which subjects’ second test scores are similar to their first test scores determines the degree to which a large correlation coefficient is obtained between the two test administrations, and the extent to which the test is considered to be stable. This reliability procedure is most useful with pretest-posttest experimental research, where one should establish the stability of the pretest and posttest scores (over time). However, the procedure also suffers from a number of inherent weaknesses due to the necessity of establishing the reliability coefficient with human subjects over a prescribed time period. Internal validity factors such as history, maturation, and testing effect, to mention a few, often distort the reliability estimate obtained from the test-retest procedure.

			Nunnally (1978) indicates that except for certain special instances, there are serious defects in using the retest method. The major problem is that experience in the first testing usually influences responses in the second testing. He recommends that this method generally not be used to estimate reliability.

			Coefficient of Equivalence

			This technique is referred to as alternate forms, and it is used to provide a reliability estimate between two parallel forms of the same test. A correlation coefficient is computed between Form A of a test with the alternate, or parallel, Form B of the same test across the same group of subjects. This reliability estimate is used primarily with the development of standardized tests, such as the GRE and SAT test batteries, where more than one form of the test is used. The split-half estimate corrected with the Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula is a special case of the coefficient of equivalence. However, Nunnally (1978) suggested that the difficulty with the split-half method is that the correlation between halves will vary depending on how the items are divided, which raises questions regarding what the reliability is.

			Coefficient of Internal Consistency

			This reliability procedure provides an estimate of item to total scale homogeneity. Thorndike (1982) states that the analysis is built on the assumption that all items are measures of the same underlying attribute. That is, it is a test of the homogeneity of items in a scale. If the coefficient is low for a particular scale, the items in the scale are probably not measuring the same construct, behavior, or attribute. The internal consistency of items within a scale are evaluated from the average correlation among all items in the scale with Coefficient Alpha (Cronbach Alpha). Most measurement texts agree that this procedure provides the best method for determining estimates of internal consistency of tests. And, the internal consistency method of reporting reliability in most research situations is probably the more useful method. Nunnally (1978) states that even if other estimates of reliability are made for a particular measure, coefficient alpha should be obtained first. If it proves to be low, then there is no need to make other estimates of reliability because they will prove to be even lower (coefficient alpha sets an upper limit to the reliability of a test).

			Although Coefficient Alpha is commonly used, there is considerable disagreement on what magnitudes of the coefficient are adequate for various types of measurement scales. Nunnally (1978) indicates that a satisfactory level of reliability depends greatly on how a measure is to be used. Exploratory, or preliminary, research may require less demanding levels of reliability estimates than basic, or hypotheses testing research. Also, the magnitude of the coefficient is directly related to the number of items in a test. All things being equal, a short test (four or five items) should yield a lower Alpha coefficient than a longer test (20 or 25 items). It is generally desirable that longer tests have Alpha coefficients of at least 0.80, while shorter tests may be acceptable with coefficients in the high 0.60s or low 0.70s.

			Cronbach Alpha is the generalized form of this test, and it is used with multiple choice, or Likert-type scales. The KR-20 and KR-21 formulas are special cases to be used with forced-choice (T-F) type scales.

			Reliability of Raters

			This reliability procedure, referred to also as interrater reliability, should be used in those cases where one’s data gathering method employs raters, or judges, rather than some type of “paper and pencil test.” There are two basic methods for estimating the reliability of ratings from a number of judges. The first is a method developed by Guilford (1954), and the second is an analysis of variance approach described by Ebel (1951). The Guilford formula requires that the k raters rank the N persons from high to low, and then the following formula may be used:

			[image: ]

			It is important to note that this formula, when applied to a set of ratings, provides the reliability estimate for one rater. To determine the reliability estimate of an entire set of ratings (more than one judge), it is necessary to employ the Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula with n in that formula equal to the number of raters or judges. The Spearman-Brown Formula is:
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			The data in table 4.4 demonstrate this reliability procedure using the rank-order ratings of four raters for nine individuals.

			
				
					Table 4.4. Data Table of Rankings of Nine Individuals (N) by Four Judges (k)
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			By inserting data from the table into the formula, we would obtain the following results:
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			Note that the result, r = 0.548, is the reliability estimate for one rater. The Spearman-Brown formula must be used to determine the reliability estimate for the four judges in the example above. By inserting the data into the formula, we obtain the following:
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			It has been shown that gains in interrater reliability may be made by adding raters when the initial reliability estimate is low. However, when the number of judges is greater than five or six, the increase in reliability is usually not justified by the addition of more raters. For example, one might perform a pilot study by having three judges rate student performance on a certain task. If the reliability estimate for the three judges is not sufficiently large, one could keep incrementing the value of n (number of raters) in the Spearman-Brown formula to determine the number of raters required until the desired reliability estimate is obtained.

			Relation of Validity to Reliability

			Both validity and reliability are highly interdependent mathematically. From a practical standpoint, Campbell (1976) has indicated that the concept of reliability becomes indistinguishable from that of validity. The precision of the estimate of criterion validity is reduced as reliability is reduced. Criterion validity of a test is affected by the reliability of a test. Thus, a test or measure may be reliable but not valid. A test cannot be valid if it is not reliable. An index of this relationship between reliability and validity is the index of reliability.

			Index of Reliability

			The validity of a test cannot exceed the square root of the reliability of the test. If test X is used to predict a criterion Y, then Pxy is the validity coefficient. Pxy cannot be larger than the square root of Pxx—the reliability coefficient of test X.

			The square root of the reliability of a measure provides an upper bound for its correlation with any other measure. For example, a measure with a reliability estimate of only 0.65 can never correlate greater with another test or variable than 0.81. This is referred to as the index of reliability.

			That is:

			rxy = rxx = Index of Reliability

			This demonstrates the close relationship between reliability and criterion validity, as well as the importance of establishing the highest possible reliability estimates for all measures employed in a study when those measures will be correlated with other variables.

			Attenuation

			If scores obtained from two measures, a predictor X and a criterion Y, are unreliable, or found to have low reliability estimates, the correlation coefficient between the two measures will be reduced in value, or attenuated. When this occurs a correction for attenuation can be made. To correct for errors of measurement in both variables, the following formula may be used:
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			Where:

			rc = the corrected correlation coefficient

			rxx and ryy = the reliability coefficients of the two measures

			rxy = the correlation coefficient between the two measures

			With this correction formula for attenuation, one might obtain the following results: If measure X has a reliability of 0.52 and measure Y has a reliability of 0.61, with a correlation coefficient of .43 between X and Y, the corrected correlation coefficient will be:

			[image: ]

			The correlation coefficient is increased from 0.43 to 0.85 after being corrected for attenuation due to the low reliability of the two measures. Often test developers can only increase the reliability of an instrument by a small amount, and therefore, it is of interest to know the correlation between two measures if both were perfectly reliable.

			Restriction of Range

			If one uses a selected (homogeneous) subgroup of subjects with a limited range of scores on any measure, this will affect the outcome of correlation coefficients generally, and the computation of reliability and validity estimates specifically. When a range of scores is restricted, the variance is also restricted. The scores of a selected group of respondents between 95 and 100 on a test will have a lower correlation with a criterion (Y variable) than will those of the entire, more heterogeneous, group receiving scores across the entire range, i.e., 1 to 100. In the case with restricted scores, too little variation is present in the raw score data.

			Table 4.5 provides an example of the differences encountered when a total group is used, and when a group is restricted to one portion of the score range.    

			
				
					[image: ]
				

			

			
				
					Table 4.5. Restricted Range of Scores

				

			

			Test developers may encounter this problem, particularly in a pilot study, when one or more measures are used with a small and selected group of subjects. Both reliability and validity estimates may be lower than with a larger selection of subjects obtained from the final study.

			Reliability of Difference, Change, or Growth Scores

			In some studies dealing with students and classroom research, it is not uncommon that one may wish to compute scores on subjects from a pretest measure to posttest of the same measure. The purpose is to determine the amount of change, difference, or growth (gain scores) that may occur from pretest to posttest condition. Serious problems arise as to the reliability of difference, or change, scores between such measurement. Generally, the difference between two scores is less reliable than the reliability of the individual scores, even though the individual scores are quite reliable. Because these two scores measure essentially the same thing, they are, therefore, highly correlated. The high correlation between the two scores (pretest to posttest) tends to reduce the reliability of the difference, or change scores.

			Although the computation of change scores is questionable and frequently difficult to properly interpret, Cronbach has provided a formula for estimating the reliability of a difference, or change, score between two standard scores:
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			It should be noted that raa and rbb are the reliabilities of the subtests and rab is the correlation between the scores on the two tests.

		

	
		
			Chapter Five

			Examples of Measurement Procedures: Reliability, Item Analysis, and Factor Analysis

		

		
			This chapter provides an introduction with discussion and examples of three important psychometric procedures that are frequently used in the development of “good” measurement. These include the Reliability procedure with an interpretation of the Cronbach Alpha coefficient as an estimate of reliability. The Item Analysis techniques included in the reliability procedure are also discussed and interpreted. These are used when one wishes to analyze the effectiveness of individual items in a scale. Finally, a discussion of Factor Analysis with examples and explanations is included. The examples are typical of most comprehensive statistical programs used for data analysis. Actual data were taken from a survey of teachers in the New York metropolitan area.

			These three techniques are discussed because they represent the minimum tests expected in the development of “good” measurement. At least one measure of reliability should be used. Techniques for evaluating the effectiveness of individual items in a scale are necessary. And most importantly, at least one method of obtaining construct validity should be documented. Factor Analysis is one procedure, among others, that is frequently used in evaluating instruments that are measuring complex, multidimensional concepts that have some type of subscale structure.

			Reliability

			One advantage of the SPSS reliability procedure is that it provides two separate techniques that may be used to analyze item-scale data when developing psychometrically sound instruments. It provides both reliability estimates (Alpha coefficient, KR-20, etc.) as well as some item analysis procedures (“corrected item-total correlations” and “Alpha if item deleted”). The reliability estimates are used to evaluate a set of items in a scale (their ability to work together as a set or composite). Item analysis procedures are used to evaluate the effectiveness of each individual item in conjunction with the other items in the scale. Information on each technique is obviously necessary if one wishes to develop a scale that is dependable and accurate. That is, the composite or total score for the scale assigned each respondent is reliable—the score represents as much as possible true or actual measurement and has as little measurement error as possible. The reliability estimate provides this ratio of true measurement to measurement error in the composite or total score.

			Examples of these procedures are discussed here using actual and typical social science data taken from actual respondents.

			Alpha Coefficient

			The Alpha coefficient is the most commonly used reliability estimate and is a default procedure in many computer programs. It should be used with all instruments that employ a Likert-type scale (Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, Strongly Disagree). It is a test of the internal consistency of the items in the scale, or the degree to which a scale score for each respondent represents either true measurement or measurement error (a test of homogeneity of items in the scale).

			In table 5.1, the Alpha coefficient computed for the ten-item scale is 0.8363. This can be rounded for discussion purposes to 0.84. This Alpha (measure of internal consistency or homogeneity of the items) was derived from a 10-item scale (instrument) designed to measure Burnout among teachers. The ratio of true measurement to measurement error can be determined by subtracting the estimate (0.84) from one (1 − 0.84 = 0.16). Thus, the 10 items account for 84 percent true measurement of Burnout among the respondents. They also contain about 16 percent measurement error. This error in measurement might be attributed to one or more items among the 10 that do not belong to the set (not homogeneous or consistent with the other items), or a small amount of error may be distributed among all 10 items. Nevertheless, the Alpha coefficient of 0.84 indicates that the 10 items are contributing to a reasonable degree to the measurement of the same underlying attribute. (Note, the alpha coefficient is not a correlation coefficient, although similar in value, and should not be tested for statistical significance.)

			Thus, the Alpha coefficient provides a means of determining the extent to which any scale or instrument contains true measurement (consistency or homogeneity among the items) and the amount of error. All measurement in the social sciences contains some amount of measurement error. For a variety of reasons no instrument constructed to be used with live respondents can be totally error free. The issue is what amount of error can be tolerated in developing instruments for measurement purposes. This issue is somewhat subjective; however, we would hope for a reliability estimate as large as possible. That is, as close to 1.00 as possible. Therefore, it is clear that reliability estimates in the 0.90s are superior to those in the 0.80s, and those in the 0.80s are superior to those in the 0.70s. As the reliability estimate gets closer to 0.50, then 50 percent of the items in the scale are measuring some attribute and the other 50 percent are contributing error to the measurement of that attribute.

			The magnitude of the Alpha coefficient is also a function of the length of the scale. Instruments with a larger number of items (e.g., 20 or more), if everything else is equal, will have a larger Alpha coefficient than a scale with only eight or 10 items. Thus, an Alpha coefficient of 0.84 may be quite satisfactory for a 10-item scale, and it may not be as desirable with a 20-item or larger instrument.

			Item Analysis

			In those cases where the reliability estimate is lower than desired, two item analyses procedures are provided in most computer programs that determine which items may be causing the measurement error. In table 5.1, “Item-Total Statistics,” these procedures are the Corrected Item-Total Correlation and the Alpha if Item Deleted.
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			The Corrected Item-Total Correlation is a correlation coefficient (Pearson bivariate correlation) between each individual item in the scale and the composite or total score of the remaining items. In the example of the 10 items, VAR14 (Item 14) has a correlation coefficient of r = 0.69 with the composite score of the other nine items (VAR5 through VAR13). This indicates that there is a reasonably close correspondence between Item 14 and the remaining nine items. Thus, Item 14 is not contributing sufficient measurement error that the item should be discarded. VAR10 has a correlation coefficient of only r = 0.34 (the lowest of the ten items) indicating that this item is not contributing to, or has less to do with (is not as internally consistent), the total score computed from the other nine items. However, the magnitude of the correlation does not seem to be significantly serious to suggest discarding the item. To some extent this decision requires subjective judgment. Any individual constructing an instrument can determine the criterion level for including, discarding, or the necessity for rewriting items to be included in the final scale.

			To help substantiate the concern with Item 14, the Alpha if Item Deleted procedure can be used. This column provides an Alpha coefficient associated with each item in the scale with that particular item removed from the Alpha calculation. For example, the Alpha associated with VAR5 (0.82) was computed with Item 5 removed from the calculation of the other nine items—VAR6 through VAR14. If the Alpha associated with a given item is larger than the Alpha computed for the total scale—all 10 items (0.84)—then this suggests that there would be an increase in the total Alpha coefficient if the particular item were deleted. The Alpha associated with VAR10 (0.84) does not increase the overall Alpha for the total scale; therefore, there is no basis for discarding the item.

			It should be noted that when one item (or more) has a very small correlation coefficient with the remaining items, indicating that the item might be removed; the Alpha coefficient associated with that item will only show a very small increase. Even if two or more items in the scale might be removed based on their correlation coefficients, the overall Alpha for the remaining items will not increase as much as one might expect. This is understandable if it is remembered that the computation of the Alpha coefficient is also a function of scale length—the number of items in the scale. As the number of items is reduced, the magnitude of the Alpha coefficient is also reduced even though items are removed that are contributing substantially to measurement error.

			For example, assume that VAR10 indicated a correlation coefficient on the Corrected Item-Total Correlation column of only r = 0.02. This would indicate that VAR10 had almost no correspondence, or relationship, with the other nine items. This would provide sufficient basis for removing the item. However, the Alpha coefficient would increase by only one, or at most, two points—Alpha would be 0.85 or 0.86. Again, this is the case because as one item is removed, the scale length is reduced from 10 items to nine. This causes a reduction in the Alpha coefficient even though the removal of the one, noncorrelated, item also caused an increase. The net result is never a large increase in the final Alpha coefficient.

			Factor Analysis

			The object of factor analysis is to mathematically represent a set of variables in terms of a smaller number of hypothetical variables called factors. Its aim is the orderly simplification of a number of interrelated, or intercorrelated, measures. One of the most important uses of factor analysis is the identification of factors underlying a large set of variables, such as a number of items in an instrument. Clustering a large number of variables into a smaller number of homogeneous sets, and thereby creating a new variable, can simplify large data sets. In each case, the subset of variables can be considered as a manifestation of an abstract underlying dimension—that is, a factor (or subscale). With factor analysis, one can systematically summarize large correlation matrices (Kachigan, 1982). Thus, factor analysis can be considered in at least three ways: (1) as a test of parsimony; (2) as a method of data reduction; and (3) as a test of homogeneity among multidimensional measures. These measures (variables) may be items in a test, multiple scores from several tests, or other multiple units of measurement.

			When a group of variables, or a subset of variables within a larger data set (e.g., items in a test), has a great deal in common—high intercorrelations—a factor may exist. These related variables are discovered using basic techniques of correlation analysis, which underlies factor analysis. Thus, starting with a larger number of scores, which show correlation, one can end up with a few factors, or dimensions, which represent or account for the major variance among these scores. When this occurs, a factor solution has been derived.

			Factor analysis has at least three general applications that are discussed in the literature. The first is an exploratory application. It is used to explore the underlying dimensions of a given data set. The minimum number of hypothetical factors that account for the observed (measured) covariation among a larger set of variables can be determined. Kachigan (1982) stated that one of the most important uses of factor analysis is in the identification of factors underlying a larger set of variables.

			Second, it is used as a confirmatory procedure. This has to do primarily with hypotheses testing. One can hypothesize a smaller number of summarizing variables (factors) among a larger number of measures, and then use factor analysis to either confirm or deny the hypothesis. Factor analysis is useful because of its flexibility in being able to extract as few, or as many, factors as one desires, or as a particular conceptual framework may suggest (Kachigan, 1982).

			Third, factor analysis is used more commonly as a measurement and psychometric procedure in the development and refinement of questionnaires and instruments. It has useful qualities that are very helpful in conducting item analyses. Although there is some disagreement, many measurement specialists consider factor analysis as a reasonable alternative in establishing construct validity (Kerlinger, 1975). Allen and Yen (1979) indicated that factor analysis can be used to examine the construct validity of a test, and that it can be used effectively in test development. Finally, factor analysis is important in the screening of variables for inclusion in subsequent statistical procedures such as regression or discriminant analysis. Since factor analysis identifies groupings of variables that are highly correlated, we can choose a single variable to represent a larger set for inclusion among a number of predictor variables, thereby avoiding the potential problem of multicollinearity.

			Factor analysis is not one simple statistical procedure. But rather, the procedure represents a number of approaches to conceptualizing the grouping, or clustering, of variables into logical factors. Two researchers using the same data may arrive at quite different solutions based on their past experience with factor analysis, the approach they use, and their ability to interpret the results. Factor analysis is not just a mathematical procedure, but it requires a good deal of intuitive and interpretive skill. Much of this skill may be developed only with time, experience, and some understanding of its basic underlying mathematical principles.

			Nunnally (1978) pointed out that factor analysis has both a conceptual and a mathematical component. Although they are usually wedded in practice, one should maintain the distinction between factor analysis as a conceptual tool, and as a set of mathematical procedures. In the better factor analysis studies, the conceptual models and the mathematical models are both carefully considered and interwoven.

			Steps in Conducting a Factor Analysis

			An understanding of six major steps is necessary in order to correctly conduct a factor analysis. They are outlined here, and then some of these steps will be discussed in more detail along with actual data examples. Steps two, three, four, and six can be performed by most comprehensive computer programs, with little, or no, intervention required of the user. Default procedures in most computer routines will be employed where the user does not make other requests. For example, the default values may provide a principal components extraction, employ the Kaiser Criterion (eigenvalues greater than one) to determine the number of factors to be extracted, and provide a varimax (orthogonal) rotation. Factor scores for each subject in the analysis can be automatically computed, if the appropriate request is included.

			Data Collection

			Variables should be selected that are appropriate to a factor analysis. Preferably, interval or ratio-scored data provide the best input. The number of subjects (N of Cases) used for the analysis is very important. Most authorities suggest at least ten subjects for each variable in the analysis. Nunnally (1978) stated that frequently factor analyses of test items are undertaken with many fewer subjects than the minimum recommended of 10 per item. There are some horrible examples in the literature where the number of subjects was approximately the same as the number of items. Unless the number of subjects is at least 10 times as large as the number of items, factor analysis can take great advantage of chance. Then what appear to be factors are only artifacts because of sampling error.

			Mathematically, one can perform the factor computations with one subject greater than the number of items. However, this may produce an unstable and uninterpretable factor solution. In practice, it has been found that at least five and, as stated earlier, preferably 10 subjects per variable is recommended in order to obtain a meaningful and interpretable factor solution.

			Preparation of the Correlation and Covariance Matrices

			This step is computed by the statistical program, and provides the foundation for the factor analysis. As mentioned previously, factor analysis is based on correlation procedures—on the analysis of the correlation matrix of variables included in the study. It is essentially an examination of the interrelationships among variables. The correlations within a subset (cluster) of variables will be greater than the relationship between the subsets of other variables. The within factor correlations of variables is greater than the correlations between the factors. Each factor is extracted from the matrix of correlations based on this principle.

			Because of the importance of the correlation matrix of variables, which underlies the factoring process, several tests are provided to evaluate the appropriateness of the factor model. These tests include Bartlett’s test of sphericity, the anti-image correlation matrix (AIC), the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy, the determinant of the correlation matrix (DET), and the reproduced correlation matrix (REPR). One should consult the computer manuals for information and guidance on the use of these tests.

			Factor Extraction (Unrotated Factors)

			Factors are extracted from the correlation matrix of variables until the number of factors needed to account for the variance among the variables is determined. That is, there is no appreciable variance left; the residual correlations among variables in the matrix are near zero.

			Several factor extraction procedures are available in most computer programs. The two major types are principal component analysis (sometimes the default method) and factor analysis, sometimes called principal axis or principal factors. Other extraction procedures are maximum likelihood (Roa’s canonical factoring), least squares method (minres), alpha factoring, and image factoring. Tabachnick and Fidell (1983) indicate that the differences between the solutions produced by these various extraction methods may be small with a good data set and similar communality estimates. In fact, one test of the stability of a factor solution is its similarity following different extraction procedures. A stable solution usually tends to appear regardless of which extraction technique is employed.

			It is also necessary to establish the number of factors that one wishes to have extracted. The default procedure in some computer programs, if the user does not indicate differently, is the Kaiser, eigenvalue greater than one, criterion. Factors are extracted from the matrix as long as the factors have an associated eigenvalue at least as great as, or greater than, unity. The user can override this default and establish the number of factors to be extracted (and concomitantly rotated). Other procedures used to determine the number of factors to be extracted are discussed under factor extraction.

			Factor Rotation

			The purpose of factor rotation is to redefine the factors in order to make sharper distinctions in the meanings of the factors. This aids in the interpretation and definition of each factor by making the loadings either very high (1.0 or −1.0) or very low (near zero), eliminating as many medium-sized loadings as possible. There are two general types of rotations: orthogonal and oblique.

			Orthogonal rotations create factors that are 90 degrees apart, or uncorrelated, and independent. There are three types of orthogonal rotations: varimax, maximum variance distributed by columns; quartimax, maximum variance distributed by rows; and equimax, the variance is equalized by rows and columns. This is a compromise between varimax and quartimax. For example, varimax is frequently the default rotation, and is more commonly used in many factor analysis studies.

			Oblique rotations create factors where the angle between the factors is either less than, or greater than, 90 degrees. That is, the factors are intercorrelated either positively or negatively to some degree. The user can set the degree of intercorrelation among the factors by using the Delta specification. Tabachnick and Fidell (1983) indicate that when delta is less than zero, solutions are increasingly orthogonal. When delta is zero, solutions are allowed to be fairly highly correlated. Delta values near one can produce factors that are very highly correlated. Although there is a positive relationship between the size of delta and the size of the correlations among the factors, the exact amount of maximum correlation for various sizes of delta cannot be specified independent of a particular data set.

			Factor Interpretation

			The researcher is responsible for interpreting and defining the number of useful, or meaningful, factors. The mathematical, or statistical, aspects of factor analysis do not define or name the factors, nor indicate in any way which factors are meaningful and interpretable. This may be the most difficult step, which is totally dependent upon the researcher’s background, intuition, and experience with factor analysis. Two individuals could interpret a rotated matrix of factor loadings and arrive at somewhat different conclusions, and interestingly, both may be “right.” Also, this is the main reason why any factor solution should be supported with some theory or taxonomy of concepts to be measured. There are several procedures used as aids in the factor interpretation and definition process. These are Thurstone’s concept of simple structure, the magnitude of the factor loadings, factor pure or factor complex variables, the number of variables on a factor with substantial loadings, and the percent of variance accounted for by a given factor.

			Computation of Factor Scores (Total Scores)

			There are several methods available for computing factor scores for each factor used in the final analysis for each respondent. Thus, one computes scores for each factor as a new variable to be used in subsequent data analyses. In some computer programs, a weighted standardized factor score can be computed automatically for each respondent, and these scores are included on the data matrix as new variables, or included in the existing data file, if the output specification is requested.

			Factor Extraction

			This section deals with two important aspects of the factor extraction process: criteria that are used to determine the number of factors to extract, including advantages and disadvantages of each; and types of factor extraction methods available with some of the major characteristics of each method. The three most frequently employed factor extraction methods are the Kaiser criterion (eigenvalue greater than one), the scree test as proposed by Cattell, and the amount of variance accounted for by the factor solution.

			Kaiser Criterion

			The Kaiser Criterion, also referred to as the eigenvalue greater than one criterion, is used to determine the number of factors that should be extracted during the initial factor extraction stage. Kaiser suggested that only those factors with eigenvalues greater than one (unity) be considered for rotation and for factor interpretation. As indicated, some computer programs use this as the default criterion during the factor extraction process.

			Kachigan (1982) provides a useful interpretation of the utility of the eigenvalue. A factor associated with an eigenvalue of 3.69 indicates that the factor accounts for as much variance in the data as 3.69 variables, on an average. If one had factored a nine variable solution, each variable would account on an average for 11 percent of the total variance (100% divided by 9 = 11%). Thus, a factor with an eigenvalue of 3.69 would account for 3.69 × 11% = 41% of the total variance. Thus, the Kaiser criterion is simply suggesting that one not retain factors that account for less variance than a typical variable; that is, less than one eigenvalue.

			Cattell (1947) suggested that the Kaiser Criterion is most reliable when the number of variables in the analysis is between 20 and 50. When the number of variables is less than 20, there is a tendency for this method to extract too few factors. When more than 50 variables are factored, the method typically extracts too many factors. Residual factors are extracted that in fact account for very little variance, and generally have few, if any, variables with substantial loadings. Or, several unique factors will be produced where only one variable has a substantial loading on the factor.

			Scree Test

			The scree test is a technique suggested by Cattell (1966) for determining the number of factors to extract. With this method, a graph is plotted of latent roots (eigenvalues) against the number of factors extracted in the order in which they are extracted. The shape of the resulting curve is used to determine the cut-off point (see figure 5.1). The scree test can be obtained by requesting the appropriate specification.
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					Figure 5.1. Scree Test for Sixteen Items from a 16-Item Scale

				

			

			This test would be used after the initial factor extraction had been performed, generally, after the default procedure employing the Kaiser criterion is used. One should look for a point of diminishing returns, where inclusion of more factors adds very little to the variance accounted for by the solution. As illustrated in figure 5.1, this point is reached after the third factor (eigenvalue equals 1.605), where the curve in the data points begins to flatten out. One may wish to experiment in future analyses by adding, or subtracting, one or two factors around the point of diminishing returns (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1983).

			Variance Explained

			A third method for determining the number of factors to extract and rotate is to consider the total variance accounted for, or explained, by the factors. Even though the objective is to account for as much variance as possible, this should be done with as few factors as possible. The compromise is frequently between the amount of parsimony and the degree of comprehensiveness of the factor solution. The final solution should also rest on the degree to which the analysis represents the conceptual framework that initiated the analysis in the first place.

			Factor Extraction Methods

			Several factor extraction methods are discussed in the literature. The two basic models are the principal components analysis and factor analysis, also referred to as either principal factors or principal axes. Additional extraction procedures are available, such as maximum likelihood including Roa’s canonical factoring, least squares method (minres), alpha factoring, and image factoring. Each method deals with the variance accounted for in the correlation matrix, and deals with the estimation of orthogonal factors, in a slightly different way. As suggested earlier, the difference among the solutions may be small with a good data set and similar communality estimates.

			Component Analysis versus Factor Analysis

			Technically, factor analysis extraction differs from principal components in that estimates of communality, instead of unity (ones), are inserted in the diagonal of the correlation matrix. In factor analysis, some account is taken of the presence of unique variance, whereas in principal component analysis, unique variance is ignored. In principal components, the unique variance is merged with the common variance to give hybrid common factors containing small proportions of unique variance.

			The difference between the two models rests entirely on the assumptions one makes about the portions of the unit variances of each variable that appears in the common factors. These assumptions concerning the decomposition of the total variance is controlled by the value placed in the diagonal of the correlation matrix, because the diagonal value defines the total common variance (communality) of a variable to be distributed among the common factors. Again, principal components inserts ones (unity), and factor analysis inserts an estimate of the communality.

			The exclusion of unique variance from the factor analysis model is based on the belief that this variability only confuses the structural picture that emerges from an analysis. Principal components may be thought of as analyzing variance and factor analysis as analyzing covariance (communality). If you are interested in an inferred, hypothetical solution uncontaminated by unique variance, factor analysis is the choice. If you desire an empirical summary of the data, principal components is the better choice (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1983).

			If ones are used in the diagonal of the matrix (component analysis), in effect the assumption is made that the variable, or set of variables, is completely reliable and without error. With the factor loadings obtained from the analysis, there may be specific and error variance, but this is not accounted for in the procedure. However, if the common variance of a variable could be determined before commencing a factor solution and the common variance (communality) was inserted in the diagonal, specific and error variance would be eliminated from the model. This is the approach behind the factor analysis model. One of the dilemmas of this solution, however, is in computing the value of the communality before the analysis begins. The initial communality must be estimated, and through an iterative procedure, refined for the final solution. This simply means, starting from an informed guess as to the possible value of the communality, a more reliable value is calculated by repeated approximations until the final value alters very little with repeated calculations. Many of the differences among the various extraction methods are based on this approach to computing the value to be placed in the diagonal of the matrix.

			Nunnally (1978) has pointed out that although there are numerous special approaches to common factoring, most of these boil down to what will be placed in the diagonal of the matrix—unities, reliability coefficients, squared multiple correlations, or some type of communality estimate. It is very safe to say that if there are as many as 20 variables in the analysis, then it does not matter what one puts in the diagonal. The results from many studies could be cited to show that the only problem in employing unities in the diagonal come when the correlations in the matrix are small, and particularly, when the number of variables is small.

			Other Extraction Methods

			As suggested previously, several additional extraction methods are discussed in the literature. Each method, for the most part, deals with a different approach for determining the value to be placed in the diagonal of the correlation matrix. In brief, these are:

			Image Factor Extraction

			This provides a compromise between principal components and factor analysis. Like principal components it uses a fixed value in the matrix, but as with factor analysis a value that excludes specific and error variance. This solution employs the squared multiple correlation (SMC or R-square) of each variable with all other variables as the communality for that variable.

			Maximum Likelihood Factor Extraction

			Tabachnick and Fidell (1983) indicate that this method estimates population values for factor loadings by calculating a set of factor loadings that maximizes the probability of sampling the observed correlation matrix from a population. Population estimates for factor loadings are calculated that have the greatest probability of yielding a sample with the observed correlation matrix. This procedure is available through Roa’s canonical factoring.

			Alpha Factoring

			In this method the concern is with the reliability of the common factors. Communalities are calculated using iterative procedures to maximize coefficient alpha for the factors.

			Interpretation of the Rotated Factor Matrix

			As stated previously, the purpose of the factor rotation is to redefine the factors in order to make sharper distinctions in the meanings of the factors. Generally, this aids in the interpretation and definition of each factor by maximizing the high loadings and minimizing the modest or low loadings. However, the mathematical, or statistical, process of executing a factor analysis does not provide an interpretation of any given solution. The user is totally responsible for the interpretation of the solution, and must understand acceptable procedures for making the factor identifications. This involves first determining how many meaningful (interpretable) factors explain a given data set, and how many factors should be rotated in a final solution. Finally, one must identify and name these factors.

			To facilitate the factor interpretation and identification process, several procedures are suggested in the literature discussed briefly.

			Factor Loadings

			In a rotated factor matrix the columns represent the derived factors, and the rows represent the original variables included in the analysis (see the Rotated Factor Matrix, Table 5.6). The cell entries of the matrix are factor loadings (correlation coefficients of the factor on the variable) with values from minus 1.00 to +1.00. As with any correlation coefficient, this represents the degree to which each variable correlates with each factor. These factor loadings are correlation coefficients between the original variables (items in a test) and the newly derived factors, which are themselves new variables (Kachigan, 1982).

			The larger the factor loading, the greater is the degree of overlapping variance between the variables and the factor, and the more the factor represents a summary of the variables in question. The square of the loading of the variable with the factor is a good indication of the extent of the overlap (amount of explained variance). Dividing the factor loading of a variable by the reliability estimate for the variable is sometimes helpful in order to get an indication of the correlation between the variable and the factor if the variable were perfectly reliable.

			A frequent question is how large must the loading of the variable and a factor be, to be regarded as “significant” or sufficiently substantial to be included in the factor matrix interpretation. There are no statistical standards to test a factor loading for statistical significance in the same manner in which we test other correlation coefficients. To some extent the interpretation of factor loadings is dependent on the overall configuration of loadings and the relationship among loadings.

			Generally, a factor loading of 0.300 or lower is a commonly used cutoff for orthogonal factor loadings. However, a researcher may establish a higher cutoff, say 0.400, for a particular factor analytic study. In any case, no single criterion should be used alone, but several techniques should be used simultaneously in identifying and making judgments about any factor solution.

			Factor Pure and Complex Variables

			A factor pure variable is one that loads substantially on one factor and has near zero loadings on all other factors in the solution. A factorially complex variable is one that loads with near equal loadings on two or more factors. The more factor pure a variable, the easier it is to make inferences regarding the nature of the factor. These variables obviously aid in the interpretation of the factor. Variables that load on two or more factors with relatively high loadings (0.50 or higher) are factorially complex variables. These variables are difficult to interpret in relation to a given factor, and may confuse the overall factor solution.

			During the stages of instrumentation development and refinement, it is generally recommended that factorially complex variables be rejected, or, at least, revised. This is especially the case if one is working from the assumptions of Thurstone’s concept of simple structure.

			Concept of Simple Structure

			Under ideal circumstances factor rotations should be performed so that each variable loads on one and only one factor. The rule need not require that there be the same number of pure variables for all factors, only that there be some pure variables for each factor (Nunnally, 1978). Attempts to approximate this ideal led to a set of rules referred to as Thurstone’s (1947) concept of simple structure. This includes the following:

			•Each row of the rotated factor matrix should have at least one zero (or near zero) loading.

			•Each column of the rotated factor matrix will contain some zero (or near zero) loadings with some variables with high loadings.

			•For every pair of columns, there should be several zero loadings in one column corresponding to nonzero (substantially higher) loadings in the other column. That is, between any pair of columns, the nonzero elements do not overlap—factor pure variables.

			•When four or more common factors are obtained, each pair of columns should have a proportion of corresponding zero loadings. This requirement ensures that each reference axis is pertinent to only a few of the observed variables and, thus, guarantees a separation of the variables into distinct clusters.

			With most social science data, one is not likely to see such simple structure. So the task becomes how to define factor structures that approximate simple structure. Thurstone’s criteria only specify empirical conditions under which a simple structure can be identified unambiguously. A researcher will always need to compromise these rules in completing a meaningful factor interpretation.

			Number of Variables per Factor

			The greater the number of variables with substantial loadings on a factor (other things being equal) the easier it is to determine and isolate what the factor represents. While the authorities do not agree as to the number of variables a factor should have, they do generally agree that a factor that is defined by only one or two variables (items) is potentially unreliable and should be interpreted with great caution, or rejected.

			Kim and Mueller (1978) suggested that there should be at least three variables that clearly load on a factor. Preferably these would be factor pure variables as well. Comrey (1973) indicated that there should be at least five good marker variables for each factor. It is clear that one needs to apply some degree of common sense and intuition. Absolute rules do not exist with many aspects of factor interpretation, and individual discretion within some logical boundaries must be exercised in the interpretation and definition of most factor solutions.

			Factor Scores: Creating Composite (Total) Scores for Each Scale

			One additional purpose for conducting a factor analysis, after the factor interpretation and identification stage are completed, is to obtain factor scores (composite scores) for each subject in the original data file for each factor retained. Each factor becomes a new variable, which, through the data reduction process, represents a large amount of information about a cluster of the original variables. If these factors as new variables are scored, they can be used for further data analysis. Most computer programs provide some technique for computing factor scores. Or, the researcher may wish to manually compute factor scores using some other procedure suggested in the literature. Most computer programs use the complete estimation method. If one wishes to employ some other procedure, then these scores can be calculated using a program compute statement.

			Complete Estimation Method

			With this method a factor-score coefficient is computed that is used as a weight for each variable, or item, retained in the factor solution. It should be noted that with this procedure all variables are scored on all factors, not just the higher loaded variables, as is the case with other scoring methods. This allows for variables with small factor loadings to be used as suppressor variables. It is argued that this method provides the best estimate of the factor score. The weight for each variable on the factor is used to determine the contribution of that variable in computing the composite score for the factor. Obviously, variables with high factor loadings will have relatively higher weights than variables with low factor loadings, and thus, make a larger contribution to the factor score. A table of factor score coefficients (weights) can be requested. This method produces a weighted standardized factor score for each subject in the data file for each factor retained.

			Raw Factor Scores

			This method computes factor scores based only on the highest loaded items on the factor. Generally, those items used during the factor interpretation and identification stage to name the factor are used to score the factor. The final composite score may be standardized but no weighting is used. Each variable contributes equally to the factor score regardless of its loading on the factor. To compute factor scores using this method a compute specification can be used.

			Weighted Raw Factor Scores

			This method is similar to the one discussed earlier except the factor loadings of the variables are used as weights in the computation of the factor score. These scores may be standardized.

			Weighted Factor Scores Using the Factor Coefficient

			The factor score coefficient may be used as a weight instead of the factor loading. Again, the compute statement can be used to generate factor scores with this method.

			In practice if the same data set is used, one would find very little difference in comparing the computations of factor scores across the four methods. One method will not enhance, or improve, a poor factor solution. On the other hand, a good factor solution will provide reasonably sound estimates of factor scores regardless of the method used.

			Negative Factor Loadings

			In computing factor scores a comment is in order concerning negative factor loadings. A negative correlation coefficient between two variables means that high scores on one tend to be associated with low scores on the other, and vice versa. The same thing is true with factor loadings, inasmuch as a factor loading is a correlation coefficient between a variable and the factor. When a variable loads negatively on a factor, it simply means that a subject scoring high on the variable will score low on the factor, and vice versa. Or, a negatively loaded variable has a meaning opposite to that of the factor (Kachigan, 1982). In computing factor scores, the sign “+” or “−” will be used in the computation. Thus, the final factor score will be an algebraic sum of all positive and negative loaded items on the factor.

			In computing factor scores for many instruments and questionnaires, it is common to find both positive and negative loaded items on each factor. This is the case where in the construction of the instrument, both positive and negative phrased statements (reversed items) are used, and these reversed statements are not recoded prior to data entry. Generally, the negatively phrased items will have a negative factor loading, and the positively phrased items a positive loading (although sometimes the two may be reversed). In practice, the important thing to remember, and a distinct advantage of computing factor scores, is that one does not need to manually recode, or manually reverse, negatively phrased statements prior to data entry. Both positive and negative statements will be accommodated in the factor analysis process.

			Common Errors in Using Factor Analysis

			Some of the more common errors in the use of factor analysis are listed next. This list is a summary extracted, for the most part, from Comrey (1973) and from Guilford (1952).

			•The use of variables in the analysis with bad distributions and inappropriate regression forms to include: badly skewed distributions; truncated distributions; bimodal distributions; distributions with a few extreme cases (outliers); extreme splits in dichotomized cases; and nonlinear regressions.

			•The use of data variables that are not experimentally independent of each other to include: scoring the same item response on more than one variable; in a forced-choice item, scoring one response alternative on one variable and the other on a second variable; having one variable as a linear combination of other variables, for example, verbal, quantitative, and total score.

			•Failure to overdetermine the factors. The number of variables should be several times as large as the number of factors. When designing the questionnaire, there should be at least five good marker variables for each factor anticipated.

			•The use of too many complex variables. The best variables for defining factors are factor pure. Only a few multifactor variables should be used, and only if a larger number of factor pure variables are present.

			•The failure to provide good marker variables for a factor that may be present in other factor-complex data variables. Without the markers (variables that are factor pure), the factor will be difficult to identify, even though variance for that factor will be interspersed among other factors.

			•Poor sampling procedures, to include a sample of subjects too small to obtain stable correlations in the factor solution; combining two distinct groups with a different factor structure into the same sample; and loss of a factor because of biased sampling that restricts the range of variability on that factor.

			•Not including sufficient factors in the solution. To have good hyperplanes for using simple structure as a guide in rotations, it is necessary to have a large number of points in the hyperplanes. Without six or more factors in the analysis that are relatively independent of each other, it is difficult to have good hyperplanes.

			•The use of inappropriate correlation coefficients, such as the tetrachoric, in a situation that violates the assumptions underlying its use.

			•The use of inappropriate communality estimates, for example, using ones in the diagonal of the matrix when the objective of the analysis is concerned with common-factor variance.

			•Extracting too few factors by forcing a factor solution for several factors into a space of fewer dimensions with consequent distortion of the factor solution.

			•The use of poor rotation procedures, such as a failure to rotate at all; using an orthogonal rotation when an oblique rotation would provide a clearer analysis; the use of rotational criteria that are not appropriate for the kind of data involved; and rotation of extra small factors that spreads the variance too much.

			•The failure of interpreting the first extracted factor as a general factor.

			•Leaping to a conclusion about the nature of a factor on the basis of insufficient evidence, for example, low loadings and lack of outside confirmation when identifying the factor. The interpretation of factors must be verified on the basis of evidence outside the factor analysis itself. Follow-up factor analyses and construct validation studies are an important part of this verification process. Again, a factor analytic study should be based on some conceptual framework, on a theory or, at least, on a sound taxonomy that can serve as a guide in the identification and verification of factors.

			Reporting a Factor Analytic Study

			A proper reporting of a factor analysis requires that the investigator provide the reader with enough information to permit the results to be independently verified. One should be able to gather similar data, and replicate the study from the information provided in the report. In order to verify the results, it is expected that the investigator make available the correlation matrix of data variables generated by the factor analysis. For a dissertation, this would probably be reported in the appendix. Most computer programs also allow the use of a matrix of correlation coefficients as input to the factor procedure. One does not need the original data file. Within the body of the document, the following should be reported:

			Selection of Subjects: Information is required concerning the sample, or the method of selecting subjects, for the study. This should include the number of subjects (N of cases), and relevant personal and demographic data.

			Data Variables: The data file (types of variables) should be described in sufficient detail to enable the reader to have an understanding of what is being measured. Again, appropriate variables could be items in a test, scores on a number of tests, or other similar units of measurement.

			Matrix of Correlation Coefficients: Information should be provided concerning the level of measurement (scaling) of the variables, and the type of correlation coefficients computed. Violations of basic assumptions of correlational procedures should be noted.

			Factor Extraction: The method of factor extraction should be provided, as well as the criterion, or criteria, used to determine the number of factors to extract and rotate.

			Communalities: If a principal factor method is used, the type of communality estimates should be described—for example, iteration of communalities, SMCs, reliability estimates. The number of iterations required for the principal factor solution should be indicated.

			Method of Rotation: The method of factor rotation and the evidence to support this as an appropriate procedure for the data should be provided. The theory, or conceptual framework, upon which the analysis is based should provide some evidence to the appropriateness of the type of factor rotation. The number of factors rotated and the extent to which the empirical data (factor structure) represents, or corresponds to, the theoretical and conceptual basis should be discussed.

			One should provide information on the factor interpretation and identification stage of the analysis. Indicate the cutoff of factor loadings (0.30) used to eliminate variables from the analysis. Report the number of factors from the initial solution with eigenvalues greater than one. If a smaller number is used in the final solution, indicate the reason for decreasing this number—that is, several residual or unique factors were initially extracted. Indicate the percent of total variance accounted for by the final factor solution, as well as the percent of variance for each individual factor rotated in the final solution.

			Table of Factor Results: A table should be provided listing each factor in the final solution, including the following information (see table 5.2 as an example):

			
				
					Table 5.2. Varimax Rotated Factor Structure; Structural Properties Questionnaire (SPQ), N = 1367

					
						
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									Factor Name: Professional Latitude

								
							

							
									
									Factor 

									Loading 

								
									
									Item

									Number 

								
									
									Item 

								
									
									h2

								
							

							
									
									0 .732 

								
									
									30 

								
									
									People here are allowed to do almost as they please. 

								
									
									0.595

								
							

							
									
									0.718 

								
									
									26 

								
									
									Most people here make their own rules on the job. 

								
									
									0.577

								
							

							
									
									0.616 

								
									
									13 

								
									
									Teaching in your school is a good job for someone who likes to be “his own boss.”

								
									
									0.492

								
							

							
									
									0.567 

								
									
									20 

								
									
									How things are done is left up to the person doing the work. 

								
									
									0.449

								
							

							
									
									0.485 

								
									
									35 

								
									
									A teacher can make his own decisions concerning instructional problems without checking with anybody else.

								
									
									0.408

								
							

							
									
									0.482 

								
									
									44 

								
									
									Teachers are allowed to violate minor rules and regulations. 

								
									
									0.504

								
							

							
									
									Eigenvalue = 3.60

								
							

							
									
									Percent of Variance = 18.00%

								
							

						
					

				

			

			•A description and name of each factor should be provided. After naming the factors, do not continue to refer to the factor by number, but use the name of the factor throughout the report. Factor numbers are essentially meaningless and somewhat arbitrary based on the particular factor solution. A factor analysis based on similar data could have comparable factors in an entirely different numerical order.

			•Provide a list of the original item numbers or, if appropriate, variable numbers. If one factor analyzes an instrument with a number of items, these item numbers should be tabled as a reference to the original variables within the instrument.

			•The factor loading of each variable on the factor should be listed. The variables should be listed in descending order based on the size of the factor loadings, not in the order of the original variable or item number in the test.

			•The eigenvalue associated with each factor, and the percent of variance accounted for, should be listed on the table for each factor.

			•Finally, one should keep in mind that factor analysis merely provides the results of one investigator’s way of interpreting the data. Any analysis is open to question and critique. Also, factor analysis, based on correlational statistics, is subject to considerable variation from population (or sample) to population. Factor solutions can vary greatly from study to study. One analysis based on one group of subjects may not be entirely replicated with a different selection of subjects, even though the variables and measurement remain the same.

			Factor Analysis Examples and Explanation

			The factor solution used in these examples employed the Tolerance-Intolerance of Ambiguity measure developed by Budner. The instrument contained 16 items anchored with a Likert-type scale. The following examples and explanation do not represent a complete computer printout of the factor analysis. Rather, partial tables are used that provide a more basic and elementary analysis. As discussed earlier, there is no one best solution when conducting a factor analysis. The approach and analysis are often a matter of choice, or more appropriately, dictated by the outcome one is attempting to achieve.

			The initial factor solution employed the computer program’s default procedures. In most cases for the beginning researcher, these are satisfactory and provide a reasonably good factor solution. Generally, more than one solution is required. Each should represent a different degree of refinement until the final factor solution is achieved (number of factors to be retained), at which time weighted factor scores can be computed for each factor.

			The example includes a varimax (orthogonal) rotation, a principal components extraction method, and the Kaiser criterion (eigenvalue greater than one) to determine the number of factors to be initially extracted.

			The first analysis resulted in a six-factor solution. There were six eigenvalues greater than one; and thus, six factors were rotated. This initial solution needs to be interpreted in order to refine the analysis by reducing the number of factors rotated. The Kaiser criterion often tends to over extract factors, which typically produce residual or unique factors that are generally not interpretable. Also, items must be analyzed that do not load above 0.30 on any factor. Items that have substantial loadings on two or more factors may be discarded. Finally, an initial factor interpretation and identification should be made. Each factor retained should be given a name. The arbitrary factor numbers assigned by the computer program should be discarded and not used in reporting the factor solution.

			Basic Correlation Matrix

			As discussed previously, the correlation matrix (table 5.3) forms the basis for the factor analysis, and can be studied and tested to determine the adequacy of the factor model. Items that do not appear to be related to other items can be identified. If the correlations between items are small (below 0.30), it is unlikely that they share a common factor. A number of tests are available to determine the adequacy of the data associated with the matrix. These tests are more advanced and will not be discussed here.

			
				
					Table 5.3. Partial Correlation Matrix

					
						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									
									VAR1

								
									
									VAR2

								
									
									VAR3

								
									
									VAR4

								
									
									VAR5

								
									
									VAR6

								
									
									VAR7

								
							

							
									
									VAR1

								
									
									 1.00

								
									
									
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR2

								
									
									−0.13

								
									
									1.00

								
									
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR3

								
									
									 0.23

								
									
									 0.15

								
									
									1.00

								
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR4

								
									
									 0.16

								
									
									 0.07

								
									
									 0.23

								
									
									1.00

								
									
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR5

								
									
									 0.46

								
									
									 0.20

								
									
									 0.50

								
									
									 0.33

								
									
									1.00

								
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR6

								
									
									 0.42

								
									
									 0.13

								
									
									 0.52

								
									
									 0.44

								
									
									 0.53

								
									
									1.00

								
									
							

							
									
									VAR7

								
									
									 0.09

								
									
									 0.28

								
									
									 0.13

								
									
									 0.41

								
									
									 0.37

								
									
									 0.30

								
									
									1.00

								
							

							
									
									VAR8

								
									
									 0.26

								
									
									 0.15

								
									
									 0.07

								
									
									 0.12

								
									
									 0.16

								
									
									 0.22

								
									
									 0.29

								
							

							
									
									VAR9

								
									
									 0.06

								
									
									−0.12

								
									
									 0.38

								
									
									 0.15

								
									
									 0.28

								
									
									 0.25

								
									
									 0.07

								
							

							
									
									VAR10

								
									
									 0.05

								
									
									−0.17

								
									
									 0.19

								
									
									 0.05

								
									
									 0.26

								
									
									 0.21

								
									
									−0.09

								
							

							
									
									VAR11

								
									
									 0.10

								
									
									−0.29

								
									
									 0.10

								
									
									 0.05

								
									
									 0.26

								
									
									 0.09

								
									
									−0.13

								
							

							
									
									VAR12

								
									
									−0.09

								
									
									−0.17

								
									
									 0.15

								
									
									 0.08

								
									
									 0.10

								
									
									 0.18

								
									
									−0.03

								
							

							
									
									VAR13

								
									
									 0.07

								
									
									−0.12

								
									
									 0.00

								
									
									−0.27

								
									
									−0.04

								
									
									−0.03

								
									
									−0.11

								
							

							
									
									VAR14

								
									
									 0.13

								
									
									 0.22

								
									
									 0.06

								
									
									 0.32

								
									
									 0.01

								
									
									−0.16

								
									
									 0.25

								
							

							
									
									VAR15

								
									
									 0.25

								
									
									 0.00

								
									
									−0.06

								
									
									−0.19

								
									
									−0.01

								
									
									 0.02

								
									
									 0.08

								
							

							
									
									VAR16

								
									
									 0.07

								
									
									−0.14

								
									
									−0.05

								
									
									 0.00

								
									
									−0.02

								
									
									−0.03

								
									
									−0.16

								
							

						
					

					Partial matrix of correlation coefficients for the sixteen variables (items) in the questionnaire.

				

			

			The Initial Statistics table (table 5.4) provides the basic statistics included in the factor analysis. These are communalities, eigenvalues, and percent of variance for each factor in the analysis. A principal components analysis always has communalities of one (unity)—ones are always inserted in the diagonal of the matrix. The magnitude of the eigenvalues indicates the number of factors that were extracted and rotated. Inasmuch as the default Kaiser criterion was used, six factors with eigenvalues greater than one were extracted. The cumulative percent of variance accounted for by the six factors is about 73 percent. That is, about 73 percent of the information contained in the 16 items of the instrument can be accounted for in the six “common” factors. The information not accounted for (about 27 percent) is either unique or error variance.

			
				
					Table 5.4. Initial Statistics: Principal Components Analysis

					
						
							
							
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									Variable

								
									
									Communality

								
									
									Factor

								
									
									Eigenvalue

								
									
									Percent Variance

								
									
									Cumulative Percent

								
							

							
									
									VAR1

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									 1

								
									
									3.642

								
									
									22.8

								
									
									 22.8

								
							

							
									
									VAR2

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									 2

								
									
									3.086

								
									
									19.3

								
									
									 42.1

								
							

							
									
									VAR3

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									 3

								
									
									1.605

								
									
									10.0

								
									
									 52.1

								
							

							
									
									VAR4

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									 4

								
									
									1.226

								
									
									 7.7

								
									
									 59.8

								
							

							
									
									VAR5

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									 5 

								
									
									1.066

								
									
									 6.7

								
									
									 66.4

								
							

							
									
									VAR6

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									 6

								
									
									1.006

								
									
									 6.3

								
									
									 72.7

								
							

							
									
									VAR7

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									 7

								
									
									0.806

								
									
									 5.0

								
									
									 77.7

								
							

							
									
									VAR8

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									 8

								
									
									0.738

								
									
									 4.6

								
									
									 82.4

								
							

							
									
									VAR9

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									 9

								
									
									0.609

								
									
									 3.8

								
									
									 86.2

								
							

							
									
									VAR10

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									10

								
									
									0.555

								
									
									 3.5

								
									
									 89.6

								
							

							
									
									VAR11

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									11

								
									
									0.491

								
									
									 3.1

								
									
									 92.7

								
							

							
									
									VAR12

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									12

								
									
									0.380

								
									
									 2.4

								
									
									 95.1

								
							

							
									
									VAR13

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									13

								
									
									0.298

								
									
									 1.9

								
									
									 96.9

								
							

							
									
									VAR14

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									14

								
									
									0.214

								
									
									 1.3

								
									
									 98.3

								
							

							
									
									VAR15

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									15

								
									
									0.159

								
									
									 1.0

								
									
									 99.3

								
							

							
									
									VAR16

								
									
									1.000

								
									
									16

								
									
									0.116

								
									
									 0.7

								
									
									100.0

								
							

						
					

					Six Factors Extracted

				

			

			
				
					Table 5.5. Unrotated Factor Matrix

					
						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									Variable

								
									
									Factor 1

								
									
									Factor 2

								
									
									Factor 3

								
									
									Factor 4

								
									
									Factor 5

								
									
									Factor 6

								
							

							
									
									VAR1

								
									
									
									 0.421

								
									
									
									−0.757

								
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR2

								
									
									
									 0.377

								
									
									 0.377

								
									
									
									0.601

								
									
							

							
									
									VAR3

								
									
									0.369

								
									
									 0.549

								
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR4

								
									
									
									 0.631

								
									
									
									 0.362

								
									
									−0.435

								
									
									−0.360

								
							

							
									
									VAR5

								
									
									0.415

								
									
									 0.672

								
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR6

								
									
									0.392

								
									
									 0.700

								
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR7

								
									
									
									 0.604

								
									
									 0.367

								
									
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR8

								
									
									
									 0.449

								
									
									
									−0.329

								
									
									 0.327

								
									
									 0.592

								
							

							
									
									VAR9

								
									
									0.655

								
									
									
									−0.363

								
									
									
									
									 0.325

								
							

							
									
									VAR10

								
									
									0.648

								
									
									
									−0.323

								
									
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR11

								
									
									0.703

								
									
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR12

								
									
									0.763

								
									
									
									
									 0.318

								
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR13

								
									
									0.695

								
									
									−0.440

								
									
									 0.326

								
									
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR14

								
									
									
									 0.301

								
									
									 0.667

								
									
									
									−0.359

								
									
							

						
					

				

			

			Unrotated Factor Matrix

			Table 5.5 provides an example of a partial unrotated factor matrix. This matrix can be difficult to interpret, and provides only tentative information concerning the most appropriate factor structure. For simplicity, only factor loadings of 0.300 or higher have been included on the table.

			Rotated Factor Matrix

			In most cases, the rotated factor matrix is used to interpret the factors, to determine the number of factors to use, and to name the factors. Table 5.6 is an example of a complete rotated matrix (including all 16 variables and all loadings) based on the data from table 5.5. Each value in the matrix is a factor loading, which is a correlation between the variable (item) and the factor. The magnitude of the loading indicates which factors have something in common with the items, and the items that should be considered in identifying and naming the factor. For example, VAR13, VAR12, VAR15, and VAR16 have a great deal to do with factor 1 (the loadings are all above 0.70). These items should be used in identifying and naming factor 1. Similarly, VAR3, VAR5, and VAR6 should be used to identify and name factor 2. Factor 3 has only three highly loaded items (VAR4, VAR14, and VAR7). Recall earlier in the discussion that a good, identifiable factor should have a minimum of three to five items. Factors 4, 5, and 6 are definitely residual or unique factors. Each has only one item loading on the factor. This suggests that the next factor analysis should be forced to a maximum of three factors to be rotated.

			
				
					Table 5.6. Rotated Factor Matrix

					
						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									Variables

								
									
									Factor 1

								
									
									Factor 2

								
									
									Factor 3

								
									
									Factor 4

								
									
									Factor 5

								
									
									Factor 6

								
							

							
									
									VAR1

								
									
									 0.032

								
									
									 0.360

								
									
									 0.070

								
									
									−0.203

								
									
									 0.206

								
									
									 0.835

								
							

							
									
									VAR2

								
									
									−0.105

								
									
									 0.168

								
									
									 0.095

								
									
									 0.870

								
									
									 0.073

								
									
									−0.117

								
							

							
									
									VAR3

								
									
									−0.016

								
									
									 0.799

								
									
									 0.015

								
									
									 0.141

								
									
									−0.043

								
									
									−0.023

								
							

							
									
									VAR4

								
									
									−0.135

								
									
									 0.336

								
									
									 0.767

								
									
									−0.214

								
									
									 0.175

								
									
									−0.144

								
							

							
									
									VAR5

								
									
									 0.002

								
									
									 0.803

								
									
									 0.101

								
									
									 0.063

								
									
									 0.139

								
									
									 0.210

								
							

							
									
									VAR6

								
									
									 0.009

								
									
									 0.705

								
									
									 0.330

								
									
									 0.008

								
									
									 0.140

								
									
									 0.209

								
							

							
									
									VAR7

								
									
									−0.027

								
									
									 0.206

								
									
									 0.505

								
									
									 0.355

								
									
									 0.409

								
									
									 0.017

								
							

							
									
									VAR8

								
									
									−0.121

								
									
									 0.058

								
									
									 0.037

								
									
									 0.088

								
									
									 0.855

								
									
									 0.132

								
							

							
									
									VAR9

								
									
									 0.434

								
									
									 0.487

								
									
									−0.126

								
									
									−0.237

								
									
									 0.385

								
									
									−0.352

								
							

							
									
									VAR10

								
									
									 0.423

								
									
									 0.486

								
									
									−0.132

								
									
									−0.258

								
									
									−0.144

								
									
									−0.227

								
							

							
									
									VAR11

								
									
									 0.546

								
									
									 0.311

								
									
									−0.057

								
									
									−0.417

								
									
									−0.143

								
									
									−0.051

								
							

							
									
									VAR12

								
									
									 0.785

								
									
									 0.171

								
									
									 0.028

								
									
									−0.129

								
									
									−0.137

								
									
									−0.213

								
							

							
									
									VAR13

								
									
									 0.878

								
									
									−0.019

								
									
									−0.145

								
									
									 0.049

								
									
									−0.120

								
									
									 0.114

								
							

							
									
									VAR14

								
									
									 0.072

								
									
									−0.082

								
									
									 0.777

								
									
									 0.234

								
									
									−0.147

								
									
									 0.180

								
							

							
									
									VAR15

								
									
									 0.736

								
									
									−0.086

								
									
									 0.001

								
									
									 0.210

								
									
									−0.100

								
									
									 0.433

								
							

							
									
									VAR16

								
									
									 0.730

								
									
									−0.087

								
									
									−0.015

								
									
									−0.162

								
									
									 0.177

								
									
									−0.042

								
							

						
					

				

			

			
				
					Table 5.7. Rotated Factor Matrix Three Factor Solution

					
						
							
							
							
							
						
						
							
									
									Variable

								
									
									Factor 1

								
									
									Factor 2

								
									
									Factor 3

								
							

							
									
									VAR12

								
									
									0.787

								
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR13

								
									
									0.706

								
									
									−0.495

								
									
							

							
									
									VAR11

								
									
									0.696

								
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR9

								
									
									0.668

								
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR10

								
									
									0.651

								
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR16

								
									
									0.597

								
									
									
							

							
									
									VAR15

								
									
									0.514

								
									
									
									 0.482

								
							

							
									
									VAR4

								
									
									
									 0.694

								
									
							

							
									
									VAR6

								
									
									
									 0.693

								
									
							

							
									
									VAR5

								
									
									
									 0.658

								
									
							

							
									
									VAR3

								
									
									
									 0.584

								
									
							

							
									
									VAR7

								
									
									
									 0.577

								
									
									 0.439

								
							

							
									
									VAR14

								
									
									
									
									 0.754

								
							

						
					

				

			

			Three Factor Solution

			The factor matrix (table 5.7) is an example where a request is made to limit the number of factors extracted and rotated to only three. This solution can be controlled by requesting that only three factors be rotated. In addition, the items loading on each factor are listed from the highest loading to the lowest, and only those loadings with values above 0.300 are included. Lower values on each factor are excluded. This aids in the final interpretation of the factors to be retained. Note also that factor loadings for some items (VAR13, VAR15, and VAR16) have decreased when compared to the six factor rotated solution in table 5.6. This is normal and expected. Any change to a factor analysis (number of factors rotated, number of items included or excluded, size of the sample, etc.) will subsequently change the factor solution and subsequently the factor loadings.

			This three factor analysis suggests also that the final solution could be forced to a two factor solution. Factor 3 might be considered a residual factor. Two items on factor 3 (VAR15 and VAR7) also load on factors 1 and 2. In both cases, they have higher loadings on those factors. The only item unique to factor 3 is VAR14, which constitutes a unique or residual factor that should be omitted from the final analysis. Note also that three items (VAR1, VAR2, and VAR8) were not included in table 5.7. This indicates that these items had loadings lower than 0.300 on all three factors. This indicates that only 13 items from the total of 16 items have measurement in common. Three items do not belong—are not correlated—with the other 13 items. The factor solution has discarded these items suggesting that they produce more measurement error than true measurement when used in conjunction with the other 13 items.

			In summary, the three measurement techniques discussed in this section are very useful in evaluating existing measures or in developing new instruments. They are examples that provide the minimum required in analyzing the ability of any instrument to provide “good” measurement. They determine the extent to which the instrument provides true measurement and the degree to which the measurement is due to error. Individual items can be evaluated as to their contribution in the measurement of the given concept. Thus, these techniques provide at least one measure of reliability, a means of evaluating the contribution of individual items, and one measure of construct validity.

		

	
		
			Chapter Six

			Qualitative and Mixed Methods Research

		

		
			Qualitative Research Methods

			Qualitative research is a method of inquiry used in many different disciplines, although it traditionally emerged in the social sciences with roots from sociology and anthropology (Bogdan and Biklen, 1998). It is also often referred to as social-anthropology research. Qualitative research is used for in-depth understanding of human behavior and the reasons of such behavior. The qualitative methods investigate the why and how questions of various issues. Qualitative data are most often collected in the field. This goes back to the early work in anthropology where data were collected in the field. Data may be collected through in-depth interviews with study participants, and/or observations—observing activities, behaviors, and actions (referred to as participant observation). One may also review written materials or documents (Patton, 2002). The researcher actually spends time in the setting or locale being studied, observing and interviewing the participants. The researcher takes notes of the observations including direct quotes from those interviewed. The data from these field notes are usually very comprehensive and the researcher must turn the notes into narrative descriptions with themes, categories, and examples, sometimes using content analysis. From the analysis of these field notes, themes, patterns, clearer understandings, and insights emerge. (Patton, 2002, pp. 4–5).

			This chapter will introduce some of the primary methods of qualitative research. More traditional methods of qualitative research might include ethnography (participant observation), interviewing, phenomenology, historical research, and case studies. Each of these traditional qualitative methods were developed in one of the social sciences. In addition, two of the more recent categories of qualitative research are applied and emancipatory methods. Applied qualitative methods refer to action research regarding real world problems and design projects. Emancipatory methods refer to social, economic, and historical relationships between groups and individuals. Figure 6.1 represents some of the basic approaches of qualitative research methods.

			The focus of this chapter will be to provide an overview of some of the traditional methods of qualitative research, including observing in the field (ethnography), asking questions or interviewing, case studies and action research. (See Willis, Inman, and Valenti, 2010; Patton, 2002; Bogdan and Biklen, 1998; Marshall and Rossman, 2011 for more information regarding all areas.)

			Characteristics of Qualitative Research

			Bogdan and Biklen (1998) define five characteristics of qualitative research: naturalistic, descriptive data, concern with process, inductive, and meaning. In qualitative research, the data comes directly from the settings and the researcher is considered the instrument. The researcher’s insights and understandings are key to the analysis of the data collected. The word naturalistic was the original word used in anthropology as the purpose of the research was to learn more about a specific setting—the natural setting in the field as behaviors and interactions are developing. Because qualitative research is descriptive the data are words or pictures and seldom numbers or statistics, unless they are used to emphasize or elaborate the original narrative. Therefore, all qualitative research will have descriptive data. Qualitative researchers are not just interested in the outcomes of a study, but they are equally interested in the process. For example, they are not only interested in what occurs, but how and why it occurs.

			     Further qualitative data are analyzed from an inductive perspective, rather than a hypothetical-deductive, or theory driven, approach. It is often exploratory. Qualitative researchers do not set out to prove or disprove hypotheses, but rather as the findings emerge, a theory, or at least a set of potentially testable propositions, may develop from the analysis. The qualitative researcher does not know, or anticipate, what the end result may be, but instead follows the patterns and themes as they emerge from the data. Important questions as well as information from the data emerge from the conduct of qualitative research. One of the most important aspects of qualitative research is the meaning. Qualitative researchers need to understand the study participants’ perspectives accurately. Therefore, it is extremely important for the qualitative researchers to establish strategies and procedures to ensure that they obtain the participants’ perspectives, and that these are accurately reflected in the descriptive data and their analyses of that data (Bogdan and Biklen, 1998). It is also critical that the researchers have strong qualitative data collection skills. They must know how to observe and how to interview effectively in order to obtain the information needed, and how to analyze the data so it is meaningful.
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					Figure 6.1. The major families of qualitative research methods. (Willis, Inman, Valentic, p. 198 2010) (Reprinted with permission of the authors)

				

			

			Ethnography

			The purpose of ethnographic research is to develop an understanding of the setting where the research is being conducted. For over 100 years, ethnography has been a major method of anthropology. This form of research involves spending considerable time in the field trying to better understand a particular culture, people, groups, and their environment. The data include notes written by the observer as well as artifacts gathered from the field, such as minutes of meetings, examples of project plans, photographs, newspaper, and behavioral interactions among the study participants in general (Willis, Inman, and Valenti, 2010).

			The following quotes from Fetterman (1998, 2007) and Beach (2005) clearly describe how ethnography is used to collect, describe, and understand information about particular groups and/or their culture.

			Fetterman (1998, 2007) states “Ethnography is the art and science of describing a group or culture. The description may be of a small tribal group in an exotic land or a classroom in middle-class suburbia. The task is much like the one taken on by an investigative reporter, who interviews relevant people, reviews, records, weighs the credibility of one person’s opinions against another’s, looks for ties to special interests and organizations, and writes the story for a concerned public and for professional colleagues” (p. 1). Beach (2005) further illustrates how “Ethnographers produce storied versions of these things. These stories reveal, interpret and represent every day encounters, which ethnographers sometimes use in order to develop new education theory. . . . These stories are based on the minute-by-minute, day-to-day social life of individuals as they interact together and development understandings and meanings by engaging in joint action and adapting to situations” (p. 1). To summarize Fetterman and Beach, ethnographers describe and interpret what they observe through stories.

			The primary traditions of ethnographic research include: (1) critical ethnographers, (2) interpretative ethnographers, and (3) positivist ethnographers. Each of these focus on different reasons for doing ethnographic studies. Critical ethnographers study patterns of power and oppression in culture, society, groups, or organizations. Interpretive ethnographers conduct research to “tell the story” of a particular context. Positivist researchers use the data to develop theoretical explanations of phenomena and patterns that were observed in one context. Interpretive ethnographers may try to tell a story about what they study without adding much in terms of theoretical explanations. Some, however, do make generalizations from the data and try to offer conceptual and theoretical frameworks, based on their research, that both explain and give reasons for what has happened in a local context. Positivist research usually takes a more assertive approach to developing explanations that have broader application.

			Phenomenology

			Phenomenology is a type of study that describes the meanings of experiences of a particular phenomenon (a specific topic) for several individuals with similar experiences of this phenomenon. For example, the phenomenon would be the topic or concept being studied or examined by the researcher. This could include a similar experience such as being a dropout from high school and how you moved forward in life; or experience with grief over the loss of a spouse or child or parent; or anger or love but each within a specific context. Phenomenology focuses on understanding how different people with similar experiences transform that lived experience into individual and shared meaning. The methodology includes carefully and thoroughly understanding and describing how these individuals experienced and responded to the same situation (phenomenon). The researcher needs to be able to describe how those individuals perceived, described, judged, felt, remembered, lived through and understood this experience. This type of methodology and data collection requires in-depth interviews with people who have directly experienced the same phenomenon. The purpose of phenomenology is to glean a deeper understanding of the meaning of everyday experiences.

			Historiography

			Historiography refers to methods used to conduct historical research. Some studies may benefit from understanding the historical context within which a research question is being asked. Or, it may be helpful to provide some historical information in order to better understand the context of the responses. In studies looking at policy issues, historical information may be useful to understand the previous circumstances (history) of the initial policy and changing circumstances for current evaluation or recommended changes. Understanding issues and groups that helped to shape events or policies (historical evolution) is important in order to evaluate and propose any needed changes. Another use of historical analysis is to understand trends and issues influenced by social, cultural, economic, and political policies.

			Collecting and Analyzing Data

			Protection of Human Subjects

			Researchers must conduct research in a manner that minimizes potential harm to the participants in the study, also referred to as protection of human subjects. This protects the rights of the participants and includes informed consent, ensures confidentiality, and anonymity, protecting the participants from harm. This is especially critical with qualitative research as the conduct of qualitative research involves in-depth personal and sensitive information. This is important through all phases of the research including data collection, data analysis, interpretation, and dissemination of the findings of the research.

			Institutions where research is conducted have institutional review boards (IRBs) with the responsibility to review all research proposals to assess ethical issues. The IRB must approve the proposal before data collection can begin on any study.

			Data Collection

			Data collection involves identifying the site or individual, gaining access to that individual or site, building a rapport of acceptance and trust, collecting the data, recording information, identifying field issues, and deciding how and where to store the data. It is important to understand the context where the participants reside or work. This information describes the culture or environment. The primary forms of qualitative data include observation, interviews, artifacts, photographs, audio visual materials, and documents.

			Collecting data through observation includes identifying a site to be studied, gaining access to that site, and establishing a process to enter into that environment. It is imperative that the researcher be accepted, trusted, and, as much as possible, be included as a member of the group, before observation and data are collected. Data collection will require conducting observations as a participant, or as an observer in a particular setting, writing field notes that describe, reflect, and document the findings (data). Creswell (2007) recommends collecting data first as an outside observer then as an inside observer over time as trust and acceptance is developed (p. 135). It is important to develop an observational protocol as a method of recording notes in the field. The protocol should include descriptive and reflective notes. These field notes are the data that are analyzed and described. See Bogdan and Biklen (1992, 1998), Patton (2002), and Creswell (2007) for more specific guidance on collecting data through observation.

			Collecting data through interviews is effective when qualitative researchers cannot conduct observations to obtain the information and data needed for their area of interest, or when observation alone will not answer the research questions. Patton (2002) states “qualitative interviewing begins with the assumption that the perspectives of others is meaningful, knowable, and able to be made explicit” (p. 340). However, it is important to note “the quality of the information obtained during an interview is largely dependent on the interviewer” (Patton, 2002, p. 341).

			The method of collecting data by interviewing is used in many ways and for many purposes. Appropriate training and preparation are critical in order to conduct effective interviews and obtain the data needed. The interview schedule can be structured questions, partially structured, or with totally open-ended questions with little or no direction from the interviewer. Thus, interview questions can be highly structured or totally open. An interview schedule with questions (items) too highly structured may resemble a survey which could be mailed to the respondent. The more open approaches to interviews provide much richer data that can be used to better understand the areas of inquiry. However, the interviewer must be skilled in the interview technique to keep the participant somewhat focused on the topic. The person being interviewed may have a tendency to deviate from the specific topic and provide too much irrelevant information. Also, one advantage of conducting in-person interviews is to look for, and be aware of, nonverbal clues. In the interview, nonverbal behavior may communicate as much as the spoken word, if the interviewer is sensitive to these signals. Interviews can include single individual participants or groups of participants, often referred to as a focus group. Patton (2002, p. 342) describes three basic approaches to collecting qualitative data through open-ended interviews: the informal conversational interview, the general interview guide approach, and the standardized open-ended interview.

			Group interviews are another option. Individual interviews are one approach to collecting data, but some research questions may be better served if the research design expanded the individual interviews to group interviewing methods. A researcher may want to add to data collected from individuals by expanding the participants to a group. For example, if a researcher interviewed teachers individually, but did not get what was needed, a collective perspective may be very useful. This type of interview would be a focus group, where one would collect data from a group of people with similar interest or experiences. Focus groups are used to interview a group of people in one setting to gather data that reflects the agreements and disagreements among the group. This is especially beneficial for any topic requiring the perspectives of a group of people providing information in one setting instead of individual settings. In general, focus groups consist of five to 10 people. A facilitator who is trained in focus group methods leads the group interview. The facilitator introduces questions to the group and guides the discussion. The data are analyzed and the report summarizes the views, opinions, and disagreements expressed by members of the focus group.

			The Delphi Technique is another method used to conduct group interviews. The purpose of the Delphi Technique is to help a group to come to consensus on a set of questions. The participants may be experts on a particular topic, individuals who have had similar experiences, or who have similar vested interests. This can be any group that can be a source of information about a topic that interests you (Willis, Inman, and Valenti, 2010). The difference between the focus group method and the Delphi Technique is the focus group method tries to obtain individual opinions as well as disagreements, while the purpose of the Delphi Technique is to get the group to come to a consensus on a set of questions or specific issues.

			Data Analysis

			Analyzing data refers to preparing and organizing the data for analysis, identifying themes or patterns through a process of coding, and then writing the findings of the study in a way that captures the depth and breadth of the study, and presenting it in a way that clearly addresses the research question. How do you recognize themes or patterns? How do you code the data? What is content analysis?

			Content analysis involves identifying, coding, categorizing, classifying, and labeling the primary patterns, or themes, that emerge from the data. The researcher is actually analyzing the core content of the interviews and/or observations in order to determine what is important. As the researcher goes through the notes, it is critical to be able to conceptualize and put into context in order to identify the topics and then within those topics to look for patterns and themes. The researcher reviews the data several times in order to develop the coding categories, or whatever classification system the researcher believes is most appropriate. Then the field notes will be indexed and coded. Within the codes and categories themes and patterns may emerge. As the researcher works with these data, the actual content of the field notes and/or interviews are being analyzed. This analysis can be done manually by the researcher, or when appropriate, the researcher can utilize one of the many qualitative software programs that are currently on the market, such as NVIVO. However, the researcher would need to know how to use that software program or learn to use it if choosing to analyze data through one of these software programs. Qualitative research is expected to provide substantive significance. Patton (2002) identifies the following that researchers must consider in determining substantive significance. The data must be solid, coherent, and consistent to support the findings. How do the findings deepen and expand the understanding of the phenomenon being studied? Are the findings consistent with other knowledge? Are the findings useful for a specific purpose? (Patton, 2002, p. 467).

			Case Study

			The words “case study” are often used to describe a research study. It is important to note that a case study is not a specific research method. Some researchers have suggested that a case study is not about collecting a certain type of data; it is about why you are doing research. Yin (2002) suggests that case studies are the preferred strategy when “how” or “why” questions are being posed, when the investigator has little control over events, and when the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon within some real-life context. Such explanatory case studies also can be complimented by two other types—exploratory and descriptive case studies (Yin, 2002, p. 1).

			Yin (2002) describes three types of case studies including exploratory, descriptive, and explanatory. An exploratory case study is appropriate when there is a need to develop more knowledge about a particular phenomenon in order to understand the current issues and recommend additional needed research. A descriptive case study provides a comprehensive understanding in which the setting and the phenomenon are described thoroughly in detail. An explanatory case study determines why a phenomenon happened the way it did (Yin, 2002). Various authors have described other types of case studies, some of which overlap with Yin’s three types. Willis (2008) adds the area of program evaluation and program implementation. Program evaluation case studies are used to determine if a project or program was effective and if it had an impact. Program implementation case studies look at the process of implementation to determine how an innovation, reform, change, or even a reduction in services, occurs. Yin (1993) identifies nine steps to conducting a case study evaluation. First, it is important to develop a hypothesized understanding of the program being evaluated. Second, review existing research to understand how this problem/program fits into the context of previous research. Third, define the unit of analysis, which will usually be the program being studied. Fourth, it is important to establish a schedule and time frame for interim and final reports. Fifth, define the data collection procedure. This could include fieldwork, participant observations, surveys, and/or archival data. Sixth, data collection and careful analysis of the data. Seventh, creating a formal database and organizing it for appropriate analysis is important. Eighth, analyze the evidence and nine, prepare the case study report (Yin, 1993, pp. 72–75).

			Case studies can include a single case study, multiple case studies, a collective case study, or a cumulative case study depending upon the purpose of the research study. Further, case studies can be used in qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methods studies. According to Patton (2002), “the case study approach to qualitative analysis constitutes a specific way of collecting, organizing, and analysing data; in that sense it represents an analysis process. The purpose is to gather comprehensive, systematic, and in-depth information about each case of interest. The analysis process results in a product: a case study. Therefore, the case study can refer to either the process of analysis or the product of analysis or both” (p. 447). Cases can be comprised of individuals, groups, neighborhoods, programs, organizations, cultures, regions, classrooms, schools, districts, and so on. The cases are units of analysis. What determines the case is usually determinmed during the design stage of a study. For more information on case studies see Yin (2002) and Patton (2002). There are also other resources listed in the next section for more comprehensive information on case studies.

			Action Research

			The purpose of action research is to solve a problem or answer an important question about real-world problems. Action research is used to solve problems within programs, organizations, and communities. Action research is an active and evolving approach to conducting research that leads to social action (Lewin, 1948). Action research was developed in response to Lewin’s (1948) need to have a research model that emphasized making an immediate difference in the real world. Action research is considered a tool for social change. Action research can be used to inform academic research. In 1991, Whyte argued that “it is important, both for the advancement of science and for the improvement of human welfare, to devise strategies in which research and action are closely linked” (Whyte, 1991, p. 8). Whyte refers to this type of research as participatory action research. Wadsworth (1998) describes participatory action research as: “research which involves all relevant parties in actively examining together current action (which they experience as problematic) in order to change and improve it.” “Participatory action research is not just research which we hope will be followed by action. It is action which is researched, changed, and re-researched, within the research process by participants” (Wadsworth, 1998). While there are many versions of PAR, the following five are relatively common characteristics as discussed by Willis, Inman, and Valenti (2010).

			1.The focus is on improving a social situation.

			2.The general theme or focus is typically selected by the participating group as are solutions to implement, and conclusions about impact.

			3.Work occurs in the actual environment where the change is needed.

			4.The process is participatory and involves the range of stakeholders who have an investment in a change for the better.

			5.The process relies on reflection and is iterative. (Willis, Inman, and Valenti, 2010, p. 229)

			Political action research is research conducted to address social change regarding issues of power. Emancipatory Action Research focuses on social, economic, and historical relationships between groups and individuals. Willis, Inman, and Valenti (2010) provide the following figure 6.2 that shows the relationship between technical, practical, and emancipatory action research. As indicated, technical action research includes accomplishing established goals as well as solving technical problems. These then relate to technical goals in both practical and emancipatory action research expanding to practical goals in emancipatory action research. Understanding and incorporating context into solutions and understanding self through reflective practice is specific to practical action research. Emancipatory action research is aligned with enlightenment, emancipation, and cultural change.
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					Figure 6.2. The relationship between the three forms of action research. Bold text indicates the emphasis of each type of action research. (Willis, Inman, Valenti, 2010, p. 231) (Reprinted with permission of the authors)

				

			

			Additional Resources Which Complement the Information Provided in This Section

			As the purpose of this chapter is to provide a brief overview of qualitative research methodologies, we have identified the following resources to provide more in-depth information. It is important to note that many of these resources were suggested within various topics by Willis, Inman, and Valenti (2010), and provided here in a different abbreviated format. More information regarding these, and other resources, can be found in Willis, Inman, and Valenti (2010).

			Atkinson, Coffey, Delamont, Lofland, and Lofland. (2007). Handbook of ethnography.

			Creswell, John W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry and research design. Sage Publications. (See case study examples in appendixes B–F).

			Denzin, Norman, and Lincoln. (2005). Handbook of qualitative research.

			Denzin, Norman. (1996). Interpretive ethnography: Ethnographic practices for the 21st century.

			Fetterman, David. (2007). Ethnography: Step by step. (This book is one of many useful guides to doing this type of research providing detailed examples and procedures for beginning ethnographers.)

			Madison. (2005). Critical ethnography: method, ethics, and performance.

			Interviewing

			Rubin and Rubin. (2004). Qualitative interviewing: The art of hearing data.

			Seidman. (2006). Interviewing as qualitative research: A guide for researchers in education and the social sciences.

			Focus Groups

			Krueger and Casey. (2000). Focus groups: A practical guide for applied research. In Vaughn, Schumm, and Sinagub. (2005). Focus Group Research in Education and Psychology

			Delphi Approach

			Skulmoski, Hartman, and Krahn. (2007).

			Case Study Research

			Yin, Robert. (2009). Case study research: Design and methods.

			Stake, Robert. (1995). The art of case study research.

			Handcock and Algozzine. (2006). Doing case study research: A practical guide for beginning researchers.

			Sharan, Merriam. (1998). (This book deals specifically with case study methods in education.)

			Hul and Hak. (2008). Case study methodology in business research.

			Scholz and Tietje. (2002). (This book emphasizes the use of both quantitative and qualitative data in case studies and includes examples of case studies from several fields including neuropsychology, education, law, business, and environmental sciences.)

			Action Research

			McTaggart, Robin. (1997). Participatory action research: International contexts and consequences. (This book is a good introduction.)

			Reason, Peter, and Hilary Bradbury. (2001). Handbook of action research.

			Herr, Kathleen, and Gary Anderson. (2005). The action research dissertation: A guide for students and faculty.

			Greenwood and Levin. (2007). Action research: Social research for social change.

			Recommended Web Resources

			http://www.qualitativeresearch.uga.edu/QualPage/

			http://www.sasupenn.edu/anthro/CPIA/methods.html

			http://www-ref.use.edu/~genzuk/Ethnographic_Research.html

			http://ocw.mit.edu/OcwWeb/Anthropology/21A112Fall2003/Readings/index.htm

			Focus Groups

			http://muskie.usm.maine.edu/focusgroupmanual/

			Case Studies

			http://writing.colostate.edu/guides/research/casestudy/com2b2.cfm

			http://www.aare.edu.au/00pap/bac00287.htm

			http://www.slais.ubc.ca/resources/research_methods/case.htm

			http://www.solent.ac.uk/library/subject/page210.stm

			Action Research

			Online, open access journals include:

			Action Research International (http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/ari/arihome.html),

			The Ontario Action Researcher (http://www.nipissingu.ca/oar/), and

			Action Research E-Reports

			http://www2.fhs.usyd.edu.au/arow/arer/index.html

			http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/ari/p-ywadsworth98.html

			http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/ http://www.goshen.edu/soan/soan96p.html

			http://carbon.cudenver.edu/Emryder/itc/act_res.htm

			Mixed Methods Research

			There are times when the research question requires a combination of both quantitative and qualitative methods, referred to as mixed or multiple methods. In order to address some of the more complex issues in many fields, mixed methods are very common. Research methodology has evolved to another level with the incorporation of both qualitative and quantitative approaches into what is referred to as mixed methods design. The problems addressed by social science researchers are very complex and the use of just qualitative or quantitative methods is often inadequate to address the complexity (Creswell, 2009, p. 203). The combined use of both methods results in much stronger research designs to provide a deeper understanding of research problems. One such example would be a questionnaire, or survey instrument, that includes the usual closed-ended questions, as well as a section that allows for open-ended responses. As research methods continue to evolve not only are qualitative and quantitative methods further refined, but research methods that employ a combination of both qualitative and quantitative approaches have gained popularity (Creswell, 2009, p. 203).

			To exemplify the effective use of a mixed methods approach, the Principal Evaluation Survey, found in the instruments section (part 2), will be used here for this discussion.

			The Principal Evaluation Instrument might suggest the following overall research question.

			
				
					What is the impact of the ten principal evaluation methods on principal performance, principal professional development, principal evaluation, and improving pupil achievement?

				

			

			This instrument could be used to answer this research question in several different settings. One could be a random sample of principals’ perceptions of the use of evaluations to improve principal performance, improve principal professional development, to align principal performance with leadership concerning pupil achievement. It could also be used to explain principal performance, professional development, and pupil performance as related to the principal evaluation. This instrument could also be used in a case study of principal evaluation in a school district, or in a statewide or nationwide survey of principals in selected geographic areas. Anytime data are collected from a school district or any organization, the researcher must adhere to protection of human subjects and follow appropriate procedures for approval to conduct the study.

			This instrument uses a mixed methods design. The first part is a typical 21-item survey instrument (closed-choice questions) that use a seven-point, Likert-type scale for responses. This section will use quantitative (statistical) methods for analysis. The last four questions, 22–25, provide the qualitative designed questions. Thus, the respondent can describe and explain in more detail, and elaborate the responses in the first 21 questions. This instrument provides questions that collect data for quantitative analysis and data for qualitative analysis. Statistical analysis would not be appropriate for the qualitative section. The researcher would need to analyze these responses, and summarize and categorize the material. A written narrative emphasizing the important comments would be reported. The strength in this mixed method design is that it provides an opportunity to understand the individual respondent’s perceptions and feelings about the effectiveness of the evaluation, not just the process of the evaluation.

			The instrument follows with text underlined to note the references to qualitative and quantitative examples resulting in a mixed methods instrument.

			Principal Evaluation Instrument

			Condon, E. J., III. (2009). Principal evaluation and student achievement: A study of public elementary schools in DuPage, Will, and Lake Counties, Illinois. PhD dissertation, Loyola University of Chicago.

			Comments: This instrument consists of 10 items (the first matrix) that refer to various evaluative methods that could be used to formally evaluate principal performance. There are 11 items (the second matrix) that refer to various objectives of evaluation that could be achieved through the evaluation process. (Quantitative Section)

			In addition, there are four open-ended questions. The first open-ended question asks principals to share their beliefs about evaluation and principal performance. The second open-ended question asks principals to share their beliefs about evaluation and their own professional development. The third question asks principals to share their beliefs about the impact of principal evaluation on pupil performance. The fourth question asks principals about their beliefs regarding the impact of principal evaluation on their own professional development. (Qualitative Section)

			Principal Evaluation Instrument

			To what extent, if at all, have the following methods been used to formally evaluate your performance as principal?

			 1. Narrative self-evaluation

			 2. Portfolio/dossier

			 3. Checklist/rating system

			 4. Supervisor observation

			 5. Narrative evaluation by supervisor

			 6. Data-based evaluation

			 7. Survey data from teachers, parents, or students

			 8. Peer supervision/review

			 9. Anecdotal evidence

			10.Perception feedback from stakeholders

			Scoring: A seven-point scale (quantitative) ranging from Not At All = 1; to Very Much = 7. Total or composite scores range from a low of 10 to a high of 70 for each respondent.

			To what extent, if at all, do you perceive principal evaluation accomplishing the following objectives?

			11.Satisfy district accountability requirements

			12.Increase standardized assessment scores

			13.Provide principals with professional growth

			14.Document substandard principal performance

			15.Identify the needs for principal professional development

			16.Provide incentive for performance improvement

			17.Reward exemplary principal performance

			18.Ensure adherence to policies and procedures

			19.Support the maintenance of the instructional program

			20.Improve pupil achievement

			21.Foster positive school climate

			Scoring: A seven-point scale (Quantitative) ranging from Not At All = 1; to Very Much = 7. For this section, total or composite scores range from a low of 11 to a high of 77 for each respondent.

			*The following are open-ended questions (qualitative)

			22.What effect, if any, has your experience with evaluation had on your beliefs about principal performance? Please explain.

			23.What effect, if any, has your experience with evaluation had on your beliefs about your own professional development? Please explain.

			24.Do you believe that the principal evaluation process has an impact on pupil performance? Please explain.

			25.Do you believe that the principal evaluation process has an impact on your own professional development? Please explain.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			*Note, that the four, so-called, open-ended questions are not totally open ended. These would be referred to as partially or semi-structured open-ended questions. Qualitative questionnaires can vary in their degree of openness. In this case, there is still a degree of structure imposed by the researcher in allowing respondents to express themselves. They are directed (or forced) by the nature of the questions to remain on the topic of principal performance and evaluation.

			Analysis of the Principal Evaluation Questionnaire

			With this questionnaire at least three main levels of analysis can be conducted. First, the quantitative section independent of the qualitative questions. Next, the qualitative questions independent of the quantitative section, and finally, both quantitative and qualitative sections together, looking for relationships, corroboration, and differences among the responses. Obviously, this questionnaire can yield a large amount of data and many levels of analysis. Only a few examples are provided here.

			Quantitative Only

			The quantitative section has two subscales. The first might be labeled “Principal Performance” composed of 10 items, 1 through 10. The second subscale composed of 11 items, 11–21, can be labeled “Accomplishing Objectives.” A total, or composite, score needs to be computed for each respondent for each subscale. This is accomplished by using the seven-point, Likert-type response scale (sometimes referred to as an item anchor) for each item in each subscale. The first subscale with ten items would yield a composite score range from a low of 10 to a high score of 70. Each respondent, depending upon their response on each item (1–7), would have an individual composite score within the range from 10 to 70. Similarly, a computation would be made for the second subscale. However, this subscale with 11 items would yield a total, composite score range from 11 to 77. With these computations two new variables have been created: “Principal Performance” with a raw score range from 10 to 70, and “Accomplishing Objectives” with its raw score range from 11 to 77. (This labeling of the variables is obviously arbitrary, left to the discretion of the researcher.) The composite scores from the two variables are summary scores representing an overall response on each item for each respondent. The major statistical analyses would use these composite scores from these two new variables in any further quantitative analysis throughout the study. (Sometimes an item analysis may be conducted, analyzing respondents’ scores on the individual items on each of the two subscales.) (Note, a review of chapter 4, Measurement in Quantitative Research, would be helpful as an introduction to basic measurement techniques that are used in developing good quantitative measurement in the social sciences.)

			Pearson correlation coefficients, t-test, and ANOVA are basic statistical tests that are used frequently in quantitative analysis (see chapters 1 and 3). Each test requires that the data—the range of composite scores for each variable being processed—represent, as close as possible, a normal distribution of scores (sometimes referred to as a symmetric distribution). To determine normal distribution, the scores for each variable are tested to determine if they approximate a normal distribution curve (bell curve). The basic characteristics of the normal curve are: mean and median are the same value; 50 percent of the scores will be distributed above the mean, and 50 percent below. The distribution of scores above and below the mean will fall within three standard deviations of the mean. Skewness will be zero; that is, for any scores above the mean, there will be an equal distribution of scores below the mean. Kurtosis is also zero. This tests the peakness and flatness of the curve. For example, if too many scores are clustered, or grouped, around the mean, the curve will be peaked (positive kurtosis), thus, violating normal distribution. (Note, that all of the characteristics—tests—of the normal curve are interrelated. If scores form a positive kurtosis, then the standard deviation value will be smaller than with a normal, non-peaked, distribution.)

			The following hypothetical example uses the variable Principal Performance demonstrating an approximate normal distribution with a sample of 100 principals (N = 100) and the composite score range from 10 to 70. The mean and median values would be about 40 and a standard deviation value would be 10. Almost all scores will range + or − 3 standard deviations from the mean. The + or − 3 standard deviations create six segments, or divisions (areas), under the normal curve. Approximately 34 percent of the cases will be one standard deviation above the mean and 34 percent one SD below the mean. Or, about 68 percent of the scores will be one SD below and one SD above. With a standard deviation of 10 the raw score values range from 30 (below) to 40 (mean) to a score 50 (above), and so on. With 100 respondents (principals), there would be about 68 cases with scores between 30 and 50. Only about two or three respondents would have scores between 10 and 20, and two or three with scores between 60 and 70. The normal curve provides an initial analysis of the data. However, actual social science data are rarely normally distributed. Some deviation from normalcy will exist (an asymmetric distribution). The normal curve serves as a model by which the distribution of scores on any measure can be evaluated.
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					Table 6.1. Normal Distribution of Scores

				

			

			For example, assume that most of the scores range from 30 to 65 with only one score with a value of 15. This would produce a highly skewed distribution with high scores predominating. The low score of 15 should be treated as a deviant case, removed from the main distribution of scores for the other respondents. These deviant scores are referred to as “outliers.” Another example of a non-normal distribution, which is not uncommon in actual data, would be an exceptionally large clustering of scores on either side of the mean. Most of the scores might range from 30 to 50 with only a small number of larger or smaller scores. This provides a peaked distribution and is often an indication of too much homogeneity in the scores. That is, most of the respondents are more alike, or agree more, than they are different. Homogeneity of scores can be caused, in part, by the selection of subjects with too little variation in their selection; or, by the questionnaire with items that do not distinguish sufficiently the attitudes or feelings of the respondents on the particular issue being studied. The important point is that all of the information derived in the initial quantitative analysis can be useful in the mixed method analysis to follow.

			Additional quantitative analysis of the two subscales could be made depending on the research problems and subproblems stated in the research design of the study. As an example, additional ancillary or moderating variables could be included in the research design. Such variables as age of the respondents, gender, school level of the principals—elementary, middle, and high school—years of experience, level of education, and the like are common types of variables. Any moderating variables selected should have some direct relationship to the overall objectives of the study. When carefully and thoughtfully selected, they may add significant and in-depth understanding to the study.

			As an example, Pearson correlation coefficients could be computed on the scores from the two subscales. Respondents’ scores on the Principal Performance subscale may have some important relationship (correlation) with scores on the Accomplishing Objectives subscale. Respondents with high or low scores on one scale may correspond, somewhat, with high or low scores on the other subscale, thus, yielding a positive correlation coefficient. Other permutations of the data are also possible. Again, the results could be useful in providing some direction in the mixed method analysis. Often findings and deviant data not anticipated in the original design may prove to be of more interest and more productive in the mixed method analysis.

			Also, t-tests and F-tests (ANOVA) could be used with one or more of the moderating variables listed earlier. Comparing the gender of the principals (male, female) on their scores from the two subscale may prove of interest. If a statistically significant t-value is obtained, then this indicates that there is a potentially important difference in the scores on the two subscales between male and female principals. One group has significantly higher or lower scores than the other. Also, the F-test can be used to determine important differences in principals’ scores by school level. In this case the F-test is required because there are three groups being compared—elementary, middle, and high school principals. A statistically significant F-value would indicate some potentially important differences in the scores among the three school levels. For example, higher scores reported by elementary principals when compared to high school principals would indicate that elementary principals report more methods being used in their evaluation than the high school principals.

			These examples are only a very modest selection of a few quantitative analyses that could be generated from the data derived from the Principal Evaluation Instrument. Again, when conducting quantitative studies, the importance of the research proposal, with clearly articulated problem statements, subproblems, and research questions, is absolutely essential. The proposal serves as a “road map” directing the flow of data to be analyzed. One of the great advantages of mixed method research designs, with the qualitative component, provide the researcher additional latitude to delve into issues and findings not anticipated with the original research design. The main advantage of all types of qualitative research is that the “road map,” if one exists at all, is not well defined. By design, the researcher has the opportunity to have the research goals “data driven,” evolving as the data are gathered. Thus, moving the research in directions not necessarily originally intended, or at least with substantial modifications.

			Qualitative Only

			The qualitative questions, numbers 22–25 provide an opportunity for the principals to explain what effect the principal evaluation process has on beliefs specific to evaluation and principal performance, evaluation and professional development, and evaluation and pupil achievement.

			In order to determine what the data provide, the qualitative researcher would read carefully through the responses and organize a coding system that would provide clear documentation of responses that could be categorized in order to identify themes and patterns. In this particular instrument, the focus on principal evaluation, principal performance, professional development and pupil performance emerge as obvious topics for the researcher to organize the data.

			For example, the principal may provide examples of how the evaluation influenced beliefs specific to principal performance. The items around which the principal was evaluated may emerge as areas the principal chose to focus on to ensure good performance. Today, principal evaluations often include areas related to how the principal uses data based decision making to guide teachers to ensure students succeed. If the principal had low evaluation scores on data based decision making then the principal may choose to take advantage of professional development opportunities that would improve the use of data based decisions to improve the teaching and learning for student success. These open ended questions also provide the opportunity for the principal to explain how the evaluation process impacts pupil performance. For example, this may be related to data based decision making or teacher professional development specific to areas of student performance needs in reading or math. The principal also has the opportunity to provide specific details regarding how the evaluation process impacts the professional development plans of the principal.

			The difference in the type of information collected though the open-ended questions is much more detailed information than the information collected through the quantitative questions. The forced scale choices provide a range from not at all to very much regarding items such as improving pupil achievement, but that does not provide the in-depth information of how or why the evaluation may or may not have improved pupil achievement.

			After coding the data and identifying patterns or themes for each open-ended question, the researcher would write up the results first summarizing the findings by the common patterns and themes, then identifying any differences and including direct quotes from the respondents as appropriate to further explain or emphasize the findings. As a result of this type of open-ended questions and data collection, the strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation instrument may be noted by the respondents.

			While the quantitative data provide findings that X number of principals or a certain percent do or do not believe the principal evaluation accomplished certain objectives, it does not provide the opportunity to understand why or how. The qualitative questions add the critical information specific to why and how the evaluation instrument may or may not have accomplished certain objectives.

			Mixed Methods

			In studying various approaches to research methods, one might get the impression, when conducting much research, that the process is predominantly linear—step one, first; then step two, and so on. This is true with most quantitative research. Experimental or quasi-experimental research, and comparison studies, where hypotheses are tested, are the most structured. Once the findings have been analyzed, whether the null hypothesis is accepted or rejected, little detailed information can be explained about the why or how of the findings. The F-test, discussed earlier, to determine differences among school level with the principals’ scores on the Principal Performance questionnaire is one example. Hypothetically, it was determined that elementary principals had significantly higher scores across the 10 items than high school principals. However, the F-test, although statistically significant indicating some potentially important differences between the two sets of principals, does not provide any detail concerning these differences. The researcher must now turn to a more exploratory, open-ended analysis of the data. This is only possible, of course, if the research design allowed for some qualitative data that can now be explored. Thus, the importance of mixed methods research designs.

			The four semi-structured qualitative questions included in the questionnaire may provide some indication of why these differences exist—that is, to the extent that these four questions address information from the respondents that is related to the 10-item questionnaire. The 10-item questionnaire has to do with types of evaluation methods that may be used in the evaluation process. Using the example earlier (quantitative analysis), elementary principals, with higher scores, indicated that a larger number of these methods was used, and secondary principals, with lower scores, indicated a smaller number. The semi-structure of the four qualitative questions does not seem to provide much information that would clarify these differences. Therefore, other types of qualitative approaches may be necessary: interviews, both individual and group (focus group), from a selected sample of elementary and high school principals would be useful. One could also suggest that a Delphi technique could be used with the principals to arrive at some consensus as to the best methods of evaluation to be used. 

		

		
			
			

		

	
		
			Part Two

			Instrument Section

		

		
			
			

		

	
		
			Introduction to Instrument Section

		

		
			About 20 years ago, Bishop and Lester compiled, and published, an anthology of instruments in education and the social sciences. Bibliographic references were provided for over 700 instruments developed over the previous 40 years in over 30 related areas. This anthology was based on more than a dozen major reference books that were written in the 1960s and 1970s. Many of these books are presently not in print and no longer available. These reference books varied in the amount of information provided for each instrument. Some sources included the actual instruments, while others provided only a summary of the psychometric characteristics. Still other sources presented critiques of instruments and general bibliographic information. Consequently, there was a need to include in one book not only the specific psychometric information about the instruments, and bibliographic references related to the instrument, but the actual instrument (published or unpublished).

			This original handbook was published in 1997. In several cases, only sample items were provided with the approval of the publisher of the instrument. The second edition of the handbook, published in 2000, expanded upon and updated the original handbook. Since 2000, additional areas of interest have emerged and have been included in this third edition. Specifically, the issue of teacher and principal evaluation has come to the forefront with federal and state legislation. Teachers and principals across the states are now given grades at the end of every year that represents their effectiveness rating. The Annual Professional Performance Review (APPR) is a state-governed process that determines the standards for these ratings and the process for assessing teachers’ and leaders’ effectiveness. The details of the evaluation process are determined locally by school districts. Therefore, the section on Instruments Available through Commercial Organizations contains the latest sources for teacher and principal evaluation instruments.

			Structure of the Instrument Section

			Instruments Included

			The original handbook contained over 70 instruments arranged under 30 topics. The second edition of the handbook contained over 120 instruments arranged under 36 topics. The third edition of the handbook contains 40 topics with five new topics: Ethics, Parental Involvement, Principal Evaluation, School Boards, and Teacher Evaluation.
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			Two types of indexes are included: author and title. Consequently, if the researcher knows the name of the author, he/she can use the author index. Similarly, if the researcher knows the name of the instrument, he/she can use the title index. Also, this revised handbook contains a section that identifies instruments available through commercial organizations.

			Instruments Not Included

			This handbook still does not include instruments that focus exclusively on personality or psychology.

			Reference Sources

			Three major databases were searched to locate instruments and/or references to existing instruments. The first was ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center), which contains published and unpublished documents. In addition, it also contains papers from national and local conferences that were written by researchers from numerous institutions. Another was Dissertation Abstracts International, which provides references to dissertations that focus on developing instruments and also provide references to existing instruments. Finally, Psychological Abstracts was used to discover information about new or existing instruments.

			In addition, a concise annotated bibliography for each of the reference sources follows:

			Bishop, L., and Lester, P. E. (1993). Instrumentation in education: An anthology. New York: Garland Publishing.

			Identifies approximately 700 instruments in the areas of organizational administration and school effectiveness. From one to three instruments are described in detail and include sample items in each of the 31 main categories.

			Bonjean, C., et al. (1968). Sociological measurement. San Francisco: Chandler Publishing.

			Refers to over 2,000 questionnaires, although only 50 questionnaires are described in detail.

			Conoley, J. C., and Impara, J. C., eds. (1995). The twelfth mental measurements yearbook. Lincoln: Buros Institute of Mental Measurements, University of Nebraska, Lincoln.

			Provides a complete bibliography and review of tests. Entries include a test title, purpose, description of the groups for which the test is intended, date of publication, special comments, part scores, forms, cost, author, publisher, and cross-references.

			ETS Test Collection. (1990). Annotated bibliography of tests. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.

			Provides annotated bibliographies for many areas related to education. Each reference contains some of the following information: name of the instrument, personal or institutional author, year test was published or copyrighted, test publisher or distributor, components within the overall test that assess particular skills or factors, target audience, and a description of the test and its purposes.

			Keyser, D. J., and Sweetland, R. C., eds. (1993). Test critiques. Austin, TX: Pro-Ed.

			Reports psychometric information in three sections: introduction (development of the test and its historical significance), practical applications and uses (information about the sample, administration, scoring, and interpretation), and technical aspects (information about reliability and validity studies). An overall critique is provided at the end of each review.

			Lake, D. G., et al. eds. (1973). Measuring human behavior. New York: Teachers College Press, Teachers College, Columbia University.

			Reviews 84 instruments related to personal variables (cognitive-perceptual, affective-motivational, and overt behavior), interpersonal variables, group variables, and organizational variables.

			Miller, D. C. (1970). Handbook of research design and social measurement. New York: David McKay Company.

			Provides scales and indexes that focus on: social status, group structure and dynamics, morale and job satisfaction, community, social participation, leadership in the work organization, scales of attitudes, values, and norms, family and marriage, and personality measures.

			———. (1991). Handbook of research design and social measurement. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

			Includes scales and indexes that focus on social indicators and measures of organizational structure.

			Price, J. L. (1972). Handbook of organizational measurement. Massachusetts: D.C. Heath.

			Identifies measures of absenteeism, administrative staff, alienation, autonomy, centralization, communication, complexity, consensus, coordination, dispersion, distributive justice, effectiveness, formalization, innovation, mechanization, motivation, bases of power, routinization, satisfaction, size, span of control, and succession.

			Robinson, J. P., et al. (1969). Measures of occupational attitudes and occupational characteristics. Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan.

			Includes instruments assessing general job satisfaction, job satisfaction with specific job features, concepts related to job satisfaction, occupational values, leadership styles, other work-relevant attitudes, vocational interest measures, and occupational status measures.

			Robinson, J. P., and Shaver, P.R. (1978). Measures of social psychological attitudes. Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan.

			Provides instruments assessing self-esteem and related constructs, internal-external locus of control, alienation and anomia, authoritarianism, dogmatism, and related measures, other sociopolitical attitudes, values, general attitudes toward people, religious attitudes, and methodological scales.

			———. (1972). Measures of political attitudes. Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan.

			Includes instruments assessing liberalism-conservatism, democratic principles, domestic government policies, racial and ethnic attitudes, international affairs, hostility-related national attitudes, community-based political attitudes, political information, political participation, and attitudes toward the political process.

			Shaw, M. E., and Wright, J.M. (1967). Scales for the measurement of attitudes. New York: McGraw-Hill.

			Discusses methods of scale construction as well as scales that focus on social practices, social issues and problems, international issues, abstract concepts, political and religious attitudes, ethnic and national groups, significant others, and social institutions.

			Sweetland, R. C., and Keyser, D. J. (Eds.). (1986). Tests. Kansas City: Test Corporation of America.

			Provides concise descriptions of thousands of instruments. Entries contain the following information: test title and author, purpose, major features, scoring method, cost, availability, and primary publisher.

			Criteria for Inclusion

			This handbook includes instruments for each of the major constructs identified by the authors (see contents page for a full listing). In general, an instrument is included because it provides adequate support for its reliability and validity. In other words, the instrument is psychometrically sound. In some cases, an instrument is included because it is most representative of the construct under study. In addition, some instruments are included because they are the most frequently cited. Occasionally, an instrument is included because it was recently developed and the potential exists for additional research. Some instruments were not included because the authors were either unable to receive permission from the test publisher, or the organization or journal that holds the copyright wanted substantial fees in order to grant permission. Researchers and school administrators should obtain permission from the authors of the instruments or original publishers prior to their research.

			Format of Entries

			The authors sought to provide each entry with the following information. Where the information was not readily available or was inapplicable, the category was omitted.

			Title: Identifies instrument in bold print.

			Source: Provides a primary reference. Tells where the instrument is available.

			Comments: Describes what the instrument measures as well as the number of items in the instrument. Includes comments and/or suggestions by the original authors. Points out strengths and/or weaknesses and provides general information.

			Scale Construction: Describes how the instrument was developed including, when appropriate, the theoretical basis for the instrument.

			Sample: Describes the original sample; who participated in developing the instrument, as well as additional normative data.

			Reliability: Discusses internal consistency coefficients, equivalent forms, and other data analysis techniques.

			Validity: Describes the types of validity addressed: concurrent, construct, content, discriminant, and predictive.

			Factor Analysis: Reports the results of factor analytic procedures. Contains information about the subscales and the number of items for each scale (item numbers are included in parentheses).

			References: Provides updated references to articles, books, dissertations, and ERIC documents that describe the development of the instrument or its use. No more than five or six representative references are provided.

			Scoring: Describes how to score the instrument.

			Alienation

			Alienation Scale

			Dean, D. G. (1961). Alienation: Its meaning and measurement. American Sociological Review 26:753–58.

			Comments: The 24-item AS assesses three aspects of alienation: powerlessness, normlessness, and social isolation. In addition, the AS has served as a model for the development of more recent instruments.

			Scale Construction: This scale is based on the five meanings described by Seeman (powerlessness, normlessness, meaninglessness, isolation, and self-estrangement).

			Sample: The original stratified sample consisted of 384 men from Columbus, Ohio, in 1955. Additional samples consisted of 135 women from a Protestant liberal arts college in 1960; 121 women from a Catholic women’s college in 1960; 75 women from a Protestant liberal arts college in 1955; and 65 women from a Catholic women’s college.

			Reliability: Corrected split-half correlation coefficients for the three scales were: 0.73 normlessness, 0.79 powerlessness, and 0.84 social isolation. The total reliability was 0.78.

			Validity: Content validation was performed through a panel of seven judges. The Adorno F Scale was correlated with the Alienation Scale producing correlation coefficients ranging from 0.26 (alienation and authoritarianism) to 0.37 (powerlessness and authoritarianism).

			Scales: There are three subscales. The powerlessness scale contains nine items: 2, 6, 9, 13, 15, 18, 20, 21, and 23; the normlessness scale contains six items: 4, 7, 10, 12, 16, 19; and the social isolation scale contains nine items: 1, 3, 5, 8, 11, 14, 17, 22, and 24.

			References

			Calabrese, R. L., and Fisher, J. E. (1988). The effects of teaching experience on levels of alienation. Journal of Psychology 122:147–53.

			Dean, D. (1956). Alienation and political apathy. PhD dissertation, Ohio State University.

			de Man, A. F. (1990). Repression-sensitization and measures of adjustment. Social Behavior and Personality 18:13–16.

			Garza, E. P. (2001). Work-related alienation: A study of pre-kindergarten teachers in Texas. PhD dissertation, University of Texas at Austin.

			Traub, E. (2010). The effect of internet usage on social alienation and locus of control. PsyD dissertation, University of the Rockies.

			Alienation Scale

			 1. Sometimes I feel all alone in the world.

			 2. I worry about the future facing today’s children.

			 3. I don’t get invited out by friends as often as I’d really like.

			 4. The end often justifies the means.

			 5. Most people today seldom feel lonely.

			 6. Sometimes I have the feeling that other people are using me.

			 7. People’s ideas change so much that I wonder if we’ll ever have anything to depend on.

			 8. Real friends are as easy as ever to find.

			 9. It is frightening to be responsible for the development of a little child.

			10.Everything is relative, and there just aren’t any rules to live by.

			11.One can always find friends if he shows himself friendly.

			12.I often wonder what the meaning of life really is.

			13.There is little or nothing I can do toward preventing a major “shooting” war.

			14.The world in which we live is basically a friendly place.

			15.There are so many decisions that have to be made today that sometimes I could just “blow up.”

			16.The only thing one can be sure of today is that he can be sure of nothing.

			17.There are few dependable ties between people any more.

			18.There is little chance for promotion on the job unless a man gets a break.

			19.With so many religions abroad, one doesn’t really know which to believe.

			20.We’re so regimented today that there’s not much room for choice even in personal matters.

			21.We are just so many cogs in the machinery of life.

			22.People are just naturally friendly and helpful.

			23.The future looks very dismal.

			24.I don’t get to visit friends as often as I’d really like.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree = 4; Agree = 3; Uncertain = 2; Disagree = 1; and Strongly Disagree = 0. The scoring is reversed for items: 5, 8, 11, 14, and 22. Scores range from a low of 0 to a high of 96.

			Reprinted with permission of the American Sociological Association.

			Pupil Attitude Questionnaire

			Kolesar, H. (1967). An empirical study of client alienation in the bureaucratic organization. PhD dissertation, University of Alberta, Edmonton, Canada.

			Comments: The 60-item Pupil Attitude Questionnaire (PAQ) is based on Seeman’s (1959) five alienation subscales: powerlessness, self-estrangement, normlessness, meaninglessness, and isolation.

			Sample: As part of the pilot study, 163 high school students from Alberta, Canada responded to the PAQ. The original 164 items were reduced to 60 items based on three types of analysis. The revised PAQ was administered to 92 students over a one-week interval. Approximately 1,764 students in 20 high schools in Alberta, Canada, completed the revised PAQ.

			Reliability: Test-retest reliability for the entire PAQ with 92 students over a one-week period was 0.79.

			Validity: Four kinds of validity were established: content, face, construct, and factorial validity. Content validity was established by using a large number of items representing various relationships between the student and the school. Face validity was established by using a panel of 14 judges who determined that the questionnaire measures what it purports to measure. Construct validity was established by correlating student scores on the PAQ with teacher ratings (significant at the 0.001 level). Factorial validity was established by performing several factor analyses.

			Factor Analysis: A five-factor solution was accepted. The five factors are: 12 items on powerlessness (5, 7, 8, 13, 28, 29, 30, 34, 41, 51, 53, and 59); 12 on self-estrangement (10, 12, 16, 21, 26, 31, 32, 36, 40, 43, 44, and 54); 14 on normlessness (1, 2, 3, 11, 15, 18, 24, 27, 35, 42, 52, 56, 57, and 58); 12 on meaninglessness (6, 14, 17, 19, 33, 37, 38, 39, 45, 46, 47, and 60); and 10 on isolation (4, 9, 20, 22, 23, 25, 48, 49, 50, and 55).

			Definition of Factors: Student powerlessness pertains to the student’s sense of a lack of personal control over his/her state of affairs in school. Meaninglessness pertains to a sense of inability to predict outcomes. Student normlessness is the belief that socially unapproved behaviors are required to achieve school goals. The isolated student is one who does not accept the goals of the school as his/her own. The self-estranged student is one who is unable to find school activities that are self-rewarding.

			Data Analysis: Scores on each of the five scales were correlated with the scores on the other scales as well as with the total score. The results of all these correlations were all positive and significant, except the correlation between the meaninglessness and isolation scales.

			Reference

			Rafalides, M., and Hoy, W. K. (1971). Student sense of alienation and pupil control orientation of high schools. High School Journal 55:101–11.

			Pupil Attitude Questionnaire

			 1. White lies are justified when they help to avoid punishment.

			 2. It is a good policy to tell teachers only what they want to hear.

			 3. In this school, success is to be aimed for by any means that pupils can devise.

			 4. It is most important that right always be achieved even if it requires tremendous effort.

			 5. Schools are run by others and there is little that pupils can do about it.

			 6. I think that I can now predict what I can achieve in an occupation after graduation.

			 7. The school experiences of pupils are controlled by plans devised by others.

			 8. There really isn’t much use complaining to the teachers about the school because it is impossible to influence them anyway.

			 9. The reason I endure some unpleasant things now is because I feel that it will benefit me later on.

			10.Pupils should have most of their time free from study.

			11.Sometimes it is necessary to make promises to school authorities which you don’t intend to keep.

			12.In order to get ahead in this school pupils are almost forced to do some things which are not right.

			13.Pupils often are given the opportunity to express their ideas about how the school ought to be run.

			14.It is possible on the basis of the level of my present school achievement, to predict with a high degree of accuracy, the level of achievement I can expect in adulthood.

			15.It is very desirable that pupils learn to be good citizens.

			16.I think my teachers would have given me the same marks on the last report card no matter how well I really had done.

			17.My school experiences will help me to become a good citizen.

			18.It doesn’t matter too much if what I am doing is right or wrong as long as it works.

			19.At school we learn habits and attitudes which will guide us in the achievement of a good life.

			20.I know that I will complete my high school education.

			21.These days a pupil doesn’t really know who he can count on.

			22.I often worry about what my teachers think of me.

			23.Pupils must try to develop an interest in their school subjects even when the content is dull.

			24.It is more important to achieve enjoyment and personal satisfaction than to sacrifice yourself for others.

			25.I study hard in school mainly because I want to get good grades.

			26.I often read and study in my courses beyond what is required by my teachers.

			27.Really, a pupil has done wrong only if he gets caught.

			28.The school principal is really interested in all pupils in this school.

			29.In discipline cases the pupil’s explanation of the circumstances is carefully weighed by the school authorities before punishment is decided upon.

			30.The teachers will not listen to pupil complaints about unfair school rules.

			31.Usually, I would rather play hooky than come to school.

			32.I would rather go to work now than go to school, but more education now will help me to get a better job later.

			33.What I am doing at school will assist me to do what I want when I graduate.

			34.Pupils have adequate opportunities to protect themselves when their interests conflict with the interests of those who run the school.

			35.Copying parts of essays from books is justified if this results in good marks on the essays.

			36.I get more satisfaction from doing an assignment well than from the marks which I receive on the assignment.

			37.What we do at school will help us to affect the world in which we live.

			38.Participation in student government activities will help me in anything I try to do in the future.

			39.As a result of my school experiences I know what I will do when I graduate.

			40.No matter how I try I don’t seem to understand the content of my courses very well.

			41.In this school the teachers are the rulers and the pupils are the slaves.

			42.It is unlikely that in this school the pupils will achieve the goals in which they believe.

			43.If homework assignments were not required, I would seldom do homework.

			44.I like to do extra problems in mathematics for fun.

			45.I understand how decisions are made regarding what we are to study in this school.

			46.My school studies will help me to make predictions about the kind of world in which I will live in the future.

			47.My present school studies will help me to understand others.

			48.Pupils must be very careful to make the best possible impression with their teachers.

			49.If I had my way, I’d close all schools.

			50.Having lots of friends is more important than is getting ahead in school.

			51.In this school pupils can complain to the principal and be given a fair hearing.

			52.Copying another pupil’s homework is justified if he agrees to let you do it.

			53.Pupil’s ideas about how the school should be run are often adopted in this school.

			54.I find it easy to please my teachers.

			55.I want to finish high school.

			56.It is necessary to misbehave at school if you’re going to have any fun.

			57.Giving an answer to someone else during an examination is not really cheating.

			58.Pupils must take advantage of every opportunity, fair or unfair, because good opportunities occur very infrequently at this school.

			59.Pupils in this school are given considerable freedom in planning their own programs to meet their future needs.

			60.Participation in student government activities will assist me to become a good citizen.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree = 5; Agree = 4; Undecided = 3; Disagree = 2; Strongly Disagree = 1. The scoring is reversed for the following items: 4, 6, 13, 15, 20, 23, 26, 28, 29, 34, 36, 44, 45, 46, 51, 53, 54, 55, and 59. For the following items on the meaninglessness scale 14, 17, 19, 33, 37, 38, 39, 47, and 60 the scoring is as follows: SA = 1, A = 3, U = 5, D = 3, SD = 1.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Alienation Scale

			Pearlin, L. I. (1962). Alienation from work: A study of nursing personnel. American Sociological Review 4:466–79.

			Comments: Although the original study was conducted in a mental hospital, the four-item questionnaire has recently been used in educational settings (urban and suburban school districts and universities). The instrument was designed to examine alienation in a bureaucratic setting. Alienation is defined as “a feeling of powerlessness over one’s own affairs—a sense that the things that importantly affect one’s activities and work are outside his control.” Therefore, the relationships among responsibility, authority, and alienation were explored.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 1,138 nursing assistants, charge attendants, and registered nurses in a large mental hospital near Washington, D.C.

			Reliability: A coefficient of reproducibility of 0.91 is reported for the four-item Guttman scale.

			Data Analysis: Alienation is studied in terms of positional distance and status obeisance. A four-item Guttman scale assessing obeisance is included.
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			Alienation Scale

			1.How often do you do things in your work that you wouldn’t do if it were up to you? 

			Never Once in a while Fairly often Very often

			2.Around here it’s not important how much you know; it’s who you know that really counts. 

			Agree Disagree

			3.How much say or influence do people like you have on the way the hospital is run? 

			A lot Some Very little None

			4.How often do you tell (your superior) your own ideas about things you might do in your work? 

			Never Once in a while Fairly often Very often

			Scoring: The alienative answers are italicized.

			Reprinted with permission of the American Sociological Association.

			Anxiety/Frustration

			Social Components of Retirement Anxiety Scale

			Fletcher, W. L., and Hannson, R. O. (1991). Assessing the social components of retirement anxiety. Psychology and Aging 6:76–85.

			Comments: The 23-item Social Components of Retirement Anxiety Scale (SCRAS) examines the social aspects related to retirement anxiety.

			Scale Construction: In order to develop and validate the SCRAS, four studies were conducted. In Study 1, a 30-item pilot scale was constructed and 56 workers participated. Based upon data analyses, the revised SCRAS contained 29 items. In Study 2, the construct validity of the scale was established with a sample of 175 workers from a restaurant chain, bank, and manufacturing company. Based on data analyses, the SCRAS was reduced to 23 items. In Study 3, discriminant and construct validity were examined further. In Study 4, the participants from Study 3 were combined with the participants from Study 4 in order to conduct factor analysis.

			Sample: The sample for Study 3 consisted of 169 workers from a university and city government who were 50 years of age and older. The sample for Study 4 consisted of 292 workers from a manufacturing company, hospital, bank, oil company, and church groups who were 50 years of age and older. A combined sample of 461 people (Studies 3 and 4) was used for the factor analysis.

			Reliability: For Study 1 the reliability was 0.90. For Study 2 the alpha coefficient was 0.87 and the Guttman split-half correlation was 0.82. For Study 3 the alpha coefficient was 0.87 and the Guttman split-half correlation was 0.82. For Study 4 the alpha coefficient was 0.84.

			Validity: Study 1 and 2 established criterion, discriminant, and construct validity.

			Factor Structure: A principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation yielded four factors: Social Integration (1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 13, and 20); Social Adjustment/Hardiness (6, 12, 14, 16, 17, and 21); Anticipated Social Exhaustion (2, 8, 15, and 19); and Lost Friendships (18, 22, and 23).

			Data Analysis: Correlations with fear-of-retirement criterion items are presented for Studies 2 and 3. The results of additional correlational tests are also included as well as means and standard deviations.
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			Social Components of Retirement Anxiety Scale

			 1. I can’t imagine not working.

			 2. I am afraid I will lose all of my work friends as a retired person.

			 3. There really isn’t much for a retired person to do.

			 4. I am afraid I will be a burden on my family as a retired person.

			 5. My job has always been a source of my identity. I hate to lose that.

			 6. Retirement will not bother me because I am sure I can make new friends no matter where I go.

			 7. I am afraid I will feel lonely after I retire.

			 8. Many of my colleagues will not have time for me after I retire.

			 9. After retirement I am not sure I will know how to stay involved.

			10.I don’t know what I am going to do without my job.

			11.I worry that my family will not support me after I retire.

			12.I have lots of friends I can depend on if I need them after I retire.

			13.I will probably be sitting around alone after I retire.

			14.I am too old to make new friends.

			15.I won’t have much in common with my coworkers anymore.

			16.Retirement will allow me to do things with friends that I wasn’t able to do while I was working.

			17.I have already made plans for what I am going to do as soon as I retire.

			18.It will be hard to replace my friends from work.

			19.People will never call on me to do things with them after I retire.

			20.My family does not want me to retire.

			21.Retirement will give me new opportunities to make new friends.

			22.Most of my friends have been my coworkers.

			23.Keeping up with my friends will be difficult.

			Scoring: A five-point Likert scale ranges from 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. The scoring is reversed for items 6, 12, 16, 17, and 21. Scores range from 23–115. The higher the score, the greater the retirement anxiety.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Teaching Anxiety Scale

			Parsons, J. S. (1973). Assessment of anxiety about teaching using the Teaching Anxiety Scale: Manual and research. Paper presented at American Educational Research Association. ERIC ED 079 330.

			Comments: The 25-item TCHAS examines the relationship between teaching anxiety and acquiring teaching skills. In addition, the scale helps preservice teachers identify their strengths and weaknesses.

			Scale Construction: The TCHAS was originally developed at Stanford University (two equivalent forms) to assess anxiety specifically related to the job of teaching. The scale was geared to preservice teachers. Revised forms are available with 24, 28, and 29 items for use with inservice teachers. About one-half of the items were written negatively.

			Sample: Overall, six groups participated in the study. The four groups of preservice teachers consisted of 55 graduate preservice intern teachers (secondary); 79 undergraduate preservice teachers (secondary); 30 undergraduate preservice student teachers (elementary); and 36 undergraduate and graduate preservice elementary and secondary teachers. The two groups of inservice teachers consisted of 384 newly hired elementary and secondary teachers; and 23 elementary and junior high school teachers. A description of the samples is provided.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients for preservice teachers were 0.90 (undergraduate and graduate elementary and secondary preservice teachers); 0.92 (undergraduate preservice elementary student teachers; 0.92 (graduate preservice secondary intern teachers; and 0.88 (undergraduate secondary preservice teachers). Alpha coefficients for inservice teachers were: 0.87 (elementary and secondary teachers); and 0.93 (elementary and junior high school teachers). Test-retest correlations for four groups ranged from 0.60 to 0.95, indicating that the TCHAS is stable over short time periods. Detailed test-retest information is provided.

			Validity: Component analysis, group differences, internal structure, and change over time are discussed as they establish the construct validity of the TCHAS. The TCHAS was positively correlated with the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale. In addition, most anxious and least anxious groups were used based on the opinion of 25 teaching supervisors. The most anxious group scored significantly higher on the TCHAS than the least anxious group. The high alpha coefficients present evidence that teaching anxiety is a single concept. Two factor analyses confirmed the single factor structure. The results of various studies show that teaching anxiety decreases over time for preservice teachers. Tables are presented to support construct validity.

			Factor Analysis: The results of two factor analyses using the 25-item TCHAS confirmed a single factor solution with 22 of 25 items loading on one factor. The three items that failed to load on a single factor were 3, 17, and 22. Therefore, a new 22-item TCHAS was validated. On the 29-item TCHAS, items 26–29 failed to load on a single factor as well as three items from the 25-item TCHAS.

			Data Analysis: Distribution statistics are provided for preservice and inservice teachers.

			Reference
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			Teaching Anxiety Scale

			 1. I feel calm and collected when I think about holding parent-teacher conferences.

			 2. If I have trouble answering a student’s question I (will find) find it difficult to concentrate on questions that follow.

			 3. I feel uncomfortable when I speak before a group.

			 4. I (would feel) feel calm (if I were) when I am preparing lessons.

			 5. I’m worried whether I can be a good teacher.

			 6. I feel sure I will find teaching a satisfying profession.

			 7. I would feel calm and collected if a student’s parent observed in my classroom.

			 8. I feel inferior to other preservice teachers in my teacher preparation program.

			 9. I feel that students will follow my instructions.

			10.I feel secure with regard to my ability to keep a class under control.

			11.I’m less happy teaching than I thought I’d be.

			12.I feel nervous when I am being observed by my college supervisor.

			13.I feel confident about my ability to improvise in the classroom.

			14.I feel other teachers (will think) think I’m very competent.

			15.I (would feel) feel panicky when a student asks me a question I (couldn’t) can’t answer.

			16.I feel anxious because I don’t know yet whether I really want to be a teacher.

			17.I feel better prepared for teaching than other preservice teachers in my teacher preparation program.

			18.Lack of rapport with my students (will be) is one of my biggest worries.

			19.I would feel anxious if the principal informed me he was coming to my class to observe.

			20.I (would find) find it easy to speak up in the staff room.

			21.I worry about being able to keep the students interested in what I (will teach) teach them.

			22.I (would find) find it easy to admit to the class that I don’t know the answer to a question a student asks.

			23.Deciding how to present information in the classroom (would make) makes me feel uncertain.

			24.I feel I will have good recall of the things I know when I am in front of the class.

			25.I feel I (will be) am as competent in the classroom as other preservice teachers in my teacher preparation program.

			26.I’m concerned about how to use my testing of students as a useful indication of how effectively I’m teaching them.

			27.I’m worried that differences in background between my students and me (will prevent) prevent me from teaching effectively.

			28.I am certain that my own personal “hang-ups” (will not) do not hinder my teaching effectiveness.

			29.I’m uncertain whether I (will be able to) can tell the difference between really seriously disturbed students and those who are merely “goofing off” in class.

			Scoring: Never = 1; Infrequently = 2; Occasionally = 3; Frequently = 4; and Always = 5. Scoring is reversed for the following items: 1, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 14, 17, 20, 22, 24, 25, and 28.

			Reprinted with permission of the University of Texas at Austin College of Education.

			Organizational Frustration Scale

			Spector, P. E. (1975). Organizational Frustration Scale. Princeton, NJ: ETS Test Collection.

			Comments: The 29-item OF Scale assesses organizational frustration. The original OF Scale consisted of 37 items based on the responses of 25 workers to the question “What is frustrating?” After an item analysis, only 29 items were retained that dealt with a job, a supervisor, and a job environment as they related to frustration (“the interference with an ongoing overt or covert response sequence”). The author has also developed the Work Locus of Control Scale (1988).

			Sample: The sample consisted of 71 workers employed in a mental health institution and 10 additional workers including secretaries, nurses, custodians, clerical workers, and mental health aides.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient was 0.88 for the second sample of 50 workers.

			Validity: Predicative validity was established through significant correlations between the OF Scale and the following worker behaviors: sabotage, hostility, and indirect aggression.

			Factor Analysis: A principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation yielded the following six factors: aggression against others, sabotage, wasting of time and materials, interpersonal hostility and complaining, interpersonal aggression, and apathy about the job.

			Data Analysis: Scale means and standard deviations are reported. Norms are available from a psychiatric hospital (31 workers), general hospital (120 workers), county engineering department (44 workers), general hospital (140 workers), federal government (101 workers), and state research organizations (82 workers).
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			Organizational Frustration Scale

			 1. People act nasty toward me at work.

			 2. I find that every time I try to do something at work I run into obstacles.

			 3. There are a lot of petty and arbitrary rules at work.

			 4. I feel thwarted in my efforts to be creative.

			 5. My supervisor is always chewing me out.

			 6. My supervisor feels my performance is worse than it is.

			 7. I find it easy to talk to my supervisor.

			 8. I feel that I am accomplishing something worthwhile at work.

			 9. I enjoy my job.

			10.The demands made of me at work are reasonable.

			11.Policies at work are not fair.

			12.My work area is a pleasant place to be.

			13.I often feel that I am being run ragged.

			14.I am given entirely too much work to do.

			15.I find that some of the people I have to deal with are not competent.

			16.I often have problems doing my job because of the incompetence of others.

			17.My supervisor always seems to be looking over my shoulder.

			18.My supervisor does not trust me.

			19.I feel trapped in my job.

			20.My job is not at all fulfilling.

			21.I dread having to interact with my supervisor.

			22.I do not like many of the tasks I have to do.

			23.My job is boring and monotonous.

			24.I get blamed for things that are not my fault.

			25.I don’t have the authority to do what I am supposed to do at work.

			26.It seems that one person tells me to do one thing and another person tells me to do something else at work.

			27.I am told to do things I don’t think I should do at work.

			28.I often have to waste time doing administrative tasks at work.

			29.I often feel frustrated at work.

			Scoring: Agree completely = +3; Agree pretty much = +2; Agree slightly = +1; Disagree completely = −3; Disagree pretty much = −2; and Disagree slightly = −1. Items 1–6, 11, and 13–29 are worded positively (+3 means maximum frustration and –3 means minimum frustration). Items 7–10 and 12 are worded negatively (+3 means minimum frustration and −3 means maximum frustration).

			Reprinted with permission of Spector, P. E. (1975). Organizational Frustration Scale. University of South Florida, Tampa.

			Change/Innovation

			Institutional Renewal Scale

			Crowley, R. J. (1976). The Institutional Renewal Scale: An instrument to measure attitudes toward educational innovation. ERIC ED 156 678.

			Comments: The nine-item IRS assesses attitudes toward innovations in educational settings.

			Scale Construction: A panel of 48 secondary teachers rated the 20 items that were developed to decide item appropriateness.

			Sample: A sample of 126 secondary teachers responded to the 20-item IRS. Based upon their responses, individual phi coefficients were computed. Eight items were deleted. The revised form was administered to 378 secondary school teachers.

			Reliability: The coefficient of internal consistency was 0.82, but increased to 0.88 when three items were deleted (2, 6, and 7).

			Validity: Concurrent validity was established by correlating the IRS with the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (Cook, et al., 1951) and the Attitudes toward Education Scale (Kerlinger, 1968). In addition, a known-groups technique was also employed.

			Factor Analysis: A normalized varimax rotation yielded two factors.

			Data Analysis: Distribution of responses, dichotomized response categories, and discriminating power of items are reported. The results of a chi-square test for item discrimination are provided.
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			Institutional Renewal Scale

			 1. I think that too much money is being spent on educational innovations when compared with the benefit that is being derived.

			 2. I am indifferent to the pros and cons about educational innovations but would not like to see my attitude become general.

			 3. There is a need to innovate but I do not find what I want in most current educational innovations.

			 4. I believe that educational innovation keeps alive what is best in education.

			 5. Most school professionals should become much more enthusiastic about educational innovation than they presently are.

			 6. School-wide emphasis on trying educational innovations should be a prominent characteristic of a school.

			 7. The educational innovations that gain acceptance seem to me to do so at the expense of equally valid techniques.

			 8. Most educational innovations suggest unlimited possibilities for schools.

			 9. In my opinion most educational innovations are a hindrance to a sound education because so many of them depend on exaggerated claims.

			10.The appeal for the use of more educational innovations that are currently in use appears to me to be a response to fashion rather than to sober judgment.

			11.School professionals should be willing to revise their beliefs and attitudes in order to accommodate more educational innovations.

			12.Experience with the process of innovating may well be worth the risks involved in innovating.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree, Agree, Mildly Agree, Mildly Disagree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Leadership Actions Survey

			Goldstein, M. T. (1982). Using administrative tactics to introduce curriculum innovation. Paper presented at American Educational Research Association. ERIC ED 214 310.

			Comments: The 24-item Leadership Actions Survey (LAS) identifies the tactics used by administrators in an attempt to influence the introduction of special education curriculum innovations. The survey was adapted from the work of Hull and others based on their theoretical framework of tactic types.

			Sample: Surveys and interviews were obtained from administrators in 39 sites. These were administrators identified as advocates of a particular innovation.

			Reliability: Although it was indicated that reliability estimates were obtained, actually, reliability values were not provided.

			Validity: The categorizing of the initial item pool into tactic types was accomplished by a panel of six administrators serving as a panel of judges. Additional preliminary analyses were conducted to determine the content validity of the instrument.

			Factor Analysis: A principal components, varimax rotation factor analysis was conducted, which yielded three factors that were named following Chin and Benne’s conceptualization of strategies of changing.

			Definition of Factors: The three factors are: empirical-rational, which involves the communication of information; power coercive, which involves the use of mandates or orders; and the normative-reeducative, which involves the creation of conditions within which teachers may innovate.
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			Leadership Actions Survey

			 1. Provided teachers with printed materials about the innovation.

			 2. Asked persons respected by the teachers to present the innovation to them.

			 3. Provided information about how the innovation has been used in other places.

			 4. Presented the innovation as unfinished to allow teachers to make it their own.

			 5. Emphasized aspects of the innovation that are consistent with what the teacher expects.

			 6. Answered questions about the innovation at meetings.

			 7. Gave recognition to teachers for trying the innovation.

			 8. Set a deadline for teachers to incorporate the innovation into their classroom activities.

			 9. Asked teachers to give their reasons for accepting or rejecting the innovation.

			10.Observed the effectiveness of the innovation in classrooms.

			11.Warned teachers of the consequences of resisting using the innovation.

			12.Endorsed the innovation through persons perceived as highly credible by the teachers.

			13.Provided explicit instructions by the developer on how to use the innovation.

			14.Allowed the teachers to adapt the innovation to local conditions.

			15.Explained the innovation through conferences with professional staff.

			16.Visited a site which has installed the innovation.

			17.Compelled teachers to use the innovation.

			18.Conducted a pilot test of the innovation.

			19.Gave pay to teachers for using the innovation.

			20.Observed the innovation in operation.

			21.Established program policies to insure the use of the innovation.

			22.Informed teachers about the innovation at meetings.

			23.Required teachers to use the innovation in their classrooms.

			24.Tried the innovation on a small scale.

			Scoring: A five-point Likert-type response set is labeled: All, Most, Half, Few, or None.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Stages of Concern Questionnaire

			Hall, G. E., et al. (1977). Measuring stages of concern about the innovation: A manual for the use of the SoC Questionnaire. ERIC ED 147 342.

			Comments: The 35-item Stages of Concern (SoC) measures current concerns about a specific innovation. The same 35 items may be used for any innovation. The only change that would need to be made would be to change the introductory page. No additional changes are necessary. Therefore, the SoC may be used in a wide variety of situations with numerous groups.

			Scale Construction: The first pilot instrument that was developed to measure the concerns about a specific innovation used open-ended statements and a forced rank order. A Q-sort procedure was used by a panel of judges to group over 400 items into eight categories (the seven stages of concern and an unacceptable category). This procedure generated 195 items that were field tested by teachers and university faculty. The results of item correlations and factor analyses yielded seven factors. A panel of judges chose 35 items from each of the seven factors of the 195-item SoC. The new version of the SoC was given to 171 elementary teachers and college faculty to establish the test-retest reliability of the SoC over a one-week interval. Cross-sectional and longitudinal studies have been conducted. Detailed information about the development of the SoC is included.

			Stages of Concern: There are seven stages of concern with five items for each stage. Stage 0 consists of items 3, 12, 21, 23, and 30. Stage 1 consists of items 6, 14, 15, 26, and 35. Stage 2 consists of items 7, 13, 17, 28, and 33. Stage 3 consists of items 4, 8, 16, 25, and 34. Stage 4 consists of items 1, 11, 19, 24, and 32. Stage 5 consists of items 5, 10, 18, 27, and 29. Stage 6 consists of items 2, 9, 20, 22, and 31. Definitions are provided for each of the seven stages.

			Sample: In 1975, 646 people from elementary schools and universities who had experience with teaming or modules responded to the survey. Their responses were used to determine percentile scores.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients for a stratified sample of 830 teachers and professors were 0.64 for stage 0; 0.78 for stage 1; 0.83 for stage 2; 0.75 for stage 3; 0.76 for stage 4; 0.82 for stage 5; and 0.71 for stage 6. Test-retest reliability (Pearson) for 132 people over a two-week interval were 0.65 for stage 0; 0.86 for stage 1; 0.82 for stage 2; 0.81 for stage 3; 0.76 for stage 4; 0.84 for stage 5; and 0.71 for stage 6.

			Validity: Information is provided about various validity studies that were conducted over several years. Intercorrelation matrices, information obtained using interview data, and predicted differences among groups support the validity of the SoC.

			Factor Analysis: A principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation yielded seven factors.

			Data Analysis: Correlations between varimax factor scores and scale scores are reported as well as correlation of peak stage estimates and rank order of SoC percentile scores. Profile interpretation is provided for the typical nonuser and the single peak user.

			References

			Eisenbart, K. S. (2009). Criteria for teacher assignments to a high school leadership program. EdD dissertation, Pepperdine University.

			Fuller, F. F. (1969). Concerns of teachers: A developmental conceptualization. American Educational Research Journal 6:207–26.

			Hall, G. E., et al. (1975). Levels of use of the innovation: A framework for analyzing innovation adoption. Journal of Teacher Education 26:52–56.

			Lee, S. T. (2010). Stages of concern of faculty implementing student learning outcomes and assessment as mandated transformational change. EdD dissertation, University of La Verne.

			Lopez, R. M. (2010). The impact of the principal’s instructional leadership on the change process of teachers involved in a performance pay program. EdD dissertation, University of Arizona.

			Payne, E. T. (2010). Implementing walkthroughs: One school’s journey. EdD dissertation, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University.

			Salato, R. M. (2012). Response to instruction and intervention: Teachers’ perceptions of the implementation in the Beaumont Unified School District as measured by the Concerns Based Adoption Model. EdD dissertation, Pepperdine University.

			SoC Questionnaire

			 1. I am concerned about students’ attitudes toward this innovation.

			 2. I know of some other approaches that might work better.

			 3. I don’t even know what innovation is.

			 4. I am concerned about not having enough time to organize myself each day.

			 5. I would like to help other faculty in their use of the innovation.

			 6. I have very limited knowledge about the innovation.

			 7. I would like to know the effect of reorganization on my professional status.

			 8. I am concerned about conflict between my interests and my responsibilities.

			 9. I am concerned about revising my use of the innovation.

			10.I would like to develop working relationships with both our faculty and outside faculty using this innovation.

			11.I am concerned about how the innovation affects students.

			12.I am not concerned about this innovation.

			13.I would like to know who will make the decisions in the new system.

			14.I would like to discuss the possibility of using the innovation.

			15.I would like to know what resources are available if we decide to adopt this innovation.

			16.I am concerned about my inability to manage all the innovation requires.

			17.I would like to know how my teaching or administration is supposed to change.

			18.I would like to familiarize other departments or persons with the progress of this new approach.

			19.I am concerned about evaluating my impact on students.

			20.I would like to revise the innovation’s instructional approach.

			21.I am completely occupied with other things.

			22.I would like to modify our use of the innovation based on the experiences of our students.

			23.Although I don’t know about this innovation, I am concerned about things in the area.

			24.I would like to excite my students about their part in this approach.

			25.I am concerned about time spent working with nonacademic problems related to this innovation.

			26.I would like to know what the use of the innovation will require in the immediate future.

			27.I would like to coordinate my effort with others to maximize the innovation’s effects.

			28.I would like to have more information on time and energy commitments required by this innovation.

			29.I would like to know what other faculty are doing in this area.

			30.At this time, I am not interested in learning about this innovation.

			31.I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or replace the innovation.

			32.I would like to use feedback from students to change the program.

			33.I would like to know how my role will change when I am using the innovation.

			34.Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my time.

			35.I would like to know how this innovation is better than what we have now.

			Scoring: A seven-point scale is used. Not true of me now is 0 to 1; Somewhat true of me now is 3 to 4; and 6 to 7 is Very true of me now. High numbers represent high concern, whereas low numbers represent low concern. Raw scores are converted into percentile scores. The SoC may be scored by a computer program. The easiest way to interpret the SoC is to find the highest (peak stage score) stage score. Profiles can be generated for individuals and groups. Guidelines for interpreting the SoC are included.

			Reprinted with the permission of Alita Zaepfel, the University of Texas at Austin, College of Education. This publication was prepared as an activity of the University’s Center for Research and Development in Teacher Education. © 1977, The University of Texas, Austin, Texas.

			Climate

			School-Level Environment Questionnaire

			Fisher, D. L., and Fraser, B. J. (1990). Validity and use of the School-Level Environment Questionnaire. Paper presented at American Educational Research Association. ERIC ED 318 757.

			Comments: The 56-item School Level Environment Questionnaire (SLEQ) measures teachers’ perceptions of the psychological environment of a school. The instrument has two answer forms—one measures the actual environment as seen by teachers, the other the preferred, or ideal, form.

			Scale Construction: The scale development for this instrument was based on the Work Environment Scale (WES) designed by Moos. This WES has 10 scales. These scales fall into three basic dimensions: relationship dimension, personal development dimension, and system maintenance and system change dimension. The three board dimensions were used for the SLEQ and include seven subscales.

			Sample: Three different teacher samples were used in the development of the questionnaire. The largest sample was 109 teachers from 10 elementary schools in Tasmania.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients as an estimate of each scale’s internal consistency were provided. These ranged from a low of 0.70 to 0.91.

			Subscales: The design of the instrument into seven subscales include: student support, affiliation, professional interest, staff freedom, participatory decision making, innovation, and resource adequacy. More recently, an eighth subscale, work pressure, has been added. Each subscale is assessed by seven items.
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			School-Level Environment Questionnaire

			 1. There are many disruptive, difficult students in the school.

			 2. I seldom receive encouragement from colleagues.

			 3. Teachers frequently discuss teaching methods and strategies with each other.

			 4. I am often supervised to ensure that I follow directions carefully.

			 5. Decisions about the running of the school are usually made by the principal or a small group of teachers.

			 6. It is very difficult to change anything in this school.

			 7. The school or department library includes an adequate selection of books and periodicals.

			 8. There is constant pressure to keep working.

			 9. Most students are helpful and cooperative to teachers.

			10.I feel accepted by other teachers.

			11.Teachers avoid talking with each other about teaching and learning.

			12.I am not expected to conform to a particular teaching style.

			13.I have to refer even small matters to a senior member of staff for a final answer.

			14.Teachers are encouraged to be innovative in this school.

			15.The supply of equipment and resources is inadequate.

			16.Teachers have to work long hours to complete all their work.

			17.Most students are pleasant and friendly to teachers.

			18.I am ignored by other teachers.

			19.Professional matters are seldom discussed during staff meetings.

			20.It is considered very important that I closely follow syllabuses and lesson plans.

			21.Action can usually be taken without gaining the approval of the subject department head or senior member of staff.

			22.There is a great deal of resistance to proposals for curriculum change.

			23.Video equipment, tapes, and films are readily available and accessible.

			24.Teachers don’t have to work very hard in this school.

			25.There are many noisy, badly behaved students.

			26.I feel that I could rely on my colleagues for assistance if I should need it.

			27.Many teachers attend inservice and other professional development courses.

			28.There are few rules and regulations that I am expected to follow.

			29.Teachers are frequently asked to participate in decisions concerning administrative policies and procedures.

			30.Most teachers like the idea of change.

			31.Adequate duplicating facilities and services are available to teachers.

			32.There is no time for teachers to relax.

			33.Students get along well with teachers.

			34.My colleagues seldom take notice of my professional views and opinions.

			35.Teachers show little interest in what is happening in other schools.

			36.I am allowed to do almost as I please in the classroom.

			37.I am encouraged to make decisions without reference to a senior member or staff.

			38.New courses or curriculum materials are seldom implemented in the school.

			39.Tape recorders and cassettes are seldom available when needed.

			40.You can take it easy and still get the work done.

			41.Most students are well mannered and respectful to the school staff.

			42.I feel that I have many friends among my colleagues at this school.

			43.Teachers are keen to learn from their colleagues.

			44.My classes are expected to use prescribed textbooks and prescribed resource materials.

			45.I must ask my subject department head or senior member of staff before I do most things.

			46.There is much experimentation with different teaching approaches.

			47.Facilities are inadequate for catering for a variety of classroom activities and learning groups of different sizes.

			48.Seldom are there deadlines to be met.

			49.Very strict discipline is needed to control many of the students.

			50.I often feel lonely and left out of things in the staffroom.

			51.Teachers show considerable interest in the professional activities of their colleagues.

			52.I am expected to maintain very strict control in the classroom.

			53.I have very little say in the running of the school.

			54.New and different ideas are always being tried out in this school.

			55.Projectors for filmstrips, transparencies, and films are usually available when needed.

			56.It is hard to keep up with your workload.

			Scoring: SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; N = Neither agree or disagree; A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Organizational Health Index-Elementary Schools, Organizational Health Index-Middle Schools, Organizational Health Index-Secondary Schools

			Hoy, W. K., and Tarter, C. J. (1997). The road to open and healthy schools: A handbook for change. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

			Comments: The 43-item OHI-E, the 45-item OHI-M, and the 44-item OHI-S assess the wellness or health of the school climate. Definitions for each aspect of school climate are included. Computer Scoring Programs are available through Arlington Writers Ltd.

			Scale Construction: Several pilot studies were conducted in order to further examine the stability of the factor structures and the reliability of the subscales as well as to increase the sample of schools. Detailed information is provided.

			Sample: The sample for the revised OHI-E consisted of 78 elementary schools in New Jersey. The sample for the revised OHI-M consisted of 86 middle schools in New Jersey. The sample for the revised OHI-S consisted of 78 secondary schools in New Jersey. Over 1,130 secondary teachers from 17 out of 21 counties in New Jersey participated.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficients for the OHI-E were: 0.94 for teacher affiliation, 0.95 for collegial leadership, 0.89 for resource influence, 0.90 for institutional integrity, and 0.87 for academic emphasis. The alpha coefficients for the OHI-M were: 0.94 for teacher affiliation, 0.94 for collegial leadership, 0.96 for resource support, 0.93 for institutional integrity, 0.94 for academic emphasis, and 0.94 for principal influence. The alpha coefficients for the OHI-S were: 0.89 for resource support, 0.91 for institutional integrity, 0.93 for academic emphasis, 0.87 for principal influence, 0.90 for consideration, 0.89 for initiating structure, and 0.92 for morale.

			Validity: Content validity was established by the procedures used to develop the survey. Factor analytic procedures were conducted to establish construct validity.

			Factor Analysis: Five factors were identified for the OHI-E using a principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation. The following five factors accounted for approximately 66 percent of the variance: teacher affiliation (nine items), collegial leadership (10 items), resource influence (seven items), institutional integrity (six items), and academic emphasis (five items). Six factors were identified for the OHI-M using a principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation. The following six factors accounted for approximately 77 percent of the variance: teacher affiliation (eight items), collegial leadership (nine items), resource support (six items), institutional integrity (seven items), academic emphasis (nine items), and principal influence (six items). Seven factors were identified for the OHI-S using a principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation. The following seven factors accounted for approximately 74 percent of the variance: resource support (five items), institutional integrity (seven items), academic emphasis (eight items), principal influence (five items), morale (nine items), consideration (five items), and initiating structure (five items).

			Data Analysis: School means were computed for each item of the OHI-E, OHI-M, and OHI-S. Second-order factor analyses were conducted resulting in a one-factor solution, which was labeled General School Health. Detailed descriptions are presented.
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			OHI-E

			 1. The principal explores all sides of topics and admits that other opinions exist.

			 2. The principal gets what he or she asks for from superiors.

			 3. The principal discusses classroom issues with teachers.

			 4. The principal accepts questions without appearing to snub or quash the teacher.

			 5. Extra materials are available if requested.

			 6. Students neglect to complete homework.

			 7. Students are cooperative during classroom instruction.

			 8. The school is vulnerable to outside pressures.

			 9. The principal is able to influence the actions of his or her superiors.

			10.The principal treats all faculty members as his or her equal.

			11.The principal goes out of his or her way to show appreciation to teachers.

			12.Teachers are provided with adequate materials for their classrooms.

			13.Teachers in this school like each other.

			14.Community demands are accepted even when they are not consistent with the educational program.

			15.The principal lets faculty know what is expected of them.

			16.Teachers receive necessary classroom supplies.

			17.The principal conducts meaningful evaluations.

			18.Students respect others who get good grades.

			19.Teachers feel pressure from the community.

			20.The principal’s recommendations are given serious consideration by his or her superiors.

			21.The principal maintains definite standards of performance.

			22.Supplementary materials are available for classroom use.

			23.Teachers exhibit friendliness to each other.

			24.Students seek extra work so they can get good grades.

			25.Select citizen groups are influential with the board.

			26.The principal looks out for the personal welfare of faculty members.

			27.Teachers express pride in their school.

			28.Teachers identify with the school.

			29.The school is open to the whims of the public.

			30.A few vocal parents can change school policy.

			31.Students try hard to improve on previous work.

			32.Teachers accomplish their jobs with enthusiasm.

			33.The learning environment is orderly and serious.

			34.The principal is friendly and approachable.

			35.There is a feeling of trust and confidence among the staff.

			36.Teachers show commitment to their students.

			37.Teachers are indifferent to each other.

			OHI-M

			 1. The principal explores all sides of topics and admits that other options exist.

			 2. Students make provisions to acquire extra help from teachers.

			 3. The principal gets what he or she asks for from superiors.

			 4. The principal discusses classroom issues with teachers.

			 5. The principal accepts questions without appearing to snub or quash the teacher.

			 6. Extra materials are available if requested.

			 7. Students neglect to complete homework.

			 8. The school is vulnerable to outside pressures.

			 9. The principal is able to influence the actions of his or her superiors.

			10.The principal treats all faculty members as his or her equal.

			11.Teachers are provided with adequate materials for their classrooms.

			12.Teachers in this school like each other.

			13.Community demands are accepted even when they are not consistent with the educational program.

			14.The principal lets faculty know what is expected of them.

			15.Teachers receive necessary classroom supplies.

			16.Students respect others who get good grades.

			17.Good grades are important to the students of this school.

			18.Teachers feel pressure from the community.

			19.The principal’s recommendations are given serious consideration by his or her superiors.

			20.Supplementary materials are available for classroom use.

			21.Teachers exhibit friendliness to each other.

			22.Students seek extra work so they can get good grades.

			23.Select citizen groups are influential with the board.

			24.The principal looks out for the personal welfare of faculty members.

			25.The school is open to the whims of the public.

			26.A few vocal parents can change school policy.

			27.Students try hard to improve on previous work.

			28.Teachers accomplish their jobs with enthusiasm.

			29.The learning environment is orderly and serious.

			30.The principal is friendly and approachable.

			31.Teachers show commitment to their students.

			32.Teachers are indifferent to each other.

			33.Teachers are protected from unreasonable community and parental demands.

			34.The principal is able to work well with the superintendent.

			35.The principal is willing to make changes.

			36.Teachers have access to needed instructional material.

			37.Teachers in this school are cool and aloof to each other.

			38.Teachers in this school believe that their students have the ability to achieve academically.

			39.The principal is understanding when personal concerns cause teachers to arrive late or leave early.

			40.Our school gets its fair share of resources from the district.

			41.The principal is rebuffed by the superintendent.

			42.Teachers volunteer to help each other.

			43.The principal is effective in securing the superintendent’s approval for new programs or activities.

			44.Academically oriented students in this school are ridiculed by their peers.

			45.Teachers do favors for each other.

			OHI-S

			 1. Teachers are protected from unreasonable community and parental demands.

			 2. The principal gets what he or she asks for from superiors.

			 3. The principal is friendly and approachable.

			 4. The principal asks that faculty members follow standard rules and regulations.

			 5. Extra materials are available if requested.

			 6. Teachers do favors for each other.

			 7. Students in this school can achieve the goals that have been set for them.

			 8. The school is vulnerable to outside pressures.

			 9. The principal is able to influence the actions of his or her superiors.

			10.The principal treats all faculty members as his or her equal.

			11.The principal makes his or her attitudes clear to the school.

			12.Teachers are provided with adequate materials for their classrooms.

			13.Teachers in this school like each other.

			14.The school sets high standards for academic performance.

			15.Community demands are accepted even when they are not consistent with the educational program.

			16.The principal is able to work well with the superintendent.

			17.The principal puts suggestions made by the faculty into operation.

			18.The principal lets faculty know what is expected of them.

			19.Teachers receive necessary classroom supplies.

			20.Teachers are indifferent to each other.

			21.Students respect others who get good grades.

			22.Teachers feel pressure from the community.

			23.The principal’s recommendations are given serious consideration by his or her superiors.

			24.The principal is willing to make changes.

			25.The principal maintains definite standards of performance.

			26.Supplementary materials are available for classroom use.

			27.Teachers exhibit friendliness to each other.

			28.Students seek extra work so they can get good grades.

			29.Select citizen groups are influential with the board.

			30.The principal is impeded by superiors.

			31.The principal looks out for the personal welfare of faculty members.

			32.The principal schedules the work to be done.

			33.Teachers have access to needed instructional material.

			34.Teachers in this school are cool and aloof to each other.

			35.Teachers in this school believe that their students have the ability to achieve academically.

			36.The school is open to the whims of the public.

			37.The morale of teachers is high.

			38.Academic achievement is recognized and acknowledged by the school.

			39.A few vocal parents can change school policy.

			40.There is a feeling of trust and confidence among the staff.

			41.Students try hard to improve on previous work.

			42.Teachers accomplish their jobs with enthusiasm.

			43.The learning environment is orderly and serious.

			44.Teachers identify with the school.

			Scoring: RO = Rarely Occurs; SO = Sometimes Occurs; O = Often Occurs; and VFO = Very Frequently Occurs.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. (Hoy, W. K., and Tarter, C. J. (1997). The road to open and healthy schools: A handbook for change. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press)

			Organizational Climate Index

			Stern, G. G. (1970). People in context: Measuring person-environment congruence in education and industry. New York: Wiley.

			Comments: The Organizational Climate Index (OCI) is one of a set of indexes (CCI, AI, HSCI) developed by George Stern and his associates. They were developed to measure both the personality needs of the individual and the psychological character of the environment (organization). The OCI is a measure of the environmental character of the organization. The Stern indices are based on the 30 Need-Press scales (model) of H. A. Murray, who stressed that explained behavior was a function of the relationship between an individual (personality needs) and the organization (environmental press). The OCI is a general instrument that can be used to characterize the psychological climate of a wide variety of organizations. According to Stern, needs are the tendencies that give unity and direction to an individual’s behavior. Press describes the conditions that represent obstacles to the expression of a need or make such expression easier. Press can be further differentiated as either beta press or consensual beta press. Beta press is the private interpretation that each individual places on events around him. Consensual beta press recognizes that people who share a common ideology also tend to share a common interpretation of events. The OCI measures organizational members’ interpretations of events, or beta press. When group mean scores are developed such scores provide a measure of consensual beta press.

			Scale Construction: The OCI (long form) is a 300-item instrument, 10 items for each of Murray’s 30 need-press scales. The short form, which is included here, is an 80-item instrument.

			Sample: The instrument was originally developed with college students and in five public schools in upstate New York. However, the instrument has been used extensively in research since the late 1950s.

			Reliability: Reliability assessments are provided with KR-20 estimates of internal consistency. These estimates calculated on 931 public school teachers for the 30 press scales ranged from 0.23 to 0.87. The low estimates suggest that some scales should be treated with caution because of possible attenuation of relationships due to low reliability.

			Validity: Primary validity information is in the form of significant differences among the average press scores from different organizational settings. Correlations of OCI factors or profiles with other criteria are also provided.

			Factor Analysis: A principal component analysis with an equimax rotation yielded six first-order factors and two second-order factors. The second-order factors are Development Press and Control Press; the first order are Intellectual Climate, Supportiveness, Orderliness, Achievement Standards, Practicalness, and Impulse Control.
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			Organizational Climate Index (Short Form)

			 1. Work programs are well organized and progress systematically from week to week.

			 2. People here express their feelings openly and enthusiastically.

			 3. Everyone here has a strong sense of being a member of the team.

			 4. There is a lot of group spirit.

			 5. Administrative policy, goals, and objectives are carefully explained to everyone.

			 6. When people here disagree with an administrative decision, they work to get it changed.

			 7. People here put a great deal of energy into everything they do.

			 8. Improving one’s knowledge of important works of art, music, and drama is encouraged here.

			 9. One of the values most stressed here is open-mindedness.

			10.Social events get a lot of enthusiasm and support.

			11.People who have friends of the opposite sex show their affection openly.

			12.People find others eager to help them get started.

			13.People here spend a great deal of time thinking about and discussing complex problems.

			14.The ability to plan ahead is highly valued here.

			15.Many social activities are unplanned and spontaneous.

			16.People are expected to have a great deal of social grace and polish.

			17.Untidy reports or ones that depart from a specified style are almost certain to be returned unaccepted.

			18.Most people here go to lots of parties and other social activities.

			19.There are many facilities and opportunities for individual creative activity.

			20.Most people here love to dance.

			21.Personality and pull are more important than competence in getting ahead around here.

			22.The administrative staff are often joked about or criticized.

			23.Most activities here are planned carefully.

			24.People here speak up openly and freely.

			25.People here are not only expected to have ideas but to do something about them.

			26.Good manners and making a good impression are important here.

			27.The activities of charities and social agencies are strongly supported.

			28.Criticism is taken as a personal affront in this organization.

			29.Neatness in this place is the rule rather than the exception.

			30.Male-female relationships sometimes become quite serious.

			31.Many people here enjoy talking about poetry, philosophy, or religion.

			32.Everyone is helped to get acquainted.

			33.All work assignments are laid out well in advance, so that people can plan their own schedules accordingly.

			34.People here thrive on difficulty—the tougher things get, the harder everyone works.

			35.Individuals who are not properly groomed are likely to have this called to their attention.

			36.Service to the community is regarded as a major responsibility of the institution.

			37.People here are not really concerned with deep philosophical or ethical matters.

			38.Good work is really recognized around here.

			39.Work is checked to see if it is done properly and on time.

			40.Administrators are practical and efficient in the way they dispatch their business.

			41.There are no favorites in this place; everyone gets treated alike.

			42.People here can get so absorbed in their work they often lose all sense of time or personal comfort.

			43.People frequently do things on the spur of the moment.

			44.Proper social forms and manners are not particularly important here.

			45.Few people here are challenged by deep thinking.

			46.People set high standards of achievement for themselves here.

			47.New ideas are always being tried here.

			48.People here tend to take the easy way out when things get tough.

			49.Administrators put a lot of energy and enthusiasm into directing this program.

			50.People here talk about their future imaginatively and with enthusiasm.

			51.There is a general idea of appropriate dress which everyone follows.

			52.There always seem to be a lot of little quarrels going on here.

			53.It’s easy to get a group together for games, soda, movies, etc.

			54.The work atmosphere emphasizes efficiency and usefulness.

			55.People spend a great deal of time together socially.

			56.There is not wasted time here; everything has been planned right to the minute.

			57.Discussions about improving society are common here.

			58.Unusual or exciting plans are encouraged here.

			59.People here feel free to express themselves impulsively.

			60.People here expect to help out with fund drives, CARE, Red Cross, etc.

			61.There is a specific place for everything and everyone here.

			62.People here often get involved in long, serious intellectual discussions.

			63.The administrative staff will go out of its way to help you with your work.

			64.Many people here read magazines and books involving history, economics, or political science.

			65.Looking and acting “right” is expected.

			66.The people here are easily moved by the misfortunes or distress of others.

			67.Everyone has the same opportunity to make good.

			68.Communications within the organization is always carried on through formal channels.

			69.Most activities here present a real personal challenge.

			70.People ask permission before deviating from common policies or practices.

			71.There is a recognized group of leaders who receive special privileges.

			72.People here feel they must really work hard because of the important nature of their work.

			73.Parties are colorful and lively here.

			74.Programs here are quickly changed to meet new conditions.

			75.People are always carefully dressed and neatly groomed.

			76.“Lending a helping hand” could very well be the motto of this place.

			77.There is considerable interest in the analysis of value systems and the relativity of societies and ethics.

			78.There is a lot of interest in the philosophy and goals of science here.

			79.Frank discussions about sec are not uncommon among people here.

			80.People here are usually quick to help each other out.

			Scoring: T–True. Generally true or characteristic of the organization, is something which occurs or might occur, is the way people tend to feel or act. F–False. Generally false or not characteristic of the organization, is something which is not likely to occur, is not the way people tend to feel or act.

			Reprinted with permission of Carl R. Steinhoff.

			Communication

			Effects of Teacher Immediacy Questionnaire

			Crump, C. A. (1996). Teacher immediacy: What students consider to be effective teacher behaviors. ERIC ED 390 099.

			Comments: The 24-item Effects of Teacher Immediacy Questionnaire (ETIQ) measures teachers’ use of eight nonverbal and four verbal immediacy behaviors and the impact of these 12 immediacy behaviors on their students. There are two questions for each behavior. The questionnaire was developed as a result of the research examined by Gorham (1988).

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 70 community college students taking communications courses who volunteered to participate in the study.

			Reliability: The author states that the questionnaire has reliability.

			Validity: The results of a review of the literature and prior studies with this questionnaire provide support for its face validity.

			Data Analysis: The following 12 immediacy behaviors are presented in rank order in terms of the most motivating: humor, dynamic delivery, vocal variation, personal examples, friendly, eye contact, time outside of class, using “our” and “we,” learn student names, physical distance, physical appearance, and appropriate touch. Means and standard deviations are reported.
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			Effects of Teacher Immediacy Questionnarie

			 1. I tend to pay attention when an instructor makes eye contact with me.

			 2. I want to listen to instructors who use gestures, movement, and who have a dynamic delivery.

			 3. I lose interest in attending classes taught by instructors who are sloppy in their appearance.

			 4. I look forward to going to classes when the instructor uses humor frequently.

			 5. I feel comfortable in a class where the instructor smiles and is friendly.

			 6. It is hard for me to listen to an instructor in a monotone.

			 7. I tend to work harder in classes in which the instructor has learned my name.

			 8. I daydream in classes when an instructor fails to use good eye contact.

			 9. I get bored when an instructor lectures using few gestures or movements.

			10.Vocal variation and vocal expressiveness in instructors aids in holding my attention.

			11.When an instructor spends time with me outside of class (stays late and comes early), I tend to skip that class less than other classes.

			12.I am more interested in what instructors say when they dress professionally.

			13.I do not like it when an instructor uses humor in the classroom.

			14.I feel a sense of belonging when an instructor uses the term “our class.”

			15.Instructors that pat me on the back or use touch appropriately make me feel comfortable.

			16.I tend to pay attention when an instructor walks around the room and decreases the physical distance between himself/herself and the class.

			17.I learn more when instructors give personal examples during class discussions.

			18.Instructors that smile a lot and are friendly make me nervous.

			19.I dislike instructors who do not learn my name.

			20.I feel that it is inappropriate for instructors to use personal examples during class.

			21.When an instructor touches me, I feel uncomfortable.

			22.I think the instructor should keep a physical distance between themselves and their students.

			23.I feel uncomfortable when instructors use words like “we” and “our” referring to the class.

			24.I think that it is inappropriate for instructors to spend time with students before and after class.

			Scoring: Strongly agree = 1; agree = 2; are undecided = 3; disagree = 4; and strongly disagree = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. Measurement instrument copyright © by Charla A. Crump.

			Communication Training Impact Questionnaire

			DeWine, S. (1987). Evaluation of organizational communication competency: The development of the Communication Training Impact Questionnaire. Journal of Applied Communication Research 15:113–27.

			Comments: The 20-item Communication Training Impact Questionnaire (CTIQ) assesses behavioral changes and application in work situations of training impact. This questionnaire, which is based on the model of training impact developed by Kirkpatrick, corresponds to level three in Kirkpatrick’s research (improvements in job behavior). The other three levels that he examines are: general reaction; knowledge, attitudes or skills; and organizational results. In addition to the CTIQ, there is also a 13-item Supervisor’s Training Impact Questionnaire that measures the impact of the training program on the worker’s job.

			Scale Construction: Based upon a review of the literature and topics recommended by Cornwell (1980), 31 items were written to fit into five categories. The results of factor analytic procedures reduced the total number of items to 20.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 267 people who were taking some kind of communication training program. The participants filled out the questionnaire between two and four weeks after finishing the training. The majority of the participants were middle managers (110), then college students enrolled in a leadership training program (63), 60 student doctors, and 34 workers in a financial organization.

			Reliability: An alpha coefficient of 0.88 is reported for the entire sample. For middle managers the alpha coefficient was 0.87; 0.93 for college students; and 0.90 for student doctors and workers in a financial organization.

			Validity: An oblique factor analysis and scree test yielded two factors: relationship of training to job and skilled performance. Relationship of training to the job consists of items 1–4, 10, 14, and 20–23; and skill performance consists of items 5–9, 11–13, 16, and 19. Evidence of predictive validity was also presented.

			Data Analysis: Means and standard deviations are presented as well as the results of the factor analysis.
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			Communication Training Impact Questionnaire

			 1. I use this skill regularly on the job.

			 2. After this training program I would perform this skill without practicing.

			 3. I didn’t learn this skill in the training program, so I had to learn it on the job.

			 4. I perform the skill differently on the job because work conditions don’t permit me to perform it the way I learned in the training program.

			 5. I perform the skills differently on the job because the skill doesn’t work the way I learned it in training.

			 6. I perform the skill differently on the job because my supervisor told me to do it differently.

			 7. I never perform this skill on the job.

			 8. The skill isn’t part of my job.

			 9. I get help to perform the skill because I didn’t learn it in the training program.

			10.I don’t perform the skill on the job because the skill is too difficult for me.

			11.I don’t perform the skill on the job because the skill comes up so rarely that I forgot how to do it.

			12.I don’t perform the skill because I was assigned a different job.

			13.I learned to perform the task well in the training program because the program was effective.

			14.The skill could be learned from a manual or an instruction sheet as easily as in a training program.

			15.I had trouble learning the skill because the training program was confusing.

			16.The skill would have been easier to learn with more reference materials.

			17.Because of learning this skill I feel more comfortable about doing my job.

			18.Because of attending this training program, I feel better about the company.

			19.After attending this training program, I am interested in attending other training programs.

			20.I think my participation in this training program will help me to advance in the company.

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Sometimes Agree and Sometimes Disagree = 3; Agree = 4; and Strongly Agree = 5. Scoring is reversed on the following items: 3–12 and 14–16.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. (Taken from DeWine, S. [1987]. Evaluation of organizational communication competency: The development of the Communication Training Impact Questionnaire. Journal of Applied Communication Research 15:113–27.)

			Communication Relationships Scale and Receiver Information Scale

			Goldhaber, G., et al. (1977). The ICA communication audit survey instrument. International Communication Association.

			Comments: This survey is composed of two related questionnaires: the Communication Relationships Scale and the Receiver Information Scale. The Communication Relationships Scale is a 15-item questionnaire that measures communication skills between supervisor and subordinates. It taps behaviors applicable to an organizational setting. The Receiver Information Scale consists of 13 items focusing on organizational topic areas extracted from the Communications Relationships Scale.

			Sample: One study used 300 faculty from a midwestern university.

			Reliability: The Receiver Information Scale had coefficient alpha estimate of 0.88. The Communication Relationships Scale had four subscales (factors): immediate supervisor, 0.94; personal influence, 0.81; coworkers, 0.76; and top management, 0.88.

			Validity: No validity studies were mentioned other than the factor analysis discussed below.

			Factor Analysis: A principal component analysis produced four factors for the Communication Relationships Scale. The factor names are listed under Reliability. The Receiver Information Scale is considered to be a unidimensional scale.
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			Communication Relationship Scale

			 1. My relationship with the chair/head of my department is satisfying.

			 2. I trust my chair/head.

			 3. My chair/head listens to me.

			 4. My chair/head is honest with me.

			 5. My chair/head is friendly with his/her faculty members.

			 6. I can tell my chair/head when things are going wrong.

			 7. My chair/head praises me for a good job.

			 8. I have a say in decisions that affect my job.

			 9. I influence operations in my department.

			10.I have a part in accomplishing my organization’s goals.

			11.I trust my coworkers.

			12.My coworkers get along with each other.

			13.My relationship with my coworkers is satisfying.

			14.I trust top management.

			15.Top administrators are sincere in their efforts to communicate with faculty members.

			Scoring: 1 = Strongly Agree; 2 = Agree; 3 = Uncertain; 4 = Disagree; and 5 = Strongly Disagree.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Receiving Information Scale

			 1. How well I am doing in my position

			 2. My job duties

			 3. Department policies

			 4. Pay and benefits

			 5. How technical changes affect my position

			 6. Mistakes and failures of my department

			 7. How I am being judged

			 8. How my job related problems are being handled

			 9. How department decisions are made that affect my position

			10.Promotion and advancement opportunities in my department

			11.Important new program developments in my organization

			12.How my job relates to the total department

			13.Specific problems faced by administration

			Scoring: 1 = Very Little; 2 = Little; 3 = Some; 4 = Great; and 5 = Very Great.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Communicator Competence Questionnaire

			Monge, P. R., et al. (nd). Communicator competence in the workplace: Model testing and scale development. Communication Yearbook 5.

			Comments: The 12-item Communicator Competence Questionnarie (CCQ) was developed to measure communication competence in either supervisors or subordinates. Supervisors are asked to evaluate their subordinates and subordinates evaluate the supervisor.

			Scale Construction: Items were developed to represent encoding and decoding skills appropriate for the workplace. Seven encoding items focus on specific behaviors such as being able to express one’s ides clearly, having a good command of the language, and being easy to understand. Five decoding items focus on skills such as listening, responding to messages quickly, and attentiveness.

			Sample: Samples were taken from two large firms in the same industry in the Midwest. One sample consisted of 220 respondents—supervisor-subordinate dyads. The second sample consisted of 60 staff people of manufacturing firm.

			Validity: Convergent validity was assessed by correlating the competence scores on each factor with two global measures of competence. This analysis was conducted for both the supervisor and the subordinate data. The correlation between these measures was 0.74 offering reasonably good evidence for the convergent validity of the scales.

			Factor Analysis: An oblique confirmatory factor analysis produced two factors—an encoding factor and a decoding factor. The two factors are free to covary and are significantly correlated.

			References
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			Communication Competence Questionnaire

			 1. My subordinate has a good command of the language.

			 2. My subordinate is sensitive to others’ needs of the moment.

			 3. My subordinate typically gets right to the point.

			 4. My subordinate pays attention to what other people say to him or her.

			 5. My subordinate can deal with others effectively.

			 6. My subordinate is a good listener.

			 7. My subordinate’s writing is difficult to understand.

			 8. My subordinate expresses his or her ideas clearly.

			 9. My subordinate is difficult to understand when he or she speaks.

			10.My subordinate generally says the right thing at the right time.

			11.My subordinate is easy to talk to.

			12.My subordinate usually responds to messages (memos, phone calls, reports, etc.) quickly.

			Scoring: YES! = very strong agreement; YES = strong agreement; yes = mild agreement; ? = neutral feelings of the language; NO! = very strong disagreement; NO = strong disagreement; no = mild disagreement.

			Reprinted with permission of Sage Publications, Inc.

			Communication Effectiveness Questionnaire

			Viggiano, M. A. (1990). The relationship between the communicator style of the principal and the principal’s effectiveness as a communicator in instructional matters. EdD dissertation New York University.

			Comments: This instrument is an adaptation, and refinement, of a questionnaire developed by the University of Washington for the Seattle Schools for use in their effective schools project. The instrument is designed to determine teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s effectiveness as a communicator. Communicator effectiveness is the ability of the principal to communicate clearly to teachers about instructional matters.

			Sample: The initial sample was composed of 331 teachers and 10 principals.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient for the scale is 0.90.

			Validity: A panel of judges, teachers and principals, were used to establish the content validity of the instrument.

			References

			DeVito, J. A. (1976). The interpersonal communication book. New York: Harper and Row.
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			Communication Effectiveness Questionnaire

			 1. My principal provides a clear vision of what our school is all about.

			 2. My principal conducts formal discussions concerning the improvement of instruction.

			 3. My principal conducts formal discussions concerning student achievement.

			 4. Improved instructional practice results from discussion with my principal.

			 5. My principal provides me with information on current instructional topics.

			 6. My principal facilitates my participation in staff development opportunities.

			 7. My principal promotes an ongoing review of instructional materials.

			 8. My principal uses clearly established criteria for judging my performance in the classroom.

			 9. My principal provides frequent feedback concerning my classroom performance.

			10.My principal is available to address my instructional concerns.

			Scoring: A five-point Likert scale ranges from Little or None = 1 to Frequently or Always = 5.

			Reprinted with permission from Martha Viggiano.

			Conflict

			Management of Differences Inventory

			Kindler, H. S. (1981). Management of Differences Inventory. Pacific Palisades, CA: Center for Management Effectiveness.

			Comments: The 36-item MODI measures the way employees handle differences. It provides the respondents with an analysis of their style for dealing with disagreement, managing differences, and conflict.

			Sample: Over 200 managers were asked: “When your views on a work-related issue differ from the views of another person who also has a stake in the issue, how do you prepare to deal with the situation?” Based upon their responses, two dimensions emerged: viewpoint flexibility and interaction intensity.

			Dimensions: Viewpoint flexibility reflects the importance and attainability of a person’s position and what could be learned by listening to other points of view. Interaction intensity reflects the amount of involvement by the person and the type of relationship desired. Using these two dimensions, nine approaches for managing differences are identified. The nine approaches are: maintain, smooth, dominate, decide by rule, coexist, bargain, yield, release, and collaborate. For each of these approaches, intents, processes, applications, and examples are presented.
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			Management of Differences Inventory

			 1. A. I let emotions and tensions cool before taking decisive action.

			B. We find some formula or other criteria we both agree on.

			 2. A. I assert myself to gain what I’m after.

			B. We jointly develop a mutually agreeable plan that merges both views.

			 3. A. I follow my view, and the other person follows his or her view.

			B. I give in on some points to get my way on others.

			 4. A. I place more emphasis on similarities and less emphasis on differences.

			B. We find logical rules we both agree on as the basis for our decision.

			 5. A. We take action that lets both parties retain their positions, at least on an interim basis.

			B. Within agreed-upon limits, I give control to the other person.

			 6. A. I gain agreement for my position by avoiding detail on which we may disagree.

			B. I try solutions proposed by the other person.

			 7. A. I push to have my approach or my ideas prevail.

			B. I go along with the other person’s view.

			 8. A. We work out a fair combination of gains and losses for both of us.

			B. I get both our concerns out in the open, and we problem solve together.

			 9. A. I wait until I feel better prepared to take action.

			B. I let the other person come up with the plan.

			10.A. I avoid unnecessary problems by delaying action.

			B. We agree to disagree, at least for a while or on an experimental basis.

			11.A. I sell the person who disagrees with me on accepting my view by emphasizing its positive features.

			B. I fully express my ideas and feelings, and urge the other person to do the same.

			12.A. We find some formula to resolve our differences.

			B. We find solutions in which gains balance out losses for both parties.

			13.A. I do what it takes to get my ideas accepted.

			B. I allow the other person, within limits, to resolve our issue.

			14.A. We mutually agree on rules or procedures to resolve our differences.

			B. I accommodate myself to the other person’s view.

			15.A. I gain compliance to my views.

			B. We acknowledge and allow each other’s differences.

			16.A. I go along with the views of the other person.

			B. We work together to integrate ideas of both persons.

			17.A. I minimize presenting information that makes my position less attractive.

			B. Within a given framework, I let the other person handle the issue.

			18.A. I wait until I have more information or emotions cool.

			B. We find a mutually acceptable compromise by which to resolve our differences.

			19.A. I delay suggesting changes until the timing feels right.

			B. I don’t resist the views of the other person.

			20.A. We find mutually agreeable procedures (such as taking a vote or an appropriate test).

			B. We find ways to jointly reframe our differences to satisfy both our needs.

			21.A. I give in on some points if I believe the other person will reciprocate.

			B. I state my expectation and concerns and let the other person work out a solution.

			22.A. I show the other person that in the final analysis our views aren’t very different.

			B. I give the other person a turn or concession if I believe he or she will do the same for me.

			23.A. We find ways that allow each of us to pursue our individual viewpoints.

			B. We find solutions that take both our views into account.

			24.A. I deal with differences only after waiting until I feel the time is right.

			B. I act in ways that advance my position.

			25.A. We mutually agree on a rule or procedure that will decide the issue.

			B. We find ways in which we can both pursue our respective points of view.

			26.A. I yield to the other person’s views.

			B. Given acceptable boundaries, I am willing to have the other person handle the issue.

			27.A. I prevail on the other person to change his or her mind.

			B. I establish an objective basis with the other person for resolving our differences.

			28.A. I put off dealing with our differences until I have enough information.

			B. I resolve our differences by emphasizing where we are not so far apart in our thinking.

			29.A. We settle our differences by working out a compromise solution.

			B. I accommodate myself to the other person’s approach.

			30.A. I point out that our differences aren’t substantial enough to argue over.

			B. I oppose the other person’s view.

			31.A. I defer making changes until I have adequate support.

			B. We find new perspectives that satisfy both our needs.

			32.A. I express some, but not all the negative aspects of my position.

			B. I get agreement from the other person to live with our differences, at least for a period of time.

			33.A. We jointly agree to accept a criterion or the decision of a third party as the basis for resolving our differences.

			B. Within stated bounds, I encourage the other person to take the initiative.

			34.A. I play to win.

			B. I make adjustments when the other person is willing to do the same.

			35.A. I urge the other person to take the initiative within defined limits.

			B. We integrate the ideas expressed by both individuals.

			36.A. We agree to follow our separate paths until joint action seems feasible.

			B. I go along with the other person’s ideas.

			Scoring: For every pair of items, three points are to be divided between the two alternatives to indicate frequency. Very often = 3; Moderately often = 2; Occasionally = 1; and Rarely or Never = 0. A profile that indicates management or differences/disagreement is included as part of the scoring. In addition, viewpoint flexibility/interaction intensity scoring is also provided. Finally, there is an explanation for each of the nine approaches.

			Reprinted with permission of Herbert S. Kindler, PhD, Center for Management Effectiveness, P.O. Box 1202, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272.

			Organizational Communication Conflict Instrument

			Putnam, L., and Wilson, C. (1982). Communication strategies in organizational conflict: Reliability and validity of a measurement scale. In M. Burgoon, (ed.), Communication Yearbook. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

			Comments: The authors contend that the Organizational Communication Conflict Instrument (OCCI) is different from other conflict assessment instruments in that it focuses on behavioral choices that respondents make rather than a person’s individual style of dealing with conflict.

			Reliability: Internal consistency was assessed by the alpha coefficient. The three subscales were: nonconfrontation, 0.93; solution-orientation, 0.88, and control, 0.82.

			Factor Analysis: Factor analysis produced three factors that account for 56 percent of the common variance. The nonconfrontation dimension consists of both smoothing and avoidance strategies; solution-orientation consists of compromise and collaborative strategies; and control refers to the polarized behaviors of the individual in group situations.
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			Organizational Communication Conflict Instrument

			 1. I blend my ideas with others to create new alternatives for resolving conflict.

			 2. I shy away from topics that are sources of disputes.

			 3. I insist that my position be accepted during a conflict.

			 4. I suggest solutions that combine a variety of viewpoints.

			 5. I steer clear of disagreeable situations.

			 6. I avoid a person I suspect of wanting to discuss a disagreement.

			 7. I look for middle-of-the-road solutions.

			 8. I give in a little on my ideas when the other person also gives in.

			 9. I minimize the significance of conflict.

			10.I integrate arguments into a solution from issues raised in a dispute.

			11.I stress my point by hitting my fist on the table.

			12.I will go fifty-fifty to reach a settlement.

			13.I raise my voice when trying to get another person to accept my position.

			14.I offer creative solutions in discussions of disagreement.

			15.I keep quiet about views in order to avoid disagreements.

			16.I frequently give in a little if the other person will meet me halfway.

			17.I downplay the importance of a disagreement.

			18.I reduce disagreements by saying they are insignificant.

			19.I meet the opposition at the midpoint of our differences.

			20.I assert my opinion forcefully.

			21.I dominate arguments until the other person understands my position.

			22.I suggest we work together to create solutions to disagreements.

			23.I try to use everyone’s ideas to generate solutions to problems.

			24.I offer tradeoffs to reach solutions to problems.

			25.I argue for my stance.

			26.I withdraw when someone confronts me about a controversial issue.

			27.I sidestep disagreements when they arise.

			28.I try to smooth over disagreements by making them appear unimportant.

			29.I stand firm in my views during a conflict.

			30.I take a tough stand, refusing to retreat.

			Scoring: Ranges from Strongly Agree = 1 to Strongly Disagree = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of Earl E. McDowell.

			Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory II

			Rahim, M. A., and Psenicka, C. (1984). Comparison of reliability and validity of unweighted and factor scales. Psychological Reports 55:439–45.

			Comments: The 35-item Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory (ROCI) II measures the degree of interpersonal conflict with superiors, subordinates, and peers.

			Sample: Responses were received from 1,219 executives representing 25 different industries. The respondents represented top, middle, and lower management. The sample only included 50 women.

			Reliability: The five scales obtained alpha coefficients ranging from 0.72 to 0.77.

			Validity: Analysis of variance and discriminant functions analysis were used to determine whether the five conflict scales could discriminate how an executive handles conflict with boss, subordinates, or peers. An attempt was made to cross-validate the discriminant functions that correctly classified 52 percent of the cases into the three managerial groups.

			Factor Analysis: Five factors were extracted with a principal factoring with a varimax rotation. The five factors accounted for 89 percent of the common variance. Only items with loadings greater than 0.40 were retained on the factor. The five scales (factors) are: integrating, obliging, dominating, avoiding, and compromising.
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			Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory II

			 1. I try to investigate into an issue with my ___ to find a solution acceptable to us.

			 2. I generally try to satisfy the needs of my ___.

			 3. I attempt to avoid being “put on the spot” and try to keep my conflict with my ___ to myself.

			 4. I try to integrate my ideas with those of my ___ to come up with a decision jointly.

			 5. I give some to get some.

			 6. I try to work with my ___ to find solutions to a problem which satisfy our expectations.

			 7. I usually avoid open discussion of my differences with my ___ .

			 8. I usually hold on to my solution to a problem.

			 9. I try to find a middle course to resolve an impasse.

			10.I use my influence to get my ideas accepted.

			11.I use my authority to make a decision in my favor.

			12.I usually accommodate the wishes of my ___ .

			13.I give in to the wishes of my ___ .

			14.I win some and I lose some.

			15.I exchange accurate information with my ___ to solve a problem together.

			16.I sometimes help my ___ to make a decision in his favor.

			17.I usually allow concessions to my ___ .

			18.I argue my case with my ___ to show the merits of my position.

			19.I try to play down our differences to reach a compromise.

			20.I usually propose a middle ground for breaking deadlocks.

			21.I negotiate with my ___ so that a compromise can be reached.

			22.I try to stay away from disagreement with my ___ .

			23.I avoid an encounter with my ___ .

			24.I use my expertise to make a decision in my favor.

			25.I often go along with the suggestions of my ___ .

			26.I use “give and take” so that a compromise can be made.

			27.I am generally firm in pursuing my side of the issue.

			28.I try to bring all our concerns out in the open so that the issues can be resolved in the best possible way.

			29.I collaborate with my ___ to come up with decisions acceptable to us.

			30.I try to satisfy the expectations of my ___ .

			31.I sometimes use my power to win a competitive situation.

			32.I try to keep my disagreement with my ___ to myself in order to avoid hard feelings.

			33.I try to avoid unpleasant exchanges with my ___ .

			34.I generally avoid an argument with my ___.

			35.I try to work with my ___ for a proper understanding of a problem.

			Scoring: The word boss, subordinates, or peers appeared in each blank space in the instrument.

			Reprinted with permission from C. Psenicka.

			Culture

			School Work Culture Profile

			Snyder, K. J. (1988). School Work Culture Profile. Tampa, FL: School Management Institute.

			Comments: The 60-item School Work Culture Profile (SWCP), which is based on systems theory, assesses the amount/type of involvement in decision making in four areas. There are 10 dimensions that correspond to the each of the four subscales: organizational planning (school planning, team planning, and individual performance planning); staff development (staff development, clinical supervision, and work group development); program development (instructional management and resource development); and school assessment (quality control and assessing achievement). Definitions are provided for each of the work culture dimensions. Each of these four subscales contains 15 items. Another questionnaire, the Educational Quality Benchmark System (EQBS), is also available. The EQBS assesses the following seven performance areas: visionary leadership, strategic planning, systems thinking and action, information systems, human resource development, quality services, and customer success and satisfaction.

			Scale Construction: A 100-item questionnaire was developed based upon the research. The questionnaire was pilot tested for one year in workshops and a revised questionnaire was field tested in three states. Three years later, the questionnaire was revised and was sent to a national panel of 17 experts.

			Sample: There were 925 participants (teachers and principals) from 112 schools in Florida.

			Reliability: For the first sample (46 elementary school teachers), alpha coefficients ranged from 0.82 to 0.95 on the four subscales. The total reliability coefficient was 0.95. Test-retest reliability (50 elementary school teachers) over a two-week period was 0.78. The results of other reliability studies are reported.

			Validity: Evidence of content and construct validity are provided.

			Factor Analysis: Although a first-order principal components factor analysis originally yielded 10 factors, additional factor analytic procedures were conducted. A second-order factor solution that yielded four factors (continuous improvement, human resource development and group planning, strategic planning and accountability, and collaboration) was accepted.

			Data Analysis: The second-order factor loadings are presented.
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			School Work Culture Profile

			Program Development Dimension

			1.Instructional programs are guided by learning objectives.

			2.Instructional programs facilitate student mastery of learning objectives.

			3.Classroom organization and activities facilitate student learning.

			4.Students are provided sufficient time to succeed in learning tasks.

			5.Parents serve as a resource to the school’s instructional program.

			6.The school’s leadership team helps work groups to succeed.

			Staff Development Dimension

			1.The staff development program builds the school’s capacity to solve problems.

			2.Staff development programs provide opportunities to learn new knowledge.

			3.Staff development programs provide opportunities to practice newly learned skills.

			4.Staff members have opportunities to develop skills for working successfully in a group or team.

			5.Supervision of teaching is based on cooperatively identified goals and emerging needs.

			6.Supervision builds and maintains professional self-esteem.

			Program Development Dimension

			1.Instructional programs are guided by learning objectives.

			2.Instructional programs facilitate student mastery of learning objectives.

			3.Classroom organization and activities facilitate student learning.

			4.Students are provided sufficient time to succeed in learning tasks.

			5.Parents serve as a resource to the school’s instructional program.

			6.The school’s leadership team helps work groups to succeed.

			School Assessment Dimension

			1.Work groups of all types are assessed on their contribution to the achievement of school development goals.

			2.School assessment is based on school development goals.

			3.Work groups are assessed on the extent to which their goals are achieved, and the extent to which they respond to emerging challenges.

			4.Individual staff members are assessed on their contribution to the school’s development goals.

			5.Periodic feedback from sources outside the school is used to modify work practices and programs.

			6.Student achievement is assessed in relation to the school’s development goals, and to emerging challenges and needs.

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Undecided = 3; Agree = 4; and Strongly Agree = 5. Scores are obtained for each of the four subscales and can be plotted on a graph.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Organizational Culture Assessment Inventory

			Steinhoff, C. R., and Owens, R. G. (1988). The Organizational Culture Inventory: A metaphorical analysis of organizational culture in educational settings. Paper presented at American Educational Research Association.

			Comments: This instrument was developed as an objective measure of organizational culture. Two major questions were of concern: (1) What are the essential factors that define the metaphor, Organizational Culture? and (2) How can these factors be evaluated objectively in a given organization? Organizational culture is a pattern of basic assumptions developed by a given group as it learns to cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration. The study of patterns of these assumptions has focused on control mechanisms, values, norms, history, traditions, ceremonies, rituals, heroes, symbols, and informal networks, as well as internalized solutions to internal and external problems.

			Scale Construction: A taxonomy structure of organizational culture was developed from a review of the literature. This taxonomy has six dimensions that define the culture of a school: (1) the history of the organization; (2) values and beliefs of the organization; (3) myths and stories that explain the organization; (4) cultural norms of the organization; (5) traditions, rituals, and ceremonies; and (6) heroes and heroines of the organization.

			Sample: The development of the instrument constituted two samples: (1) Several classes of graduate students provided 56 responses representing 47 individual schools. (2) Data were collected from eight elementary schools, which represented the major themes identified in the initial analysis.

			Data Analysis: The analysis of the initial data produced descriptions of four cultural phenotypes that differentiate in terms of the metaphorical language recognized by respondents as characteristic of the schools in which they work.

			1.The Family—Approximately one-third of the respondents referred to their schools as the family, home, team, or womb. The principal was described as a parent (strong or weak), nurturer, friend, sibling, or coach.

			2.Modern Times—Many respondents described their schools using the metaphor of the machine. They were described as well-oiled machines, political machines, beehives of activity, or rust machines.

			3.The Cabaret—Some respondents described their schools as a circus, a broadway show, a banquet, or a well-choreographed ballet performed by well-appreciated artists.

			4.The Little Shop of Horrors—A small percentage described their school as unpredictable, tension-filled nightmares having the characteristics of Paris during the French Revolution. Teachers in these schools lead isolated lives; there is little social activity.

			Reference
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			Organizational Culture Assessment Inventory

			 1. Every school has a unique history all of its own. Teachers know something of that history even if they have not worked there for a long time, because people talk about things that went on in former times. Some of these events may have been powerful incidents in the community that affected the school, and others may be purely internal matters that might seem unimportant or even mundane to outsiders.

			Please describe in a brief paragraph some of the more important events or trends that helped to shape the character of your school as it is today.

			 2. Schools usually espouse some official, formal, public set of values and beliefs. Ordinarily these appear in handbooks, newsletters, speeches, and so on. But in day-to-day work, a school may sometimes seem to be operating from values and beliefs that are different from the official public statements. The latter values and beliefs are, of course, often implicitly understood but not often talked about.

			In a brief paragraph, please describe the actual, functional values and beliefs that are important in your school.

			 3. People who work in schools very often tell stories—perhaps mythical, or apocryphal, or humorous—that help to explain what life in them is really like.

			Briefly describe a common story that is likely to be told to a newcomer by an “old hand” in your school to impress upon the individual “how things are really done around here.”

			 4. Every school has established but unwritten expectations for behavior on the job.

			In a brief paragraph, please describe some of the most important expectations that have to be met in your school in order to get along.

			 5. Schools often develop informal customs, or rituals, that are more or less unique. For example, in one school that we know of there is a bridge game going on in the teachers’ lounge every day with different people sitting in as they come off of hall and cafeteria duty. In another school, the principal has an informal coffee klatch in the school kitchen every morning, and so on.

			In a brief paragraph, please describe any such rituals that are important in the daily life of your school.

			 6. Schools seem to have at least one person, either now or in the past, who is thought of with great respect (or even reverence) because he or she is/was so outstanding in the life of the school.

			If you can think of such an individual in the history of your school, please describe in a brief paragraph why it is that the individual is so well-regarded.

			 7. In responding to the previous questions, you have provided a rich description of important aspects of the culture of your school. But the culture of a school is a total entity, even greater than the sum of its parts. We now would like you to summarize the descriptions that you have provided by using metaphors as a way to convey the essence of the culture of your school. A metaphor identifies one object with another and ascribes to the first object one or more qualities of the second. For example, some administrators speak of the school as a family.

			People often use metaphors to succinctly describe complex ideas. For example, when we say that a school is a “well-oiled machine,” that metaphor makes clear what that particular school is really like in the eyes of the people who work in it. For another example, for teachers to speak of a principal as being “Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde” tells us a lot about the impact of the behavior of that individual principal on the teachers in that particular school.

			In this sense, considering the descriptions that you have already written, what one best metaphor would you use to complete the following sentences:

			a.My school “is” a (an, the) ___ .

			b.Please explain why you chose this metaphor.

			c.The principal in my school “is” a (an, the) ___ .

			d.Please explain.

			e.The typical teacher in my school “is” a (an, the) ___ .

			f.Please explain why you chose this metaphor.

			g.The typical student in my school “is” a (an, the) ___ .

			h.Please explain why you chose this metaphor.

			i.The community in which my school is situated “is” a (an, the) ___ .

			j.Please explain.

			 8. What, in your opinion, would be the metaphor for the ideal school?

			 9. What, in your opinion, would be the metaphor for the ideal school principal?

			10.What, in your opinion, would be the metaphor for the ideal teacher?

			11.What, in your opinion, would be the metaphor for the ideal student?

			12.What, in your opinion, would be the metaphor for the ideal school community?

			Scoring: Responses are scored on the basis of school metaphor.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Decision Making

			Decisional Participation Scale

			Alutto, J. A., and Belasco, J. A. (1972). Patterns of teacher participation in school system decision making. Educational Administration Quarterly 9:27–41.

			Comments: A 12-item instrument designed to measure a teacher’s actual and desired rates of participation in decision making. Individuals can be categorized as decisional deprived, at equilibrium, or saturated.

			Sample: Teachers were taken from two school districts in western New York State, resulting in a sample of 454 teachers.

			Reliability: Test-retest reliability estimates exceeded 0.80 for all sections of the questionnaire.

			Validity: The Mohrman study cited nexxt provides information on the validity and factor profile for the 12-item instrument. Three factors were found, one for actual participation and two for deprivation.

			Definition of Factors: Decisional deprivation means current participation in decision-making less than preferred; Decisional equilibrium means current participation equal to preferred; and Decisional saturation means current participation greater than desired.

			References

			Alutto, J. A., and Belasco, J. A. (1974). A typology for participation in organizational decision making. Administrative Science Quarterly 10:117–25.

			Jones, S. M. (2000). Teacher empowerment and teacher morale. EdD dissertation, South Carolina State University.

			Maloney, M. M. (2003). Faculty participation in the decision making process: Its impact upon job satisfaction at Connecticut community colleges. PhD dissertation, University of Bridgeport.

			Mohrman, A. M., et al. (1978). Participation in decision making: A multidimensional perspective. Educational Administration Quarterly 14:13–29.

			Decisional Participation Scale

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							When a new faculty member is to be hired in your school or department, would you be involved in making such a decision?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If yes, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If you do, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you believe presently has the “final say” in deciding whether or not to hire a new faculty member in a given area?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you believe should have the “final say” in deciding whether or not to hire a new faculty member in a given area?

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							When school or department budgets are planned, would you be involved in their preparation?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If yes, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If you do, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you believe presently has the “final say” in deciding on departmental or school budgets?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you believe should have the “final say” in deciding on departmental or school budgets?

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							When a new textbook is needed for a course in your department of school, would you be involved in making such a decision?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If yes, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If you do, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you believe presently has the “final say” in selecting texts for courses?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you believe should have the “final say” in selecting texts for courses?

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							When one of your students becomes involved in academic or personal problems, would you be involved in deciding how to resolve the difficulties?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If yes, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If you do, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you believe presently has the “final say” in resolving such student problems?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you believe should have the “final say” in resolving such student problems?

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							When individual faculty assignments are considered, would you be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If yes, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If you do, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you believe presently has the “final say” in designating faculty assignments?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you believe should have the “final say” in designating faculty assignments?

						
					

					
							
							6.

						
							
							When a faculty member has a grievance, would you be involved in resolving the problem?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If yes, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If you do, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you feel presently has the “final say” in resolving faculty grievances?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you feel should have the “final say” in resolving faculty grievances?

						
					

					
							
							7.

						
							
							When new instructional methods (e.g., team teaching) are suggested, would you be interested in making the decision whether to adopt them or not?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If yes, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If so, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you believe presently has the “final say” in deciding matters concerning new instructional methods?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you believe should have the “final say” in deciding matters concerning new instructional methods?

						
					

					
							
							8.

						
							
							If new building facilities are needed, would you become involved in making such a decision?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If so, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If you do, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you believe presently has the “final say” concerning the construction of new facilities?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you believe should have the “final say” concerning the construction of new facilities?

						
					

					
							
							9.

						
							
							When there are problems involving community groups (e.g., P.T.A., civil rights groups) would you become involved in eliminating the difficulties?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If yes, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If so, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you believe presently has the “final say” in determining how such difficulties are resolved?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you believe should have the “final say” in determining how such difficulties are resolved?

						
					

					
							
							10.

						
							
							When there are problems with administrative services (clerks, typists, etc.) would you become involved in resolving such difficulties?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If yes, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If so, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you believe presently has the “final say” about how such problems are resolved?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you believe should have the “final say” about how such matters are resolved?

						
					

					
							
							11.

						
							
							Would you be involved in any decisions concerning faculty members’ salaries?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If yes, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If so, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you believe presently has the “final say” in such matters?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you believe should have the “final say” in such matters?

						
					

					
							
							12.

						
							
							Would you be involved in decisions concerning general instructional policy?

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							If yes, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							B. 

						
							
							If you would be involved, with whom would you discuss this matter?

						
					

					
							
							
							C. 

						
							
							Do you want to be involved in making such decisions?

						
					

					
							
							
							D. 

						
							
							If so, in what capacity?

						
					

					
							
							
							E. 

						
							
							Who do you believe presently has the “final say” about instructional policies?

						
					

					
							
							
							F. 

						
							
							Who do you believe should have the “final say” about instructional policies?

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: Responses are Yes or No for each of the general 12 questions and C; for A and D a brief explanation is required; for B, E and F the title of the appropriate person is required; and also for B the title of the appropriate person next to most often and often is required.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Shared Decision-Making Survey

			King, R. L., and Meshanko, E. J. (1992). Shared decision making in schools: The locus of control. Paper presented at Association of Teacher Educators. Mimeo.

			Comments: The survey assesses the degree of involvement of teachers in shared decision making within a school district. It is based on the question: Do teachers have a high personal stake in the decision? The assumption is made that if they have a personal involvement, interest in participation will be high. The survey is based on the literature, philosophy, and research that proposes that it is desirable for teacher participation in decision making in education as well as the corporate world. Corollary terms upon which this survey is based are: school-site management, school-based management, decentralized management, and shared governance.

			Sample: The study was based on a stratified random sample that selected nine school districts from 499 in the state of Pennsylvania. All teachers, principals, and school board members responded to the survey. This was 1,935 teachers, 77 principals, and 81 school board members.

			Reliability: Reliability estimate was 0.87. Type of reliability was not indicated.

			References

			Marcoline, J. F. (1990). A survey of shared decision-making in Pennsylvania: Comparing teacher and administrative perceptions. PhD dissertation, Indiana University of Pennsylvania.

			Meshanko, E. (1990). Teacher decision-making: An analysis of teachers, principals, and school board members perspectives. PhD dissertation, Indiana University of Pennsylvania.

			Shared Decision-Making Survey

			Section I

			 1. Hiring a faculty member.

			 2. Selecting new textbooks.

			 3. Setting or revising school goals.

			 4. Determine faculty assignments.

			 5. Determine faculty evaluation procedures.

			 6. Determine classroom discipline policies.

			 7. Determine faculty schedules.

			 8. Determine budget priorities.

			 9. Determine staff development programs.

			10.Determine grading policies.

			Scoring: Indicate the extent that teachers in your school district actually participate in the above situations: Not participate = 1; Provide or gather information = 2; Suggest possible alternative decisions = 3; Recommend a decision = 4; and Make the decision = 5.

			Section II

			11.Hiring a new faculty member.

			12.Selecting new textbooks.

			13.Setting or revising school goals.

			14.Determine faculty.

			15.Determine faculty evaluation procedures.

			16.Determine classroom discipline policies.

			17.Determine faculty schedules.

			18.Determine budgeting priorities.

			19.Determine staff development programs.

			20.Determine grading policies.

			Scoring: Please indicate the extent that teachers in your school district would like to participate in these situations: (see previous response scale).

			Section III

			21.Hiring a new faculty member.

			22.Selecting new textbooks.

			23.Setting or revising school goals.

			24.Determine faculty assignments.

			25.Determine faculty evaluation procedures.

			26.Determine classroom discipline policies.

			27.Determine faculty schedules.

			28.Determine budgeting priorities.

			29.Determine staff development programs.

			30.Determine grading policies.

			Scoring: To the extent that teachers are involved in shared decision making, it indicates the procedure that allows for this involvement: No involvement = 1; Informal discussions with administrators = 2; Formal committees organized as the need arises = 3; Ongoing formal committee structure without board policy = 4; and Board policy for shared decision making = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Teacher Involvement and Participation Scale

			Russell, J. J. (1992). Theory into practice: The realities of shared decision making. EdD dissertation, Fordham University.

			Comments: The 50-item Teacher Involvement and Participation Scale (TIPS) 2 measures eight areas of teacher involvement in decision making. TIPS can be used to determine areas for training. In addition, the responses of teachers and administrators can be compared. Sample items from each of the eight areas are provided.

			Sample: The five schools in the sample were selected based upon their level of shared decision making. Two schools were identified as having a high level of shared decision making; two schools were identified as having a low level of shared decision making; and one school was identified as having a moderate level of shared decision making.

			Reliability: Cronbach alpha, Spearman-Brown, and Guttman split-half techniques were used with 109 teachers from the five pilot schools to assess reliability. The alpha coefficient for the entire TIPS 2 was 0.96. The alpha coefficients ranged from 0.71 (goals/vision/mission) to 0.92 (staffing).

			Validity: A thorough review of the literature on shared decision making focused on eight areas. These eight areas formed the foundation for the TIPS. Content validity was established by using a panel of experts to match statements with subscales. In order for a statement to be included, it needed at least 80 percent agreement. Evidence of discriminant validity and construct validity were provided.

			Subscales: The eight subscales/dimensions of the decision-making process that were identified were: nine items on goals/vision/mission (1–9); five items on standards (10–14); 10 items on curriculum and instruction (15–24); six items on budget (25–30); four items on staffing (31–34); four items on operations (35–38); seven items on facilitating procedures/structures (39–45); and five items on staff development (46–50).

			Data Analysis: Scale means and standard deviations are presented as well as the results of an analysis of variance. In addition, an analysis was conducted with each of the five schools in the sample.

			References
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			Teacher Involvement and Participation Scale

			 1. The school’s goals are consistent with my vision of this school.

			 2. Teachers contribute to the development of a plan to meet the school’s goals.

			 3. Teachers play an active role in evaluating school goals.

			 4. Teachers contribute to the standards set for discipline in the school.

			 5. Teachers set standards for their student’s work.

			 6. The school staff assumes responsibility for student performance.

			 7. Teachers participate in curricula development.

			 8. Teachers determine grouping for the purpose of instruction.

			 9. Teachers monitor the effectiveness of curricula.

			10.Teachers contribute to the development of the school budget.

			11.Teachers have a voice in the recruiting and selecting of teachers.

			12.Teachers take part in staffing decisions including such tradeoffs as using instructional aids, or hiring vice-principals, counselors, and other special area staff.

			13.Teachers have a voice in the recruiting and selecting of administrators.

			14.Teachers play a part in determining how the school building is utilized.

			15.Teachers are involved in the development of plans to improve building facilities.

			16.Teachers play a role in establishing building maintenance priorities.

			17.Teachers have access to the information they need to make school-wide decisions.

			18.Teachers are represented on a council or committee that makes school-wide decisions.

			19.Decisions are not made until everyone can accept the proposal to some extent.

			20.Teachers have access to current research on effective programs and practices.

			21.Teachers have opportunities to share their expert knowledge.

			22.Teachers have access to special training when necessary.

			Scoring: Almost Never = 1; Seldom = 2; Sometimes = 3; Frequently = 4; and Almost Always = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of John J. Russell, RBG Associates, PO Box 182, New City, NY 10956.

			Dogmatism

			Dogmatism Scale (Form E)

			Rokeach, M. (1960). The open and closed mind. New York: Basic Books.

			Comments: This 40-item scale assesses individual differences in openness or closedness of belief systems. All the statements express an opinion and all statements are written in the negative. The items are based upon three dimensions of belief systems: belief-disbelief, central-peripheral, and time-perspective. The scale was refined through item analyses. Form E is the final version of the scale. In addition, the scale also assesses general authoritarianism and general intolerance. This is the most frequently cited instrument to measure dogmatism.

			Scale Construction: Statements that reflected the characteristics of open and closed systems were written. Some of the items were the result of statements made by people who were considered to be closed-minded, while nine items came from the work of others. The scale went through five revisions. The initial scale contained 57 items; Form B had 43 items; Form C had 36 items; and Form D had 66 items. Forty items were taken from Form D and these became the final version, Form E.

			Sample: Reliability data were gathered from samples of 959 university students attending Michigan State University, Ohio State University, and Purdue University in the Midwest; 207 university students attending New York University and Brooklyn College in New York; and 217 university students attending the University College in London as well as another British university. A group of 121 destitute veterans in New York and sample of 60 automobile factory workers participated in Great Britain.

			Reliability: Corrected reliability for Form A was 0.70 and 0.75 for Form B. Form C had reliabilities lower than anticipated and, therefore, Form D contained 30 new items. The corrected reliability for Form D was 0.91. Twenty-six items were deleted in order to shorten the scale. Form E had a corrected reliability of 0.81 for the British college sample and 0.78 for the British automobile workers. Odd-even reliability coefficients corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula for six samples of American and British college students ranged from 0.68 (Ohio State University) to 0.85 (Ohio State University). Test-retest reliabilities over a five- to six-month period were 0.71 for 58 Ohio State University students, and over a one-month period: 0.84 for 17 veterans. Overall, reliabilities ranged from 0.68 to 0.93.

			Validity: Two construct validity studies were conducted using known high and low dogmatic groups. In the first study, no significant differences were found between graduate students selected by their college professors to be in one or the other group. However, in the second study, when psychology graduate students selected other students as most and least dogmatic, significant differences were found. Other researchers have conducted studies to establish construct, predictive, concurrent, and criterion validity.

			Definition of Dimensions: The scale contains items involving the belief-disbelief dimension (four items) and items involving the central-peripheral dimension (36 items). The belief-disbelief dimension consists of isolation within and between belief, which deals with the accentuation of differences between the belief and the disbelief systems (1) and the coexistence of contradictions within the belief system (2 and 3) as well as relative amount of knowledge possessed (4). The central-peripheral dimension consists of specific content of primitive beliefs, which deals with the beliefs regarding the aloneness, isolation, and helplessness of man (5, 6, 7, and 8), beliefs regarding the uncertainty of the future (9, 10, 11, 12, and 13), beliefs about self-adequacy and inadequacy (14), and self-aggrandizement as a defense against self-inadequacy (15, 16, and 17). Formal content of the intermediate belief region deals with authoritarianism (18 and 19), belief in the cause (20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26), and intolerance (27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33). Interrelations among primitive, intermediate, and peripheral beliefs deal with the tendency to make a party-line change (34 and 35), narrowing (36), attitude toward the past, present, and future (37), and knowing the future (38, 39, and 40).

			Data Analysis: Means and standard deviations are reported as well as normative data for the original samples on all five forms of the scale.
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			Dogmatism Scale

			 1. The United States and Russia have just about nothing in common.

			 2. The highest form of government is a democracy and the highest form of democracy is run by those who are most intelligent.

			 3. Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a worthwhile goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restrict the freedom of certain political groups.

			 4. It is only natural that a person would have a much better acquaintance with ideas he believes in than with ideas he opposes.

			 5. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.

			 6. Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty lonesome place.

			 7. Most people just don’t give a “damn” for others.

			 8. I’d like it if I could find someone who would tell me how to solve my personal problems.

			 9. It is only natural for a person to be rather fearful of the future.

			10.There is so much to be done and so little time to do it in.

			11.Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just can’t stop.

			12.In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat myself several times to make sure I am being understood.

			13.In a heated discussion I generally become so absorbed in what I am going to say that I forget to listen to what the others are saying.

			14.It is better to be a dead hero than to be a live coward.

			15.While I don’t like to admit this even to myself, my secret ambition is to become a great man, like Einstein, or Beethoven, or Shakespeare.

			16.The main thing in life is for a person to want to do something important.

			17.If given the chance I would do something of great benefit to the world.

			18.In the history of mankind there have probably been just a handful of really great thinkers.

			19.There are a number of people I have come to hate because of the things they stand for.

			20.A man who does not believe in some great cause has not really lived.

			21.It is only when a person devotes himself to an idea or cause that life becomes meaningful.

			22.Of all the different philosophies which exist in this world there is probably only one which is correct.

			23.A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes is likely to be a pretty “wishy-washy” sort of person.

			24.To compromise with our political opponents is dangerous because it usually leads to the betrayal of our own side.

			25.When it comes to differences of opinion in religion we must be careful not to compromise with those who believe differently from the way we do.

			26.In times like these, a person must be pretty selfish if he considers primarily his own happiness.

			27.The worst crime a person could commit is to attack publicly the people who believe in the same thing he does.

			28.In times like these it is often necessary to be more on guard against ideas put out by people or groups in one’s own camp than by those in the opposing camp.

			29.A group which tolerates too much differences of opinion among its own members cannot exist for long.

			30.There are two kinds of people in this world: those who are for the truth and those who are against the truth.

			31.My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refuses to admit he’s wrong.

			32.A person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is beneath contempt.

			33.Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren’t worth the paper they are printed on.

			34.In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know what’s going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can be trusted.

			35.It is often desirable to reserve judgment about what’s going on until one has had a chance to hear the opinions of those one respects.

			36.In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends and associates whose tastes and beliefs are the same as one’s own.

			37.The present is all too often full of unhappiness. It is only the future that counts.

			38.If a man is to accomplish his mission in life, it is sometimes necessary to gamble “all or nothing at all.”

			39.Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I have discussed important social and moral problems don’t really understand what’s going on.

			40.Most people just don’t know what’s good for them.

			Scoring: I agree a little = 1; I agree on the whole = 2; I agree very much = 3; I disagree a little = −1; I disagree on the whole = −2; and I disagree very much = −3. For scoring purposes, 4 is added to each item score, thus creating a 1–7 scale.

			Reprinted with permission of the trustee of the Milton Rokeach Estate.

			Ethics

			Teachers’ Judgments about Ethical Violations Survey

			Barrett, D. E., et al. (2012). How do teachers make judgments about ethical and unethical behaviors? Toward the development of a code of conduct for teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education 28:890–98.

			Comments: The 41-item survey is a modification of the original 34-item survey developed by Barrett et al. in 2006. Six of the new items relate to the possible misuse of technology.

			Sample: One hundred eight preservice teachers attending a public university in the southeast participated as well as 485 practicing educators from a school district in northwest South Carolina.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficients are: 0.94 (Personal Harm-Seriousness), 0.89 (Personal Harm-Frequency), 0.84 (Carelessness-Seriousness), 0.82 (Carelessness-Frequency), 0.81 (Public/Private-Seriousness), 0.76 (Public/Private-Frequency), 0.87 (Grade Inflation-Seriousness), and 0.80 (Grade Inflation-Frequency).

			Validity: Factorial validity was established using a principal components analysis with varimax rotation.

			Factor Analysis: Although five factors were extracted, a four-factor solution was accepted because one factor was not interpretable. The four factors are: six items on personal harm (7, 8, 16, 22, 29, and 30); six items on carelessness (5, 11, 12, 13, 21, and 26); seven items on public/private boundary violation (17, 24, 25, 33, 34, 36, and 41); and five items on grade inflation (1, 10, 14, 27, and 28).

			Definition of Factors: Personal harm pertains to the possibility of physical or emotional harm to a student. Carelessness pertains to unprofessional, careless behavior. Public/private boundary violation is the failure to recognize boundaries between public and private behavior. Grade inflation pertains to subjectivity in grading.

			Data Analysis: Frequency distributions were calculated for each statement in order to determine the most frequent behaviors and the most serious behaviors. The results of the factor analysis were used to identify areas of teacher misconduct. In addition, a multivariate analysis of variance was performed to test for: within-subject differences in seriousness and frequency scores for the four factors, differences between preservice and inservice educator in seriousness and frequency scores for the four factors; and differences between men and women in seriousness and frequency scores for the four factors.
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			Teachers’ Judgments about Ethical Violations Survey

			 1. A teacher raises a child’s grade due to parental pressure.

			 2. A teacher spends considerable class time engaged in activities irrelevant to the subject area.

			 3. A teacher knowingly allows a student to violate a school rule in his or her classroom.

			 4. A teacher fails to keep an accurate record of his or her students’ academic performance.

			 5. A teacher makes a statement about subject matter without being certain that it is correct.

			 6. A teacher teaches a course without attempting to follow state curriculum guidelines.

			 7. A teacher gives rewards or punishments to students based on students’ popularity.

			 8. A teacher engages in a romantic relationship with a student.

			 9. A teacher uses the classroom to promote his or her religious views.

			10.A teacher raises a student’s grade due to pressure from the student.

			11.A teacher returns student papers without identifying or correcting errors.

			12.A teacher gossips to other teachers about a student.

			13.A teacher begins a class without having prepared a lesson.

			14.A teacher gives a child a higher grade than the child deserves because the teacher likes the child.

			15.A teacher talks about highly personal subjects with a student.

			16.A teacher uses profanity in the classroom.

			17.A teacher uses technology in the classroom that has not been approved by the school’s technology administrators.

			18.A teacher makes a derogatory statement to a student.

			19.A teacher gives rewards or punishments to students based on students’ ethnic or cultural characteristics.

			20.A teacher fails to follow special education guidelines.

			21.A teacher makes a derogatory comment about a colleague to another teacher.

			22.A teacher makes a sexually provocative statement to a student.

			23.A teacher fails to report a colleague’s unethical behavior.

			24.A teacher dresses inappropriately at work.

			25.A teacher behaves in an unprofessional way while outside of work.

			26.A teacher uses a lesson or materials developed by another teacher without giving credit to the teacher who developed the material.

			27.A teacher raises a child’s grade due to pressure from an administrator.

			28.A teacher refuses to fail students, even when they perform poorly.

			29.A teacher shares confidential information about a student with another student.

			30.A teacher allows students to engage in romantic behavior in the classroom.

			31.A teacher makes a derogatory comment about a colleague to a student.

			32.A teacher copies material from a published text and distributes it to a class as though it is the teacher’s original material.

			33.A teacher communicates with students about nonprofessional matters through Facebook, Twitter, or a similar social media site.

			34.A teacher hires students to do chores.

			35.A teacher gives students high grades in return for favors.

			36.A teacher encourages students to address him or her by first name.

			37.A teacher uses physical force to discipline a student.

			38.A teacher changes a student’s grade or test score without justification.

			39.A teacher fails to report a child’s threat of violence to self or others.

			40.A teacher posts personal opinions about students on a public or semiprivate site such as Facebook.

			41.A teacher downloads and implements a lesson found on the World Wide Web instead of creating an original lesson.

			Scoring: A five-point Likert scale format is used. For each of the 41 statement respondents give two separate ratings: (a) the degree to which they agree or disagree that the behavior occurs frequently and (b) the degree to which they agree or disagree that the behavior represents a serious violation of professional standards. Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neutral = 3; Agree = 4; Strongly Agree = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Ethics Position Questionnaire

			Forsyth, D. R. (1980). A taxonomy of ethical ideologies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 39(1):175–84.

			Comments: The 20-item Ethics Position Questionnaire (EPQ) measures the extent to which people espouse one of the following four ethical ideologies (situationism, absolutism, subjectivism, and exceptionism). The EPQ contains two subscales: one assesses idealism and the other relativism.

			Sample: A pilot study of the 55-item EPQ was conducted with 65 students from introductory psychology courses. Each student’s mean idealism and relativism score was calculated and item-to-scale mean correlations were computed. Fifty-six other students completed the revised 27-item EPQ and the Edwards’ Social Desirability Scale. Additional groups of introductory psychology students completed revisions of the EPQ until the sixth and final version was accepted.

			Reliability: Information is provided about test-retest reliability. The alpha coefficient (Cronbach) for the idealism subscale is 0.80 and 0.73 for the relativism subscale.

			Validity: Information is provided about concurrent, discriminant, and predictive validity.

			Factor Analysis: Principal components factor analysis with an orthogonal varimax rotation was employed. The item and factor analysis lead to the inclusion of 14 items for the idealism subscale and 13 items for the relativism subscale.

			Definitions of Terms: Situationism espouses a contextual analysis of morally questionable actions. Absolutism utilizes inviolate, universal moral principles to formulate moral judgments. Subjectivism maintains that moral judgments should depend primarily on one’s own personal values. Exceptionism states that exceptions must sometimes be made to moral absolutes.

			Data Analysis: Factor analysis was conducted as well as item analyses. In addition, interscale correlations were calculated to measure the orthogonality of the two subscales. Correlates of the EPQ scales are presented. Interitem correlations, item-to-total correlations, item means, item standard deviations and item test-retest reliabilities for all items are available from the author.
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			Ethics Position Questionnaire

			 1. People should make certain that their actions never intentionally harm others even to a small degree.

			 2. Risks to another should never be tolerated, irrespective of how small the risks might be.

			 3. The existence of potential harm to others is always wrong, irrespective of the benefits to be gained.

			 4. One should never psychologically or physically harm another person.

			 5. One should not perform an action which might in any way threaten the dignity and welfare of another individual.

			 6. If an action could harm an innocent other, then it should not be done.

			 7. Deciding whether or not to perform an act by balancing the positive consequences of the act against the negative consequences of the act is immoral.

			 8. The dignity and welfare of people should be the most important concern in any society.

			 9. It is never necessary to sacrifice the welfare of others.

			10.Moral behaviors are actions that closely match ideals of the most “perfect” action.

			11.There are no ethical principles that are so important that they should be part of any code of ethics.

			12.What is ethical varies from one situation and society to another.

			13.Moral standards should be seen as being individualistic; what one person considers to be moral may be judged to be immoral by another person.

			14.Different types of moralities cannot be compared as to “rightness.”

			15.Questions of what is ethical for everyone can never be resolved since what is moral or immoral is up to the individual.

			16.Moral standards are simply personal rules which indicate how a person should behave, and are not to be applied in making judgments of others.

			17.Ethical considerations in interpersonal relations are so complex that individuals should be allowed to formulate their own individual codes.

			18.Rigidly codifying an ethical position that prevents certain types of actions could stand in the way of better human relations and adjustment.

			19.No rule concerning lying can be formulated; whether a lie is permissible or not totally depends on the situation.

			20.Whether a lie is judged to be moral or immoral depends upon the circumstances surrounding the action.

			Scoring: Completely disagree = 1; Largely disagree = 2; Moderately disagree = 3; Slightly disagree = 4; Neither agree nor disagree = 5; Slightly agree = 6; Moderately agree = 7; Largely agree = 8; and Completely agree = 9. The idealism score is the mean of items 1 through 10. The relativism score is the mean of items 11–20.

			Copyright © 1980 by the American Psychological Association. Reproduced [or adapted] with permission. No further reproduction or distribution is permitted without written permission from the American Psychological Association.

			Perceived Role of Ethics and Social Responsibility Scale

			Singhapakdi, A., et al. (1996). The perceived role of ethics and social responsibility: A scale development. Journal of Business Ethics 15(11):1131–40.

			Comments: The 13-item Perceived Role of Ethics and Social Responsibility (PRESOR) scale is based on the work by Kraft and Junch’s (1992) “organizational effectiveness menu.” The PRESOR scale consists of general statements about the importance of ethics and social responsibility to an organization’s overall effectiveness. Also included in the scale are statements reflecting the importance of ethics and social responsibility relative to other “traditional” measures of organizational effectiveness including output quality, profitability, competitiveness, and survival. Various versions of the PRESOR scale have been adapted for studies in the United States as well as other countries (see the following partial list of references).

			Sample: The data were collected by self-administered questionnaires. The respondents were 153 students from senior and master’s level evening classes from three U.S. business schools, one from the Midwest, one from the mid-Atlantic region, and one from the south.

			Validity: The original PRESOR Scale was submitted to a panel of judges including graduate students in marketing and several marketing professors in order to assess its content validity. The panel of experts checked the scale items for ambiguity, clarity, triviality, and sensible construction, as well as to make sure that the items reflected the construct of interest. The experts agreed that the scale items of PRESOR adequately represented the construct, the perceived role of ethics and social responsibility in organizational effectiveness. An attempt was also made to assess the face validity of PRESOR. This was carried out by asking the expert judges what they thought PRESOR was measuring. The responses included ethics, values, importance of ethics for organization, and social responsibility. Thus, the scale items seem to reflect the construct PRESOR, providing evidence of face validity.

			Factor Analysis: The dimensionality of the PRESOR scale was assessed by means of principal components exploratory factor analysis (using varimax rotation). According to the results, the scale consists of three dimensions: social responsibility, long-term gains, and short-term gains.

			Reliability: Coefficient alpha was used to assess scale reliability. Reliability analysis for each subscale identified though exploratory factor analysis was performed. Reliabilities ranged from 0.71 for social responsibility and profitability to 0.57 for long term gain. The third subscale, short-term gains, had a coefficient alpha of 0.64. These reliabilities are acceptable since, as Nunnally (1978) suggested, an alpha of 0.5 or 0.6 is sufficient at early stages of research.

			Definitions of Factors: The first factor, social responsibility and profitability, has four items which describe the importance of ethics and social responsibility in profitability and organizational competiveness. An individual who is high on this factor will tend to believe that ethics and social responsibility will play a very important role in improving profitability and organizational competitiveness. The second factor, long-term gains, consists of six items. Items in this factor measure the importance of ethics and social responsibility in relation to long-term gains such as profitability as well as overall effectiveness of the firm and employee morale. An individual who scores high on this factor will tend to believe that ethics and social responsibility are important for the long-term success of the firm. The third factor, short-term gains, consists of three items, which seem to measure the role of ethics and social responsibility in relation to the efficiency of the firm, stockholders’ happiness and making profits by any means. An individual who scores high on this factor tends to believe that ethics and social responsibility are also important in achieving short-term gains.

			Data Analysis: Although the correlation analyses generally supported the predictive validity of the PRESOR, multiple regression analysis was performed to further analyze the relationships between the independent and dependent variables. The results from both correlation and multiple regression analyses support the predictive validity of the scale. The independent variables used were socially responsible attitude (Hunt, Kiecker, and Chonko 1990), and ethical ideologies (idealism and relativism, Forsyth 1980). All three variables were found to be significant predictors of at least one dimension of PRESOR, thus providing support for the predictive validity of the scale.
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			Perceived Role of Ethics and Social Responsibility Scale

			Factor 1: Social Responsibility and Profitability

			1.Social responsibility and profitability can be compatible.

			2.To remain competitive in a global environment, business firms will have to disregard ethics and social responsibility.*

			3.Good Ethics is often good business.

			4.If survival of business enterprise is at stake, then ethics and social responsibility must be ignored.*

			Factor 2: Long-Term Gains

			1.Being ethical and socially responsible is the most important thing a firm can do.

			2.A firm’s first priority should be employee morale.

			3.The overall effectiveness of a business can be determined to a great extent by the degree to which it is ethical and socially responsible.

			4.The ethics and social responsibility of a firm are essential to its long-term profitability.

			5.Business has a social responsibility beyond making a profit.

			6.Business ethics and social responsibility are critical to the survival of a business enterprise.

			Factor 3: Short-Term Gains

			1.If the stockholders are unhappy, nothing else matters.

			2.The most important concern for a firm is making a profit, even if it means bending or breaking the rules.

			3.Efficiency is much more important to a firm than whether or not the firm is seen as ethical or socially responsible.

			Scoring: 9-point disagree-agree scale, Disagree = 1, Agree = 9. *Reverse scored item.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Honesty/Trust

			Applicant Review

			Cherrington, D. J., and Cherrington, J. O. (1983). Applicant Review. Stanfordville, NY: CHC Forecast.

			Comments: The 102-item AR assesses honesty and aggressive tendencies. It has been used as a pre-employment screening device and has been revised in 1985, 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1996. A technical manual is available as well as computer scoring. The appendix contains an article on understanding honesty.

			Sample: Over 33,330 people from 10 organizations throughout the United States participated in this study. Some of the organizations sampled include employees from retail stores, convenience stores, electronic stores, specialty stores, grocery stores, small stores, hardware stores. In addition, validation studies included graduate students, students at an alternative high school, and store managers.

			Validity: Face validity is established through the items that assess attitudes and behaviors of honesty. Construct validity is supported by the seven factors that were identified through factor analysis. Concurrent validity is described by using the known-group technique. Detailed information about the evidence based on test content, response processes, internal structure, and relations to other variables are presented in the technical manual. Results of validation studies are also included.

			Reliability: Test-retest reliability for 30 college students over one week yielded correlations that ranged from 0.80 to 0.89 for five subscales. Another test-retest reliability for 44 students yielded a correlation of 0.83 for an overall honesty score. The alpha coefficients for the seven subscales with the original sample were: 0.73 (personal history and honesty of others), 0.66 (blame for dishonesty), 0.76 (definition/standards of honesty), 0.77 (punishment), 0.71 (moral reasoning), and 0.69 (past behavior).

			Subscales: There are seven susbscales that comprise an honesty score (personal honesty, honesty of others, blame for dishonesty, definition and standards of honesty, punishment, moral reasoning, and past behavior). The first part of the review measures social attitudes (42 items). The second part measures personal behaviors (24 items). The third part measures past behaviors (11 items). The final part of the review measures future intentions (five items).

			Data Analysis: Norms are provided for 33,332 people from 10 organizations within the United States. Means and standard deviations are presented. Cumulative frequencies for the 10 organizations are provided. Item analyses were conducted.
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			Applicant Review

			 1. I dislike helping people who are intentionally rude and nasty.

			 2. I get bored very easily when I have to do the same thing over and over.

			 3. Most people usually tell the truth.

			 4. I often think it would be an exciting intellectual challenge to steal something just to see if I could get away with it.

			 5. Buying merchandise on sale is dishonest because stores don’t receive a fair value for their merchandise.

			 6. Looking for ways to beat the system is just human nature.

			 7. A person who has taken company property should not be trusted in another job handling company money.

			 8. If an employee is caught stealing $600 from a company but promptly pays it back, he should not be fired and nothing should happen to him.

			 9. Most companies are not very concerned about honesty and do not care much about theft so long as the amounts are small.

			10.Sales representatives who pad their expense accounts should be fired even if they only add an extra $10 or $15 per month.

			11.Most customers are honest and if they receive too much change they will return it.

			12.Nearly every worker has stolen something from his or her company at one time or another.

			13.A long-term 50-year-old employee admitted that for 22 years he had stolen about $500 each year without being caught. He said he started stealing because he was underpaid and an examination revealed that he was only getting about three-fourths of what others were getting for similar work. (Use this to answer statements 13–16.)

			14.This man should be arrested.

			15.Criminal charges should be placed against him, and he should receive a criminal record.

			16.This man should be sent to jail.

			17.This man is not a thief; the company is the thief and owes him back pay for cheating him.

			18.In some situations there are good reasons why it is all right to cheat a company.

			19.If I saw one of my coworkers take $5 from the cash register, I would report it to management.

			20.The average employee will tell his boss about a fellow employee who is stealing company money.

			21.I always drive legally and never exceed the speed limit.

			22.It would really bother me if I knew someone I worked with was stealing little things now and then, even if I never saw it happen myself.

			23.The average policeman would accept money to overlook a traffic violation if he thought he could avoid getting caught.

			24.Everyone has a price and can be bribed if the conditions are right.

			25.A supervisor knew that three of her subordinates had been stealing small amounts of merchandise from the company for five years, but did not report it. The supervisor should be fired even though she did not steal herself.

			26.If all the people who stole things at work were fired, three-fourths of the country would be out of work.

			27.Most companies are unfair and try to cheat people working for them.

			28.When an employee takes pens, paper, and envelopes from the company for her own personal use, she is stealing.

			29.I have frequently associated with fellow employees who admitted they were stealing merchandise from the company.

			30.If the manager of a theater offered to let me in without paying, I’d insist on paying anyway.

			31.Most sales clerks deserve to steal a little now and then because they are so badly underpaid.

			32.I am an honest person and would never steal or cheat.

			33.I am always courteous even to people who are disagreeable.

			34.If one of my friends was really broke and needed help, I would feel good about letting this friend use my employee discount.

			35.Stores are primarily responsible for most of the shoplifting that occurs in them because of their carelessness.

			36.If my coworkers violated company rules by taking small items, I would try to ignore it; it is better to get along with your coworker than to hassle them about stealing.

			37.A person who sees a fellow employee steal from the company but does nothing about it is also guilty of a dishonest act.

			38.If I were a store owner and caught one of my employees stealing $50 from me, I would prosecute her.

			39.There is nothing wrong with buying stolen merchandise as long as I have nothing to do with stealing it.

			40.There is nothing wrong with taking damaged goods from the company without permission if they are just going to be thrown away.

			41.Making personal long-distance phone calls on your employer’s phone without permission is stealing.

			42.The average sales clerk steals at least $10 each month from the company.

			43.If a person took money from a company for a good cause and paid it back with interest six months later, he should tell his boss and take a chance of getting fired.

			 1. When things go wrong, I lose my temper.

			 2. If a pay phone gave me back my quarter after I finished my call, I would mail the quarter to the phone company.

			 3. If someone asks me how they look and I think they look awful, I will lie a little to avoid hurting their feelings.

			 4. When I get angry with my employer, I want to damage company property.

			 5. Salesmen who do not drink alcoholic beverages should feel free to add $60 to $75 to their monthly expense statements to make their expenses the same as others.

			 6. I have been completely honest in reporting my income taxes.

			 7. Supervisors who hassle employees deserved to be slapped or hit.

			 8. If I committed a crime with a friend and I got caught, I would take the blame myself and not tell on my friend.

			 9. If I mailed three cereal box tops to get a free baseball card and the company sent me two cards by mistake, I would immediately return the extra card.

			10.When I am provoked, I get into fist fights.

			11.If the conditions were right, I could be tempted to steal something from the company.

			12.If I came home and found a sales clerk failed to add a $1.00 item to my bill, I would immediately return and pay the $1.00 to the store.

			13.When people refuse to go along, I find it necessary to threaten them with physical force.

			14.When I was in school, I used to cheat on exams.

			15.If I stole little things from my employer, such as paper, pens, and envelopes, I would really feel guilty.

			16.I shout at people when they do things wrong.

			17.Even though I may not do it, I think about clever ways to steal without getting caught.

			18.When vending machines give me too much change, I send the money to the vending machine company.

			19.I will hit or slap people who really deserve it.

			20.If a nine-year-old child asked my opinion of a picture she painted and I thought it was really ugly and sloppy, I would tell a lie; it’s better to lie a little than tell the truth in this situation.

			21.When I find money on the sidewalk, I take it to the police, even when it’s less than one dollar.

			22.I find myself in situations in which I am forced to physically defend myself.

			23.When I read stories or see movies of famous outlaws, I usually find myself cheering for the outlaws and hoping they get away with it.

			24.When customers accidentally receive too much change, I think “good for them; they deserve to win now and then.”

			Scoring: The honesty score has a range of 0 to 99 and may be interpreted like a percentile score. Section 1: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Agree =3; and Strongly Agree = 4. Section 2: Always = 1; Frequently = 2; Occasionally = 3; Seldom = 4; and Never = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. This instrument is copyrighted by CHC Forecast and should not be reproduced or used in any form without the permission of the owner.

			Group Openness/Trust Scale

			Bulach, C. (1993). A measure of openness and trust. People and Education 1:382–92.

			Comments: The 60-item Group Openness/Trust Scale (GOTS) measures group openness and group trust. The first 30 items are based on the individual’s impression of what he/she is expected to do. The second 30 items are based on the individual’s actual behavior. Trust is assessed by the following behaviors: character, truthfulness, ability, confidentiality, and predictability. Openness is assessed by the following behaviors: telling and listening.

			Sample: The sample consisted of 525 persons from 24 elementary schools in Kentucky.

			Reliability: Split-half reliability (Spearman-Brown) was 0.80 for group openness and 0.82 for group trust. Test-retest reliability over a period of one week using a sample of 50 graduate students was 0.78 for group openness and 0.80 for group trust.

			Validity: Although the author examined the content, construct, and discriminant validity of the GOTS, the author makes a recommendation to conduct additional research to establish the validity of the GOTS.
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			Group Openness/Trust Scale

			I have gotten the impression that they expect me to

			 1. . . . tell them what they think of the way they do things.

			 2. . . . tell them what I think of their ideas.

			 3. . . . tell them what I think of their educational values and beliefs.

			 4. . . . share my feelings with them.

			 5. . . . ask them what they think of the way I do things.

			 6. . . . ask them what they think of my ideas.

			 7. . . . ask them what they think of my beliefs and values.

			 8. . . . ask them about their feelings.

			 9. . . . accept their comments and reactions.

			10.. . . openly disagree with them if I don’t agree with what is being said or done.

			11.. . . share positive thoughts with them instead of keeping them to myself.

			12.. . . share constructive criticism with them instead of keeping it to myself.

			13.. . . believe what I hear them say.

			14.. . . question their intentions and/or motives.

			15.. . . conceal my true feelings about what they do or say.

			16.. . . “play it cool”—keep my distance.

			17.. . . count on them for assistance if I have a problem.

			18.. . . have faith in their ability.

			19.. . . believe that they care about me.

			20.. . . deal with them directly when there is a problem.

			21.. . . tell them interesting information I know about someone.

			22.. . . believe they will respond favorably in a given situation when my welfare is at stake.

			23.. . . rely on them to keep a confidence.

			24.. . . believe that they are honest.

			25.. . . count on them to do what they say they are going to do.

			26.. . . tell the truth when it needs to be told.

			27.. . . respect the opinions of my colleagues.

			28.. . . admit my mistakes and/or problems when necessary.

			29.. . . support their ideas, decisions, and actions.

			30.. . . believe that they will behave consistently regardless of the person or situation, or my level of stress.

			31.I tell them what I think of the way they do things.

			32.I tell them what I think of their ideas.

			33.I tell them what I think of their educational values and beliefs.

			34.I share my feelings with them.

			35.I ask them what they think of the way I do things.

			36.I ask them what they think of my ideas.

			37.I ask them what they think of my educational beliefs and values.

			38.I ask them about their feelings.

			39.I accept their comments and reactions.

			40.I openly disagree if I don’t agree with what is being said or done.

			41.I share positive thoughts with them instead of keeping them to myself.

			42.I share constructive criticism with them instead of keeping it to myself.

			43.I believe what I hear them say.

			44.I question their intentions and/or motives.

			45.I conceal my true feelings to what they do or say.

			46.I “play it cool”—keep my distance from them.

			47.I count on them for assistance if I have a problem.

			48.I have faith in their ability to help me.

			49.I believe that they care about me.

			50.I deal with them directly when there is a problem.

			51.I tell them interesting information I know about someone.

			52.I expect them to respond favorably in a given situation when my welfare is at stake.

			53.I rely on them to keep a confidence.

			54.I believe that they are honest.

			55.I count on them to do what they say they are going to do.

			56.I tell the truth when it needs to be told.

			57.I respect the opinions of my colleagues.

			58.I admit my mistakes and/or problems when necessary.

			59.I support the ideas, decisions, and actions of my colleagues.

			60.I behave consistently regardless of the person or situation, or my level of stress.

			Scoring: A five-point Likert scale ranges from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The higher the score, the higher the trust or openness (positive) and the lower the score, the lower the trust or openness (negative).

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Interpersonal Relations

			Machiavellianism Scales (Mach Scales)

			Christie, R., and Geis, F. L. (1970). Studies in Machiavellianism. New York: Academic Press.

			Comments: The Mach IV examines how an individual deals with other individuals; specifically it assesses how manipulable an individual is in interpersonal relationships. A “Kiddie Mach” is also available. This is one of the most frequently used instruments to measure interpersonal relationships.

			Scale Construction: Originally, 71 items were written based on the works of Machiavelli. These items fell into three categories: the nature of interpersonal tactics (32); views of human nature (28); and abstract or generalized morality (11). Sixty items correlated at the 0.05 level with a total Mach score. The 10 highest items worded in the Machiavellian direction and the 10 highest items worded in the opposite direction were selected for the Mach IV scale.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 1,196 university students in Iowa, New York, and North Carolina.

			Reliability: Split-half reliabilities averaged 0.79. Average item-test correlation was 0.38.

			Validity: Concurrent validation studies have been conducted using correlations between the Mach IV and the Mach V scales. Information is included about predictive validation studies.

			Factor Analysis: Factor analysis yielded three factors: seven items on duplicity (2, 3, 6, 7, 9, 10, and 15); seven items on negativism (1, 5, 8, 12, 13, 18, and 20); and four items on distrust of people (4, 11, 14, and 16).
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			Machiavellianism Scales (Mach Scales)

			 1. Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it is useful to do so.

			 2. The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear.

			 3. One should take action only when sure it is morally right.

			 4. Most people are basically good and kind.

			 5. It is safest to assume that all people have a vicious streak and it will come out when they are given a chance.

			 6. Honesty is the best policy in all cases.

			 7. There is no excuse for lying to someone else.

			 8. Generally speaking, men won’t work hard unless they’re forced to do so.

			 9. All in all, it is better to be humble and honest than to be important and dishonest.

			10.When you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give the real reasons for wanting it rather than giving reasons which carry more weight.

			11.Most people who get ahead in the world lead clean, moral lives.

			12.Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble.

			13.The biggest difference between most criminals and other people is that the criminals are stupid enough to get caught.

			14.Most men are brave.

			15.It is wise to flatter important people.

			16.It is possible to be good in all respects.

			17.Barnum was wrong when he said that there’s a sucker born every minute.

			18.It is hard to get ahead without cutting corners here and there.

			19.People suffering from incurable diseases should have the choice of being put painlessly to death.

			20.Most men forget more easily the death of their father than the loss of their property.

			Scoring: Agree Strongly = 3; Agree Somewhat = 2; Agree Slightly = 1; Disagree Slightly = –1; Disagree Somewhat = –2; and Disagree Strongly = –3. Scoring is reversed for the following items: 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 14, 16, and 17. For scoring purposes, Agree Strongly receives a score of 7; No Response receives a score of 4; and Disagree Strongly receives a score of 1. For reversed items, the scoring is reversed. Since a constant of 20 is added to all scores, scores range from a low of 40 to a high of 160 with 100 being a neutral score.

			Reprinted with permission of Delores Kreisman, executor of the Estate of Richard Christie and Academic Press.

			Quality of Relationships Inventory

			Pierce, G. R., et al. (1991). General and relationship-based perceptions of social support: Are two constructs better than one? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 61:1028–39.

			Comments: The 29-item Quality of Relationships Inventory (QRI) measures three aspects of specific relationships: social support, conflict, and depth. Since the inventory measures relationships that are considered important, it might be useful to use the inventory within the educational system to discover positive as well as negative perceptions of the teacher-administrator relationship.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 116 undergraduate women and 94 undergraduate males. Participants were enrolled in an introductory course in psychology and earned extra credit for their taking part in this study.

			Reliability: Internal reliability coefficients for friends were 0.85 (support), 0.91 (conflict), and 0.84 (depth). Alpha coefficients are also reported for mother and father. Based on the results of the most recent study by the authors, the three subscales of the QRI were stable over a period of one year.

			Validity: Construct validity was established through factor analysis. Evidence for convergent and discriminant validity were included not only in the original article, but also in the follow-up study conducted by the authors.

			Factor Analysis: An oblique rotation yielded three factors: seven items on social support; 12 items on conflict; and six items on depth. Four items failed to load significantly on one factor with minimum overlap on the other two factors.

			Definition of Factors: Social support examines the ability to rely on others for help in various situations. Depth examines the usefulness of a relationship. Conflict examines anger or ambivalence toward the other participant in the relationship.

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, skewness, and range for each of the three factors (subscales) are presented.
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			Quality of Relationships Inventory

			 1. To what extent can you count on this person to listen to you when you are very angry at someone else?

			 2. To what extent can you turn to this person for advice about problems?

			 3. To what extent can you really count on this person to distract you from your worries when you feel under stress?

			 4. To what extent could you count on this person for help with a problem?

			 5. If you wanted to go out and do something this evening, how confident are you that this person would be willing to do something with you.

			 6. To what extent could you count on this person to help you if a family member very close to you died?

			 7. To what extent can you count on this person to give you honest feedback, even if you might not want to hear it?

			 8. How angry does this person make you feel?

			 9. How upset does this person sometimes make you feel?

			10.How often does this person make you feel angry?

			11.How much do you argue with this person?

			12.How often do you have to work hard to avoid conflict with this person?

			13.How much would you like this person to change?

			14.How much do you have to “give in” in this relationship?

			15.How much does this person make you feel guilty?

			16.How much does this person want you to change?

			17.How often does this person try to control or influence your life?

			18.How critical of you is this person?

			19.How much more do you give than you get from this relationship?

			20.To what extent can you trust this person not to hurt your feelings?

			21.How often do problems that occur in this relationship get resolved?

			22.How significant is this relationship in your life?

			23.How much do you depend on this person?

			24.How close will your relationship be with this person in 10 years?

			25.How positive a role does this person play in your life?

			26.How responsible do you feel for this person’s well-being?

			27.How much would you miss this person if the two of you could not see or talk with each other for a month?

			28.If you could have only a small number of social relationships, how much would you want your contact with this person to be among them?

			29.How considerate is this person to your needs?

			Scoring: Not at all = 1; A little = 2; Quite a bit = 3; and Very much = 4.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Fundamental Interpersonal Relationship Orientation

			Schutz, W. (1978). FIRO Awareness Scales Manual. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

			Comments: Fundamental Interpersonal Relationship Orientation (FIRO-B) refers to a theory of interpersonal relations that is helpful in predicting interaction between two individuals. The 54-item FIRO-B examines the behavior that a person exhibits to others and the behavior that a person desires from others in three categories: inclusion, control, and affection. Each of the six Guttman scales contains nine items. The FIRO-B has been replaced with Element B, which addresses concerns in the areas of response categories, item wording, and interpretation in scoring. This is one of the most frequently cited instruments to measure interpersonal relationships.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of over 1,000 participants. The majority were university students and there was a small sample of air force personnel.

			Reliability: The reproducibility coefficients for the six scales had a mean of 0.94. Reproducibility coefficients ranged from 0.93 to 0.94. Test-retest reliability coefficients (Harvard sample) over a one-month interval ranged from 0.71 to 0.82, with a mean of 0.76 for the six scales.

			Validity: Information about content and concurrent validity is included in part I of the manual. In addition, FIRO-B scores are provided for 12 occupational groups. Part II contains a review of the research studies and various applications of the FIRO Awareness Scales from 1958–1977.

			Definition of Scales: Inclusion is defined as the need to form and continue a satisfying relationship with people in terms of interaction and association. Positive inclusion refers to words such as mingle, communicate, companion, and togetherness. Negative inclusion refers to words such as outcast, lonely, withdrawn, and ignore. Control is defined as the need to form and continue a satisfying relationship with people in terms of control and power. Positive control refers to such words as power, authority, superior, and leader. Negative control refers to words such as resistance, anarchy, submissive, and follower. Affection is defined as the need to form and continue a satisfying relationship with people in terms of love and affection. Positive affection refers to words such as like, personal, intimate, and friend. Negative affection refers to words such as dislike, rejecting, hate, and cool.
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			Fundamental Interpersonal Relationship Orientation

			 1. I try to be with people.

			 2. I let other people decide what to do.

			 3. I join social groups.

			 4. I try to have close relationships with people.

			 5. I tend to join social organizations when I have an opportunity.

			 6. I let other people strongly influence my actions.

			 7. I try to be included in informal social activities.

			 8. I try to have close, personal relationships with people.

			 9. I try to include other people in my plans.

			10.I let other people control my actions.

			11.I try to have people around me.

			12.I try to get close and personal with people.

			13.When people are doing things together I tend to join them.

			14.I am easily led by people.

			15.I try to avoid being alone.

			16.I try to participate in group activities.

			17.I try to be friendly to people.

			18.I let other people decide what to do.

			19.My personal relations with people are cool and distant.

			20.I let other people take charge of things.

			21.I try to have close relationships with people.

			22.I let other people strongly influence my actions.

			23.I try to get close and personal with people.

			24.I let other people control my actions.

			25.I act cool and distant with people.

			26.I am easily led by people.

			27.I try to have close, personal relationships with people.

			28.I like people to invite me to things.

			29.I like people to act close and personal with me.

			30.I try to influence strongly other people’s actions.

			31.I like people to invite me to join in their activities.

			32.I like people to act close toward me.

			33.I try to take charge of things when I am with people.

			34.I like people to include me in their activities.

			35.I like people to act cool and distant toward me.

			36.I try to have other people do things the way I want them done.

			37.I like people to ask me to participate in their discussions.

			38.I like people to act friendly toward me.

			39.I like people to invite me to participate in their activities.

			40.I like people to act distant toward me.

			41.I try to be the dominant person when I am with people.

			42.I like people to invite me to things.

			43.I like people to act close toward me.

			44.I try to have other people do things I want done.

			45.I like people to invite me to join their activities.

			46.I like people to act cool and distant toward me.

			47.I try to influence strongly other people’s actions.

			48.I like people to include me in their activities.

			49.I like people to act close and personal with me.

			50.I try to take charge of things when I’m with people.

			51.I like people to invite me to participate in their activities.

			52.I like people to act distant toward me.

			53.I try to have other people do things the way I want them done.

			54.I take charge of things when I’m with people.

			Scoring: Scoring for items 1–16 and 41–54 is: 1 = Never; 2 = Rarely; 3 = Occasionally; 4 = Sometimes; 5 = Often; and 6 = Usually. Scoring for items 17–40 is: 1 = Nobody; 2 = One or Two People; 3 = A Few People; 4 = Some People; 5 = Many People; and 6 = Most People. Scoring can also be relative or normative. More detailed information about scoring is covered in the manual. In addition, scoring templates are available.

			Reprinted with permission of Will Schutz Associates.

			Element B: Behavior

			Schutz, W. (1992). Beyond FIRO-B. Three new theory-derived measures. Element B: Behavior, Element F: Feelings, Element S: Self. Psychological Reports 70:915–37.

			Comments: Element B is the revised form of the FIRO-B. According to the author, it is a much stronger instrument both theoretically and psychometrically. Element B: Behavior measures three areas of interpersonal behavior: inclusion, control, and openness (openness replaces affection).

			Sample: Fifty students in an adult education class participated in the development of Element B. In addition, 43 people from NASA, 23 from army intelligence, and 84 university students completed the instrument in order to obtain stable reproducibility coefficients.

			Reliability: The reproducibility coefficients for the six scales had a mean of 0.92. Reproducibility coefficients ranged from 0.89 to 0.93. Since the test-retest reliability coefficient (over a three-week interval) for the FIRO-B had a mean of 0.76 for the six scales, this figure was used as an approximation of the stability of the scales of Element B.

			Definition of Scales: Inclusion refers to reaching the correct amount of contact with individuals (do things with, share). Control refers to reaching the correct amount of control over individuals (take charge, influence). Openness refers to reaching the correct amount of openness (disclose, tell true feelings).

			Data Analysis: Reproducibility and means for scales of Element B as well as mean scores based on age and sex are provided. Pearson intercorrelations of scales on Element B and FIRO-B are included.

			Reference
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			Element B

			 1. I seek out people to be with.

			 2. People decide what to do when we are together.

			 3. I am totally honest with my close friends.

			 4. People invite me to do things.

			 5. I am the dominant person when I am with people.

			 6. My close friends tell me their real feelings.

			 7. I join social groups.

			 8. People strongly influence my actions.

			 9. I confide in my close friends.

			10.People invite me to join their activities.

			11.I get other people to do things I want done.

			12.My close friends tell me about private matters.

			13.I join social organizations.

			14.People control my actions.

			15.I am more comfortable when people do not get too close.

			16.People include me in their activities.

			17.I strongly influence other people’s actions.

			18.My close friends do not tell me all about themselves.

			19.I am included in informal social activities.

			20.I am easily led by people.

			21.People should keep their private feelings to themselves.

			22.People invite me to participate in their activities.

			23.I take charge when I am with people socially.

			24.My close friends let me know their real feelings.

			25.I include people in my plans.

			26.People decide things for me.

			27.There are some things I do not tell anyone.

			28.People include me in their social affairs.

			29.I get people to do things the way I want them done.

			30.My closest friends keep secrets from me.

			31.I have people around me.

			32.People strongly influence my ideas.

			33.There are some things I would not tell anyone.

			34.People ask me to participate in their discussions.

			35.I take charge when I am with people.

			36.My friends confide in me.

			37.When people are doing things together I join them.

			38.I am strongly influenced by what people say.

			39.I have at least one friend to whom I can tell anything.

			40.People invite me to parties.

			41.I strongly influence other people’s ideas.

			42.My close friends keep their feelings a secret from me.

			43.I look for people to be with.

			44.Other people take charge when we work together.

			45.There is a part of myself I keep private.

			46.People invite me to join them when we have free time.

			47.I take charge when I work with people.

			48.At least two of my friends tell me their true feelings.

			49.I participate in group activities.

			50.People often cause me to change my mind.

			51.I have close relationships with few people.

			52.People invite me to do things with them.

			53.I see to it that people do things the way I want them to.

			54.My friends tell me about their private lives.

			Scoring: Respondents describe Expressed and Received behavior as well as Perceived (What I See) and Wanted (What I Want) behavior. What I See ranges from disagree to agree, while What I Want ranges from want to don’t want. Each scale receives a score from 0 to 9. The higher the score, the greater the agreement. Dissatisfaction is the difference between the scores on What I Want and What I See. Information is provided to convert FIRO-B scores into Element B scores.

			Reprinted with permission of Will Schutz Associates.

			Questionnaire on Teacher Interaction

			Wubbels, T., and Levy, J. (1991). A comparison of interpersonal behavior of Dutch and American teachers. International Journal of Intercultural Relations 15:1–18.

			Comments: The 64-item Questionnaire on Teacher Interaction (QTI) is based on Leary’s model (1957) of interpersonal behavior that identifies two dimensions (dominance-submission and cooperation-opposition) that correspond to the following eight scales/types of interpersonal teacher behavior patterns: leadership, helpful/friendly, understanding, student responsibility/freedom, uncertain, dissatisfied, admonishing, and strict. The QTI was translated from Dutch to English in 1985. The original Dutch version has 77 items. The first version of the American OTI had 100 items, but after item analysis, 64 items were retained (59 items are translations from the Dutch OTI). According to the authors, the QTI is useful for preservice and inservice teacher education.

			Sample: Thirty-one American teachers voluntarily used the OTI with two or more of their secondary school classes. A total of 1,606 students from 66 classes participated in this study. In addition, the 31 teachers completed the OTI.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficients for the 66 classes were: 0.94 (leadership and understanding); 0.95 (helpful/friendly and strict); 0.86 (student responsibility/freedom); 0.96 (uncertain); 0.90 (dissatisfied); and 0.92 (admonishing). The alpha coefficients are also reported for the 1,606 students as well as for the teachers. In addition, the results of a comparable Dutch study are included.

			Validity: The validity of the OTI was established by its ability to distinguish between classes.

			Factor Analysis: A varimax orthogonal rotation confirmed the two factors: the cooperation-opposition dimension and the dominance-submission dimension. These results are similar to those obtained with the original Dutch version of the OTI. There are seven items on leadership (3, 31, 36, 40, 45, 52, and 62); eight items on helpful/friendly (5, 15, 29, 35, 37, 47, 50, and 60); eight items on understanding (4, 6, 11, 13, 17, 18, 32, and 56); eight items on student responsibility/freedom (8, 21, 25, 27, 33, 48, 49, and 64); seven items on uncertain (23, 34, 39, 42, 44, 46, and 55); nine items on dissatisfied (7, 10, 12, 19, 26, 28, 30, 54, and 58); eight items on admonishing (16, 24, 38, 41, 43, 51, 59, and 63); and nine items on strict (1, 2, 9, 14, 20, 22, 53, 57, and 61).

			Data Analysis: Means are provided for each of the eight scales with the American and Dutch samples. The results of an analysis of variance with class as a variable are included.
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			Questionnaire on Teacher Interaction

			 1. He/she is strict.

			 2. We have to be silent in his/her class.

			 3. He/she talks enthusiastically about his/her subject.

			 4. He/she trusts us.

			 5. He/she is concerned when we have not understood him/her.

			 6. If we don’t agree with him/her we can talk about it.

			 7. He/she threatens to punish us.

			 8. We can decide some things in his/her class.

			 9. He/she is demanding.

			10.He/she thinks we cheat.

			11.He/she is willing to explain things again.

			12.He/she thinks we don’t know everything.

			13.If we want something he/she is willing to cooperate.

			14.His/her tests are hard.

			15.He/she helps us with our work.

			16.He/she gets angry unexpectedly.

			17.If we have something to say he/she will listen.

			18.He/she sympathizes with us.

			19.He/she tries to make us look foolish.

			20.His/her standards are very high.

			21.We can influence him/her.

			22.We need his/her permission before we speak.

			23.He/she seems uncertain.

			24.He/she looks down on us.

			25.We have the opportunity to choose assignments which are most interesting to us.

			26.He/she is unhappy.

			27.He/she lets us fool around in class.

			28.He/she puts us down.

			29.He/she takes a personal interest in us.

			30.He/she thinks we can’t do things well.

			31.He/she explains things clearly.

			32.He/she realizes when we don’t understand.

			33.He/she lets us get away with a lot in class.

			34.He/she is hesitant.

			35.He/she is friendly.

			36.We learn a lot from him/her.

			37.He/she is someone we can depend on.

			38.He/she gets angry quickly.

			39.He/she acts as if he/she does not know what to do.

			40.He/she holds our attention.

			41.He’s/she’s too quick to correct us when we break a rule.

			42.He/she lets us boss him/her around.

			43.He/she is impatient.

			44.He’s/she’s not sure what to do when we fool around.

			45.He/she knows everything that goes on in the classroom.

			46.It’s easy to make a fool out of him/her.

			47.He/she has a sense of humor.

			48.He/she allows us a lot of choice in what we study.

			49.He/she gives us a lot of free time in class.

			50.He/she can take a joke.

			51.He/she has a bad temper.

			52.He/she is a good leader.

			53.If we don’t finish our homework we’re scared to go to his/her class.

			54.He/she seems dissatisfied.

			55.He/she is timid.

			56.He/she is patient.

			57.He/she is severe when marking papers.

			58.He/she is suspicious.

			59.It is easy to pick a fight with him/her.

			60.His/her class is pleasant.

			61.We are afraid of him/her.

			62.He/she acts confidently.

			63.He/she is sarcastic.

			64.He/she is lenient.

			Scoring: 0 = A (never); 1 = B; 2 = C; 3 = D; and 4 = E (always). Item scores are summed to create a profile.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Job Commitment

			Work Commitment Index

			Blau, G. J., et al. (1993). On developing a general index of work commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior. 42:298–314.

			Comments: The purpose of this research was to design a general work commitment index with distinct work commitment factors similar to the procedure used with job satisfaction to develop the Job Descriptive Index. This index demonstrates that employees view their job, organization, occupation, and work in general differently.

			Scale Construction: Work commitment was measured across four facets: career (occupation), job, value, and organization. The 31 items measuring career came from four scales: Blau’s (1988) career commitment scale; Gould’s (1979) career involvement scale; Greenhaus’s (1971) general attitude toward work subscale; and Sekaran’s (1982) career salience measure. The 10 items measuring job facet came from Kanungo’s (1982) job involvement scale. The 10 items measuring value facet came from Kanungo’s measure of work involvement and Blood’s (1969) Protestant work ethic scale. The eight items measuring organization facet came from Meyer and Allen’s (1984) affective commitment scale.

			Sample: The participants in the first study consisted of 407 part-time MBA students from three universities in the Philadelphia area and 383 part-time MBA students (seven weeks later). There were 328 students who completed the survey both times. The participants in the second study consisted of 339 full-time registered nurses from three hospitals in a large eastern city.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficients (Cronbach) were 0.91 (occupational commitment), 0.81 (value of work), 0.82 (organizational commitment), and 0.83 (job involvement). Test-retest reliabilities were 0.90 (occupational commitment), 0.91 (job involvement), 0.92 (value of work), and 0.94 (organizational commitment).

			Validity: Confirmatory factor analysis was used to test the discriminant validity of the four scales.

			Factor Analysis: Although principal components analyses yielded five factors, only four factors were used to develop four separate scales. There were minor differences between the varimax rotation and the oblique rotation. Therefore, the results of the oblique rotation were reported. The four factors are: 11 items on occupational commitment (1–11); seven items on the value of work (12–18); six items on organizational commitment (19–25); and seven items on job involvement (26–31).

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, coefficient alpha, test-retest reliabilities, and correlations for the four factors are reported.
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			Work Commitment Index

			The following are not completed items. The respondent completes the statement with the personal pronoun or article as needed.

			 1. If could, would go into a different occupation

			 2. Can see self in occupation for many years

			 3. Occupation choice is a good decision

			 4. If could, would not choose occupation

			 5. No money need, still continue in occupation

			 6. Sometimes dissatisfied with occupation

			 7. Like occupation too well to give up

			 8. Education/training not for occupation

			 9. Have ideal occupation for life work

			10.Wish chosen different occupation

			11.Disappointed that entered occupation

			12.Most important things involve job

			13.Job only small part of who I am

			14.Live, eat, and breathe my job

			15.Most interests centered around my job

			16.Most personal life goals are job-oriented

			17.Job is very central to my existence

			18.Like to be absorbed in job most of time

			19.Hard work makes self a better person

			20.Wasting time as bad as wasting money

			21.Person’s worth is how well does job

			22.Better to have more responsible job

			23.People should get involved in work

			24.Work should be central to life

			25.Life goals should be work-oriented

			26.Don’t feel like belong to organization

			27.Not emotionally attached to organization

			28.Organization has personal meaning for me

			29.Do not feel like part of organization

			30.Glad to spend rest of days with organization

			31.Organization’s problems are mine too

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 1; Moderately Disagree = 2; Slightly Disagree = 3; Slightly Agree = 4; Moderately Agree = 5; and Strongly Agree = 6.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Organizational Commitment Questionnaire

			Mowday, R. T., et al. (1979). The measurement of organizational commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior 14:224–47.

			Comments: The 15-item Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) measures organizational commitment, which is defined as “the relative strength of an individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular organization.” Commitment-related behaviors fall into three categories: belief and acceptance of organizational goals and values; willingness to exert effort for the organization; and a desire to continue membership in the organization. A nine-item OCQ is also available.

			Sample: The original sample of the OCQ consisted of 2,563 workers from the following nine work organizations: public employees (569), classified university employees (243), hospital employees (382), bank employees (411), telephone company employees (605), scientists and engineers (119), auto company managers (115), psychiatric technicians (60), and retail management trainees (212).

			Reliability: The alpha coefficients ranged from 0.82 to 0.93 for psychiatric technicians; 0.84 for scientists and engineers; 0.88 for hospital employees (short form) and bank employees; and 0.90 for public employees, classified university employees (short form), telephone company employees, and auto company managers. The median alpha is 0.90. Test-retest reliabilities for psychiatric technicians over a two-month interval was 0.53; over a three-month interval was 0.63; and over a four-month interval was 0.75.

			Validity: Factor analyses conducted on six samples yielded a single factor. Convergent validity was established by correlating the Sources of Organizational Attachment Questionnaire with the OCQ. Convergent validities ranged from 0.63 to 0.74. Discriminate validity was established by comparing the OCQ to one measure of job involvement, one measure of career satisfaction, and one measure of job satisfaction. Predictive validity was established by examining the relationship between performance and organizational commitment. Evidence is provided to support all three validity claims.

			Factor Analysis: Factor analyses (varimax rotation) were conducted on the six samples. Each analysis yielded a one-factor solution.

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, item analyses correlations, and norms are reported.
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			Organizational Commitment Questionnaire

			 1. I am willing to put a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to help this organization be successful.

			 2. I talk up this organization to my friends as a great organization to work for.

			 3. I feel very little loyalty to this organization.

			 4. I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working for this organization.

			 5. I find that my values and the organization’s values are very similar.

			 6. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization.

			 7. I could just as well be working for a different organization as long as the type of work was similar.

			 8. This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance.

			 9. It would take very little change in my present circumstances to cause me to leave this organization.

			10.I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for over others I was considering at the time I joined.

			11.There’s not too much to be gained by sticking with this organization indefinitely.

			12.Often, I find it difficult to agree with this organization’s policies on important matters relating to its employees.

			13.I really care about the fate of this organization.

			14.For me this is the best of all possible organizations for which to work.

			15.Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake on my part.

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 1; Moderately Disagree = 2; Slightly Disagree = 3; Neither Disagree nor Agree = 4; Slightly Agree = 5; Moderately Agree = 6; and Strongly Agree = 7. The scoring is reversed for items 3, 7, 9, 11, 12, and 15. Responses are added and divided by 15 to reach an overall score.

			Reprinted with permission of Lyman W. Porter.

			Job Involvement

			Job Involvement Scale

			Lodahl, T., and Kejner, M. (1965). The definition and measurement of job involvement. Journal of Applied Psychology 49:24–33.

			Comments: The 20-item Job Involvement Scale (JIS) measures job involvement, which is defined as “the degree to which a person’s work performance affects his self-esteem.” A six-item version consists of the following items: 3, 6, 8, 11, 15, and 18. The JIS is the most frequently cited instrument to measure job involvement. In addition, many instruments were based on their work.

			Sample: The original samples consisted of 137 nursing personnel (head nurses, staff nurses, registered nurses, practical nurses, nurse aides, and orderlies), 70 engineers, and 46 graduate students studying business administration.

			Reliability: Corrected split-half correlation coefficients were 0.72 for nurses, 0.80 for engineers, and 0.89 for graduate students.

			Validity: Information about discriminant validity is provided. Four sets of data measured the relationship between job involvement and other variables.

			Factor Analysis: Multiple factor analytic procedures were performed and a three-factor solution was accepted.

			Data Analysis: Means and standard deviations are provided.
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			Job Involvement Scale

			 1. I’ll stay overtime to finish a job, even if I’m not paid for it.

			 2. You can measure a person pretty well by how good a job he does.

			 3. The major satisfaction in my life comes from my job.

			 4. For me, mornings at work really fly by.

			 5. I usually show up for work a little early, to get things ready.

			 6. The most important things that happen to me involve my work.

			 7. Sometimes I lie awake at night thinking ahead to the next day’s work.

			 8. I’m really a perfectionist about my work.

			 9. I feel depressed when I fail at something connected with my job.

			10.I have other activities more important than my work.

			11.I live, eat, and breathe my job.

			12.I would probably keep working even if I didn’t need the money.

			13.Quite often I feel like staying home from work instead of coming in.

			14.To me, my work is only a small part of who I am.

			15.I am very much involved personally in my work.

			16.I avoid taking on extra duties and responsibilities in my work.

			17.I used to be more ambitious about my work than I am now.

			18.Most things in life are more important than work.

			19.I used to care more about my work, but now other things are more important to me.

			20.Sometimes I’d like to kick myself for the mistakes I make in my work.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree = 1; Agree = 2; Disagree = 3; and Strongly Disagree = 4. A high score represents low involvement.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Job Satisfaction

			Job Satisfaction Index

			Brayfield, A. H., and Rothe, H. F. (1951). An index of job satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology 35:307–11.

			Comments: The 18-item Job Satisfaction Index (JSI) provides an overall index of job satisfaction rather than measuring specific aspects.

			Sample: Although different groups were used to develop the index, the final version of the index was given to two samples. The first sample consisted of 231 female office workers. The second sample consisted of 91 (49 men and 42 women) adult night school students attending classes in personnel psychology at the University of Minnesota.

			Reliability: The scale was administered to 231 female office workers. The range of job satisfaction scores was 35–87. The mean score was 63.8 with a standard deviation of 9.4. The odd-even product moment reliability was 0.77, which was corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula to 0.87.

			Validity: According to the authors, the individual items are evidence of face validity. In addition, 77 men who were members of an Army Specialized Training Program in personnel psychology at the University of Minnesota, were responsible for developing approximately 1,000 items. These items were edited and the remaining 246 items were sorted using the criteria established by Thurstone. The 77 adult judges agreed that the items expressed a feeling of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with a job and should therefore be included. An outside criterion was also used to establish validity. The scale was given to 91 adult night school students in classes in personnel psychology at the University of Minnesota. The 91 participants were then separated into two groups, personnel and nonpersonnel, based upon their employment. A comparison was made between the means of the two groups. Significant differences (0.05 level) were found between the two groups. Therefore, the evidence for the scale’s validity is based upon the nature of the items, the method used to develop the scale, and its ability to differentiate between groups.
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			Job Satisfaction Index

			 1. My job is like a hobby to me.

			 2. My job is usually interesting enough to keep me from getting bored.

			 3. It seems that my friends are more interested in their jobs.

			 4. I consider my job rather unpleasant.

			 5. I enjoy my work more than my leisure time.

			 6. I am often bored with my job.

			 7. I feel fairly well satisfied with my present job.

			 8. Most of the time I have to force myself to go to work.

			 9. I am satisfied with my job for the time being.

			10.I feel that my job is no more interesting than others I could get.

			11.I definitely dislike my work.

			12.I feel that I am happier in my work than most other people.

			13.Most days I am enthusiastic about my work.

			14.Each day of work seems like it will never end.

			15.I like my job better than the average worker does.

			16.My job is pretty uninteresting.

			17.I find real enjoyment in my work.

			18.I am disappointed that I ever took this job.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree = 1; Agree = 2; Undecided = 3; Disagree = 4; Strongly Disagree = 5. The scoring for items 1, 2, 5, 7, 9, 12, 13, 15, and 17 is reversed. The scores range from a low of 18 to a high of 90. The lower the score, the lower the level of job satisfaction.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Academic Setting Evaluation Questionnaire

			Fernandez, J., and Mateo, M. A. (1993). The development and factorial validation of the Academic Setting Evaluation Questionnaire. Educational and Psychological Measurement 53:425–35.

			Comments: The 33-item Academic Setting Evaluation Questionnaire (ASEQ) assesses faculty satisfaction with working conditions, social climate, and relationships with students.

			Scale Construction: The original ASEQ contained 69 items and was validated with 800 university professors. Factor analytic procedures yielded six factors (dissatisfaction with the institution, social climate, student/faculty relationship, performance of center services, teaching autonomy, and faculty selection and evaluation) and a theta coefficient of 0.98 was obtained. The second version contained 59 items. The revised version, which is described below, contains 33 items based on the first three factors.

			Sample: A random sample of 748 university professors from the Complutense University participated in this study. For purposes of data analysis, the sample was separated into two equal groups (cross-validation).

			Reliability: The alpha coefficients were 0.89 (satisfaction with working conditions and social climate) and 0.87 (relationship with students). The total reliability was 0.90.

			Factor Analysis: Principal component factor analysis with orthogonal and oblique rotations were conducted. A three-factor solution was accepted, which accounted for about 78 percent of the variance. There are 19 items on satisfaction with working conditions (1–4, 6, 9–20, 22, and 23); five items on social climate (5, 7, 8, 26, and 33); and seven items on relationship with students (21, 24, 25, 27–29, and 32.). Two items (30 and 31) failed to load on one of the three factors.

			Data Analysis: Homogeneity and validity indices are provided. In addition, the results of a cross validation study are described.
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			Academic Setting Evaluation Questionnaire

			 1. The material conditions in which I carry out my work are satisfactory.

			 2. Economically it is made possible for me to carry out my research.

			 3. I am given institutional help to publish my studies.

			 4. I consider my university teaching activities to be fairly paid.

			 5. I feel supported by my colleagues in the activities I carry out as a faculty member.

			 6. The academic context encourages my professional work.

			 7. There is satisfactory academic communication among the members of my department.

			 8. My human relationship with my departmental colleagues favours my academic/professional activity.

			 9. Teacher selection systems are suitable.

			10.Teaching activity control systems are appropriate.

			11.There are clear criteria for evaluating research activities.

			12.There is agreement between my expectations of what a faculty member should be and what s/he in fact is.

			13.Society appreciates the work done by university faculty.

			14.University institutions stimulate me to improve as a university faculty member.

			15.Teacher promotion systems are appropriate.

			16.I have been prepared institutionally to carry out my duties as a researcher suitably.

			17.The prospects for my work as a faculty member are favorable.

			18.Future prospects as a university researcher are favorable.

			19.I find adequate institutional aid to solve my professional problems as a faculty member.

			20.I have sufficient time to carry out my research duties.

			21.Students show interest in the subject that I teach.

			22.University institutions encourage my research activity.

			23.The civil service system is appropriate for carryout faculty’s teaching and research functions.

			24.Students ask about their doubts in the time set aside to receive them.

			25.Students’ opinions are taken into account with the aim of improving my teaching.

			26.The faculty of the department cooperate in the preparation/execution of the department’s research programs.

			27.Each year I take students’ opinions into account when working out my teaching methodology.

			28.I adapt my teaching to the particular characteristics/demands of each group of students.

			29.Students’ work adapts easily to the demands of my subject.

			30.Labor contracts would enable faculty duties to be carried out better.

			31.Some “objective” system of evaluation of teach faculty member’s research work is necessary.

			32.Students show differential evaluation of each faculty member according to his/her teaching quality.

			33.I feel supported by my departmental colleagues in my research.

			Scoring: A seven-point Likert format ranges from 1 = the lowest level of agreement to 7 = the highest level of agreement.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire

			Lester, P. E. (1984). Development of an instrument to measure teacher job satisfaction. PhD dissertation, New York University.

			Comments: The 77-item Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (TJSQ) is based on the work of Maslow and Herzberg. The TJSQ has been translated into Spanish, French, Arabic, and Mandarin. It has been used mainly in doctoral dissertations over the last decade.

			Sample: A random sample of 620 teachers from elementary, junior high school, and senior high schools in New York City, Westchester, Nassau, and Suffolk Counties (New York) participated.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient (Cronbach) for the entire scale is 0.93. Coefficients of internal consistency are 0.92 (supervision), 0.82 (colleagues and work itself), 0.83 (working conditions), 0.80 (pay), 0.73 (responsibility), 0.81 (advancement), 0.71 (security), and 0.74 (recognition). Coefficients for scales range from 0.71 (security) to 0.92 (supervision). The alpha coefficient for each factor, means, standard deviations, and alpha, if item deleted, are provided in tabular form.

			Validity: Content validation was performed through a panel of judges reducing the original number of items from 120 to 77. Statements with less than 80 percent agreement were either rewritten or rejected. The items were edited into a form specifically geared to teachers in an educational setting. Vaguely defined words, words with double meanings, emotionally loaded words, double negatives, and unclear words were eliminated, resulting in clear, concise, and direct statements of no more than 20 words. Approximately 50 percent of the items were written in a positive form, and 50 percent in a negative form to avoid response set bias. The data were cross-validated using a split-sample technique. Construct validity was obtained through factor analysis.

			Factor Analysis: A nine-factor orthogonal varimax solution was accepted using criterion of eigenvalues greater than or equal to unity. The nine factors are: 14 items on supervision (19, 73, 47, 11, 27, 71, 52, 34, 65, 70, 14, 62, 6, and 56); 10 items on colleagues (22, 57, 77, 17, 48, 35, 43, 63, 60, and 45); seven items on working conditions 64, 20, 40, 18, 31, 29, and 10); seven items on pay (53, 2, 72, 42, 67, 5, and 76); eight items on responsibility (75, 69, 74, 44, 24, 39, 21, and 61); nine items on work itself (30, 28, 51, 33, 8, 3, 54, 13, and 55); five items on advancement (59, 37, 1, 23, and 9); three items on security (25, 15, and 32); and three items on recognition (16, 7, and 58). The following eleven items had factor loadings below 0.30 (4, 12, 26, 36, 38, 41, 46, 49, 50, 66, and 68) and therefore, were not included in any further statistical analysis. They are filler items. Factor loading, communalities, item reversals, eigenvalues, etc., are reported.

			Definitions of Factors: Supervision refers to supervisory style, which may be defined in terms of task-oriented behavior and person-oriented behavior. Task-oriented behavior requires direction and coordination of group activities to achieve the goals of the organization. Person-oriented behavior requires trust, respect, support, friendship, openness, and attempts to improve the environment. Colleagues are the teaching work group and the social aspects of the school setting. The teachers in the work group give and receive support and seek cooperation in the achievement of a common purpose or goal. The similarity of attitudes, the performance of jobs, the formation of personal relationships among fellow teachers, and an increase in self-esteem, are all aspects of social interaction. Working Conditions refer to the physical conditions of the work environment, as well as the overall aspects of the school organization as defined and communicated by its administrative policies. Pay refers to the annual income, which may serve as indicator of recognition and achievement, or of failure. Responsibility is the desire to be accountable for one’s own work, to help one’s students learn, and the opportunity to take part in policy or decision-making activities. Work Itself is the job of teaching or the tasks related to the job. It involves the freedom to institute innovative materials and to utilize one’s skills and abilities in designing one’s work (creativity) as well as the freedom to experiment and to influence or control what goes on in the job (autonomy). Advancement or promotion refers to a change in status or position, which may be equated with greater wages and power. Security refers to the school’s policies regarding tenure, seniority, layoffs, pension, retirement, and dismissal. Recognition involves the attention, appreciation, prestige, and esteem of supervisors, colleagues, students, and parents.

			Data Analysis: The means and standard deviations for each of the nine factors of the TJSQ were analyzed by location (urban and suburban), size of district (small/large), county, school level, and school level within district. One-way analyses of variance were also performed with each of the personal and demographic variables and the nine factors of the TJSQ. The results of demographic analyses are provided.
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			Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire

			 1. Teaching provides me with an opportunity to advance professionally.

			 2. Teacher income is adequate for normal expenses.

			 3. Teaching provides an opportunity to use a variety of skills.

			 4. When instructions are inadequate, I do what I think is best.

			 5. Insufficient income keeps me from living the way I want to live.

			 6. My immediate supervisor turns one teacher against another.

			 7. No one tells me that I am a good teacher.

			 8. The work of a teacher consists of routine activities.

			 9. I am not getting ahead in my present teaching position.

			10.Working conditions in my school can be improved.

			11.I receive recognition from my immediate supervisor.

			12.If I could earn what I earn now, I would take any job.

			13.I do not have the freedom to make my own decisions.

			14.My immediate supervisor offers suggestions to improve my teaching.

			15.Teaching provides for a secure future.

			16.I receive full recognition for my successful teaching.

			17.I get along well with my colleagues.

			18.The administration in my school does not clearly define its policies.

			19.My immediate supervisor gives me assistance when I need help.

			20.Working conditions in my school are comfortable.

			21.Teaching provides me the opportunity to help my students learn.

			22.I like the people with whom I work.

			23.Teaching provides limited opportunities for advancement.

			24.My students respect me as a teacher.

			25.I am afraid of losing my teaching job.

			26.Teaching involves too many clerical tasks.

			27.My immediate supervisor does not back me up.

			28.Teaching is very interesting work.

			29.Working conditions in my school could not be worse.

			30.Teaching discourages originality.

			31.The administration in my school communicates its policies well.

			32.I never feel secure in my teaching job.

			33.Teaching does not provide me the chance to develop new methods.

			34.My immediate supervisor treats everyone equitably.

			35.My colleagues stimulate me to do better work.

			36.My students come to class inadequately prepared.

			37.Teaching provides an opportunity for promotion.

			38.My immediate supervisor watches me closely.

			39.I am responsible for planning my daily lessons.

			40.Physical surroundings in my school are unpleasant.

			41.I do not have the freedom to use my judgment.

			42.I am well paid in proportion to my ability.

			43.My colleagues are highly critical of one another.

			44.I do have responsibility for my teaching.

			45.My colleagues provide me with suggestions or feedback about my teaching.

			46.Teaching provides me an opportunity to be my own boss.

			47.My immediate supervisor provides assistance for improving instruction.

			48.I do not get cooperation from the people I work with.

			49.My immediate supervisor is not afraid to delegate work to others.

			50.Behavior problems interfere with my teaching.

			51.Teaching encourages me to be creative.

			52.My immediate supervisor is not willing to listen to suggestions.

			53.Teacher income is barely enough to live on.

			54.I am indifferent toward teaching.

			55.The work of a teacher is very pleasant.

			56.I receive too many meaningless instructions from my immediate supervisor.

			57.I dislike the people with whom I work.

			58.I receive too little recognition.

			59.Teaching provides a good opportunity for advancement.

			60.My interests are similar to those of my colleagues.

			61.I am not responsible for my actions.

			62.My immediate supervisor makes available the material I need to do my best.

			63.I have made lasting friendships among my colleagues.

			64.Working conditions in my school are good.

			65.My immediate supervisor makes me feel uncomfortable.

			66.I prefer to have others assume responsibility.

			67.Teacher income is less than I deserve.

			68.I go out of my way to help my colleagues.

			69.I try to be aware of the policies of my school.

			70.When I teach a good lesson, my immediate supervisor notices.

			71.My immediate supervisor explains what is expected of me.

			72.Teaching provides me with financial security.

			73.My immediate supervisor praises good teaching.

			74.I am not interested in the policies of my school.

			75.I get along well with my students.

			76.Pay compares with similar jobs in other school districts.

			77.My colleagues seem unreasonable to me.

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neutral (neither disagree or agree) = 3; Agree = 4; and Strongly Agree = 5. Scoring is reversed for the following 22 unfavorable items (27, 52, 65, 6, 56, 57, 77, 48, 43, 40, 18, 74, 61, 30, 33, 54, 13, 23, 9, 25, 32, and 58).

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Job Descriptive Index

			Smith, P. C., et al. (1969). The measurement of satisfaction in work and retirement. Chicago: Rand McNally.

			Comments: The original 72-item JDI contained five scales. The Job Descriptive Index (JDI) was revised in 1985 by substituting several items. The revised JDI has a new scale that measures satisfaction with the job in general. The complete forms, scoring key, instructions, and norms can be obtained from Dr. Patricia C. Smith, Department of Psychology, Bowling Green State University, Bowling Green, OH 43403. Additional scales include the 18-item Job in General Scale, which assesses global job satisfaction and the 18-item Stress in General Scale, which measures overall job stress. An updated (1990) manual is available that explains the methodology in developing and revising the JDI and the JIG as well as the administration, scoring, and reporting results of the JDI, the revised JDI, and the JIG. The JDI is one of the most frequently used instruments to measure job satisfaction.

			Sample: Although the original sample consisted of 988 people from seven different organizations, additional studies were conducted with 2,662 people from 21 different organizations.

			Reliability: Corrected split-half correlations were 0.84 (work), 0.80 (pay), 0.86 (promotions), 0.87 (supervision), and 0.88 (coworkers). Means and standard deviations for male and female workers are also provided.

			Validity: A multitrait-multimethod matrix assessed convergent and discriminant validity.

			Scales: The original JDI contained the following five scales: coworkers (18), pay (9), supervision (18), work (18), and opportunities for promotion (9).
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			Job Descriptive Index

			Think of the work you do at present. How well does each of the following words or phrases describe your work? In the blank beside each word below, write

			Y for “Yes” if it describes your work

			N for “No” if it does NOT describe it

			? if you cannot decide

			Work on Present Job

			Routine

			Satisfying

			Good

			Think of the kind of supervision that you get on your job. How well does each of the following words or phrases describe this? In the blank beside each word below, write

			Y for “Yes” if it describes the supervision you get on your job

			N for “No” if it does NOT describe it

			? if you cannot decide

			Supervision

			Impolite

			Praises good work

			Doesn’t supervise enough

			Think of the pay you get now. How well does each of the following words or phrases describe your present pay? In the blank beside each word below, write

			Y for “Yes” if it describes your pay

			N for “No” if it does NOT describe it

			? if you cannot decide

			Present Pay

			Income adequate for normal expenses

			Insecure

			Less than I deserve

			Think of the majority of the people that you work with now or the people you meet in connection with your work. How well does each of the following words or phrases describe these people? In the blank beside each word below, write

			Y for “Yes” if it describes the people you work with

			N for “No” if it does NOT describe them

			? if you cannot decide

			Coworkers (People)

			Boring

			Responsible

			Intelligent

			Think of the opportunities for promotion that you have now. How well does each of the following words or phrases describe these? In the blank beside each word below, write

			Y for “Yes” if it describes your opportunities for promotion

			N for “No” if it does NOT describe them

			? if you cannot decide

			Opportunities for Promotion

			Dead-end job

			Unfair promotion policy

			Regular promotions

			Think of your job in general. All in all, what is it like most of the time? In the blank beside each word or phrase below, write

			Y for “Yes” if it describes your job

			N for “No” if it does NOT describe it

			? if you cannot decide

			Job in General

			Undesirable

			Better than most

			Rotten

			Scoring: Each scale is written on a separate page. For positive items, a Yes receives 3 points; ? receives 1 point; and No receives no points. For negative items the scoring system is reversed. The scores on each scale are tallied separately.

			Reprinted with permission of Bowling Green State University, Department of Psychology, Bowling Green, OH 43403.

			Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire

			Weiss, D. J., et al. (1967). Manual for the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire. Minneapolis, MN: Industrial Relations Center, University of Minnesota.

			Comments: The 100-item Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) measures actual satisfaction with intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of the work environment. In addition to the MSQ, the Minnesota Importance Questionnaire was developed to assess the importance of various aspects to potential satisfaction. A 20-item short form of the MSQ was created by taking one item (highest correlation) from each of the 20 scales. The MSQ is one of the most frequently used instruments to measure job satisfaction.

			Scale Construction: The Work Adjustment Project used the Hoppock Job Satisfaction Blank, the 54-item Employee Attitude Scale created by the Industrial Relations Center, and 22 additional items to measure satisfaction. These 80 items were used to design various satisfaction instruments. However, these instruments focused primarily on extrinsic satisfaction. A new instrument, the MSQ, was developed to measure intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of job satisfaction. Each of the 20 scales contains five items.

			Sample: The original samples consisted of 1,793 employees from 25 occupations. One hundred ninety-one suburban elementary school teachers from kindergarten to grade six participated in the study.

			Reliability: Hoyt reliability coefficients for 27 normative groups ranged from 0.93 (advancement and recognition) to 0.78 (responsibility). For the group of 191 teachers, the Hoyt reliability coefficients were 0.90 (ability utilization and recognition), 0.79 (achievement and social status), 0.85 (activity), 0.92 (advancement), 0.83 (authority), 0.90 (company policies/practices, compensation, and social service), 0.81 (coworkers, independence, and supervision-technical), 0.86 (creativity), 0.75 (moral values and responsibility), 0.74 (security), 0.84 (supervision-human relations), 0.76 (variety), 0.91 (working conditions), and 0.87 (general satisfaction). Test-retest correlation coefficients for a one-week interval ranged from 0.66 (coworkers) to 0.91 (working conditions) for 75 night school students. Test-retest correlation coefficients for a one-year interval ranged from 0.35 (independence) to 0.71 (ability utilization) for 115 workers.

			Validity: Construct validity for the MSQ is supported by the validation studies of the Minnesota Importance Questionnaire, which is based on the Theory of Work Adjustment. A detailed description is provided in the Manual for the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire. Concurrent validity was established by studying group differences in satisfaction. One-way analysis of variance and Bartlett’s test of homogeneity of variance were performed on 25 occupational groups. Group differences were statistically significant at the 0.001 level for both means and variances on all 21 MSQ scales.

			Scales: The 20 scales and their corresponding items are: ability utilization (7, 27, 47, 67, and 87); achievement (19, 39, 59, 79, and 99); activity (20, 40, 60, 80, and 100); advancement (14, 34, 54, 74, and 94); authority (6, 26, 46, 66, and 86); company policies and practices (9, 29, 49, 69, and 89); compensation (12, 32, 52, 72, and 92); coworkers (16, 36, 56, 76, and 96); creativity (2, 22, 42, 62, and 82); independence (4, 24, 44, 64, and 84); moral values (3, 23, 43, 63, and 83); recognition (18, 38, 58, 78, and 98); responsibility (17, 37, 57, 77, and 97); security (11, 31, 51, 71, and 91); social service (1, 21, 41, 61, and 81); social status (8, 28, 48, 68, and 88); supervision-human relations (10, 30, 50, 70, and 90); supervision-technical (15, 35, 55, 75, and 95); variety (5, 25, 45, 65, and 85); and working conditions (13, 33, 53, 73, and 93). It is also possible to include a general satisfaction scale. This scale consists of 20 items, one from each of the 20 scales (24, 25, 28, 30, 35, 43, 51, 61, 66, 67, 69, 72, 74, 77, 82, 93, 96, 98, 99, and 100).

			Definition of Scales: Ability utilization refers to the chance to do something that makes use of my abilities. Achievement refers to the feeling of accomplishment I get from the job. Activity refers to being able to keep busy all the time. Advancement refers to the chances for advancement on this job. Authority refers to the chance to tell other people what to do. Company policies and practices refer to the way company policies are put into practice. Compensation refers to my pay and the amount of work I do. Coworkers refer to the way my coworkers get along with each other. Creativity refers to the chance to try my own methods of doing the job. Independence refers to the chance to work alone on the job. Moral values refers to being able to do things that don’t go against my conscience. Recognition refers to the praise I get for doing a good job. Responsibility refers to the freedom to use my own judgment. Security refers to the way my job provides for steady employment. Social service refers to the chance to do things for other people. Social status refers to the chance to be “somebody” in the community. Supervision-human relations refers to the way my boss handles his men. Supervision-technical refers to the competence of my supervisor in making decisions. Variety refers to the chance to do different things from time to time. Working conditions refer to the actual working conditions. The short form of the MSQ is comprised of the 20 scale items listed earlier.

			Factor Structure: Intercorrelations for 14 norm groups are presented. The intercorrelation matrices were factor analyzed using a principal factors solution. Two factors were extracted for the teacher group. The first factor was intrinsic satisfaction, which accounted for about two-thirds of the common variance. The second factor was extrinsic satisfaction (two supervision scales, coworkers, and recognition) and accounted for about one-third of the common variance.

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, standard errors of measurement, and normative data are presented for all groups. In addition, MSQ scale intercorrelations and factor analyses are reported.
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			Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire

			On my present job, this is how I feel about:

			 1. The chance to be of service to others.

			 2. The chance to try out some of my own ideas.

			 3. Being able to do the job without feeling it is morally wrong.

			 4. The chance to work by myself.

			 5. The variety in my work.

			 6. The chance to have other workers look to me for direction.

			 7. The chance to do the kind of work that I do best.

			 8. The social position in the community that goes with the job.

			 9. The policies and practices toward employees of this company.

			10.The way my supervisor and I understand each other.

			11.My job security.

			12.The amount of pay for the work I do.

			13.The working conditions (heating, lighting, ventilation, etc.) on this job.

			14.The opportunities for advancement on this job.

			15.The technical “know-how” of my supervisor.

			16.The spirit of cooperation among my coworkers.

			17.The chance to be responsible for planning my work.

			18.The way I am noticed when I do a good job.

			19.Being able to see the results of the work I do.

			20.The chance to be active much of the time.

			21.The chance to be of service to people.

			22.The chance to do new and original things on my own.

			23.Being able to do things that don’t go against my religious beliefs.

			24.The chance to work alone on the job.

			25.The chance to do different things from time to time.

			26.The chance to tell other workers how to do things.

			27.The chance to do work that is well suited to my abilities.

			28.The chance to be “somebody” in the community.

			29.Company policies and the way in which they are administered.

			30.The way my boss handles his men.

			31.The way my job provides for a secure future.

			32.The chance to make as much money as my friends.

			33.The physical surroundings where I work.

			34.The chances of getting ahead on this job.

			35.The competence of my supervisor in making decisions.

			36.The chance to develop close friendships with my coworkers.

			37.The chance to make decisions on my own.

			38.The way I get full credit for the work I do.

			39.Being able to take pride in a job well done.

			40.Being able to do something much of the time.

			41.The chance to help people.

			42.The chance to try something different.

			43.Being able to do things that don’t go against my conscience.

			44.The chance to be alone on the job.

			45.The routine in my work.

			46.The chance to supervise other people.

			47.The chance to make use of my best abilities.

			48.The chance to “rub elbows” with important people.

			49.The way employees are informed about company policies.

			50.The way my boss backs his men up (with top management).

			51.The way my job provides for steady employment.

			52.How my pay compares with that for similar jobs in other companies.

			53.The pleasantness of the working conditions.

			54.The way promotions are given out on this job.

			55.The way my boss delegates work to others.

			56.The friendliness of my coworkers.

			57.The chance to be responsible for the work of others.

			58.The recognition I get for the work I do.

			59.Being able to do something worthwhile.

			60.Being able to stay busy.

			61.The chance to do things for other people.

			62.The chance to develop new and better ways to do the job.

			63.The chance to do things that don’t harm other people.

			64.The chance to work independently of others.

			65.The chance to do something different every day.

			66.The chance to tell people what to do.

			67.The chance to do something that makes use of my abilities.

			 68. The chance to be important in the eyes of others.

			 69. The way company policies are put into practice.

			 70. The way my boss takes care of complaints brought to him by his men.

			 71. How steady my job is.

			 72. My pay and the amount of work I do.

			 73. The physical working conditions of the job.

			 74. The chances for advancement on this job.

			 75. The way my boss provides help on hard problems.

			 76. The way my coworkers are easy to make friends with.

			 77. The freedom to use my own judgment.

			 78. The way they usually tell me when I do my job well.

			 79. The chance to do my best at all times.

			 80. The chance to be “on the go” all the time.

			 81. The chance to be of some small service to other people.

			 82. The chance to try my own methods of doing the job.

			 83. The chance to do the job without feeling I am cheating anyone.

			 84. The chance to work away from others.

			 85. The chance to do many different things on the job.

			 86. The chance to tell others what to do.

			 87. The chance to make use of my abilities and skills.

			 88. The chance to have a definite place in the community.

			 89. The way the company treats its employees.

			 90. The personal relationship between my boss and his men.

			 91. The way layoffs and transfers are avoided in my job.

			 92. How my pay compares with that of other workers.

			 93. The working conditions.

			 94. My chances for advancement.

			 95. The way my boss trains his men.

			 96. The way my coworkers get along with each other.

			 97. The responsibility of my job.

			 98. The praise I get for doing a good job.

			 99. The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job.

			100.Being able to keep busy all the time.

			Scoring: I am not satisfied = 1; I am only slightly satisfied = 2; I am satisfied = 3; I am very satisfied = 4; and I am extremely satisfied = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of Vocational Psychology Research, University of Minnesota.

			Leadership

			Least Preferred Coworker

			Fiedler, F. E. (1967). A theory of leadership effectiveness. New York: McGraw-Hill.

			Comments: The 15-item Least Preferred Coworker (LPC) is a semantic differential instrument based on Fiedler’s contingency theory of leadership effectiveness. It includes three dimensions: the quality of leader-member relations; degree of task structure; and a measure of leader-position power.

			Scale Construction: The LPC is a brief and straightforward scale that uses a semantic differential format with 15 bipolar adjectives. In responding to the scale, individuals are instructed to think of a coworker with whom they work least well. It employees an eight-point Likert type response anchor. For each pair of bipolar adjectives (pleasant-unpleasant, friendly-unfriendly), the positive adjective receives the higher score. A person’s LPC score is the sum of the ratings. Established norms indicate that a score of 63 or less constitutes a low LPC response, and a score of 73 or higher, a high LPC score. A high LPC score represents a more generalized interpersonally oriented leader style. The low LPC is considered to be a more task-oriented style.

			Sample: The development of the LPC was based on large samples of adults (2,000 or more subjects) across a variety of adult populations.

			Reliability: Split-half reliability estimates ranged from 0.86 to 0.92. Median test-retest reliability coefficients ranged from 0.67 to 0.81.

			Validity: Extensive construct validity studies have documented that high LPC leaders are interpersonally oriented and that low LPC scores constitute a task-oriented leader style.

			Factor Analysis: Fiedler employed a number of factor analytic studies in the development of the LPC. This information is documented in some detail in the following references.
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			Least Preferred Coworker Scale
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			Scoring: See earlier description.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Management Opinionnaire

			Sistrunk, W. E., and Jenkins, E. R. (1980). The preferred leadership style of school superintendents. Paper presented at the Mid-South Educational Research Association. ERIC ED 197 430.

			Comments: The 27-item opinionnaire focuses on three forces and seven styles of leadership. Two styles of management are rooted in McGregor’s (1969) Theory X and Theory Y, while the remaining five styles of management are rooted in Blake and Mouton’s (1964) Managerial Grid (Theory 1,1; Theory 1,9; Theory 9,1; Theory 5,5; and Theory 9,9).

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 125 superintendents from Mississippi in 1980. Webb (1975) developed and validated the Management Opinionnaire using a sample of superintendents from North Carolina.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient for the opinionnaire was 0.80 using a pilot study with 30 educational administration students.

			Scales: There are 12 items that relate to forces within the executive educational manager (1, 2, 7, 10, 11, 16, 20, 21, 23, 25, 26, and 27). These items deal with the values and beliefs that a manager has about him/herself. There are six items that relate to forces within the subordinate workers (8, 9, 14, 15, 19, and 24). These items deal with the values and beliefs that a manager believes that his/her subordinates ought to have about him/herself. There are nine items that relate to forces within the organization (3, 4, 5, 6, 12, 13, 17, 18, and 22). These items deal with the values and beliefs that a manager has for the organization in which he/she is employed.

			Data Analysis: Percentages were computed for each response category. Chi square analysis was conducted to decide the effect that the three types of forces had on the superintendents’ leadership style. Results of all data analysis are presented.
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			Management Opinionnaire

			 1. You consider that one of the most important job responsibilities of an executive educational manager is the stimulation of his subordinate workers to produce high standards of performance.

			 2. As an executive educational manager, you feel that those subordinate workers who are affected by the decisions made in a local school system should be allowed to participate in the decision-making process.

			 3. You feel that a more realistic fulfillment of objectives and attainment of goals can result if the organizational structure provides for a systematic, step-by-step procedure.

			 4. You feel that the organizational structure of a local school system should provide for the evaluation of executive educational managers on agreed upon competencies which have been stated in measurable terms.

			 5. You believe that a local system will meet with more success when the behaviors of the organization and the behaviors of the subordinate workers are developed and directed together.

			 6. You consider that the establishment of group-written organizational objectives and goals is an effective way for executive educational managers and subordinate workers to communicate.

			 7. You believe that an executive educational manager should be able to fulfill his responsibility without having to exert his authority.

			 8. As an executive educational manager, you believe that your subordinate workers are capable of providing self-control in their work.

			 9. You regard that subordinate workers should realize that certain unavoidable situations occur in any organization.

			10.You feel that the subordinate workers in an organization should be evaluated on measurable competencies which they have helped to establish.

			11.You regard that the personal satisfaction achieved from the fulfillment of objectives and the attainment of goals are all the rewards needed by an executive educational manager.

			12.You believe that executive educational managers in a local school system perform best when they work under agreed upon job descriptions and organizational charts.

			13.You believe that the potential needs of subordinates should be provided for by the organizational structure.

			14.As an executive educational manager, you believe that your subordinate workers are capable of motivating themselves in their work.

			15.As an executive educational manager, you feel that your subordinate workers will become committed to the purposes of a local school system if they can sense a realistic fulfillment of objectives and attainment of goals.

			16.You feel that an executive educational manager should be a creative and imaginative person.

			17.You believe that subordinate workers in a local school system can perform their best work when they are guided by job descriptions and organizational charts with which they agree.

			18.You believe that positive results will occur in a local school system when the behaviors of the organization and the behaviors of executive educational managers are mutually developed and channeled in the same direction.

			19.As an executive educational manager, you believe that your subordinate workers are capable of exercising self-direction in their work.

			20.You regard that executive educational managers should acknowledge the fact that uncertainties arise in any organizational structure.

			21.You believe that an executive educational manager should not only accept responsibility entrusted to him but that he should also seek responsibility.

			22.You believe that the organizational structure of a local school system should be adaptable to the potential needs of executive educational managers.

			23.You feel that an executive educational manager must be aware of the many ways to organize problems for solutions.

			24.As an executive educational manager, you believe that your subordinate workers want to become involved in the activities of a local school system because they like their work.

			25.You believe that the most effective communication in a local school system is that communication which flows from subordinate workers upward to executive educational managers.

			26.You believe that an executive educational manager must individualize his methods when working with his subordinate workers.

			27.You feel that an executive educational manager can only become effective through specific knowledge and experience.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree = 1; Agree = 2; No Opinion = 3; Disagree = 4; and Strongly Disagree = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of Walter E. Sistrunk, P.O. Box JG, MS State, MS 39762.

			Locus of Control

			Brown Locus of Control Scale

			Brown, R. (1990). The construct and concurrent validity of the social dimension of the Brown Locus of Control Scale. Educational and Psychological Measurement 50:377–82.

			Comments: The 25-item Brown Locus of Control Scale (BLOCS) assesses three aspects of control: internal (the person feels personal control), external social (the individual feels controlled by social interaction aspects, including social groups, work, and friends), and external other (the person feels controlled by chance, fate, or any other abstract authority).

			Sample: The sample for the 1983 study consisted of 114 female graduate students. In addition, five additional samples from five other studies are presented.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients were 0.74 (internal), 0.71 (external social), and 0.66 (external other). Test-retest reliability over a two-week period with 92 students from the original sample was 0.88 (internal), 0.91 (external social), and 0.84 (external other).

			Validity: Evidence for concurrent validity is provided in the numerous studies described that compared the results of the BLOCS with various psychological factors. The data reported in the 1990 study represents a compilation of various samples.

			Factor Analysis: A three-factor solution was accepted. The factors are: internal (4, 9, 13, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, and 25); external social (1, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15, and 23); and external others (2, 3, 5, 12, 17, 18, and 24).

			Data Analysis: The means and standard deviations for the three BLOCS dimensions in five additional studies are presented.
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			Brown Locus of Control Scale

			 1. My friendships depend on how well I relate to others.

			 2. Accidental happenings have a lot to do with my life.

			 3. Rules and practices that have been around for many years should determine what will happen to my life.

			 4. I am fairly able to determine what will happen to my life.

			 5. Religious faith will get me through hard times.

			 6. The government will run whether I get involved or not.

			 7. Getting ahead is a matter of pleasing people in power.

			 8. Generally it’s not what I know, but who I know.

			 9. I make mistakes—accidents just don’t happen.

			10.Being in the right place at the right time is important for my success.

			11.My friends often determine my actions.

			12.The ideas about life that have been around since time began have an influence on my life.

			13.Most of the time, I control what happens in my life.

			14.Strong pressure groups determine my role in society.

			15.My plans will not work unless they fit into the plans of those in power.

			16.My close relationships with people don’t just happen—they need to be worked on.

			17.Some powerful force or person predetermined most of what happens in my life.

			18.My life is often affected by fate.

			19.My actions determine my life.

			20.Hard work will get me where I want to go.

			21.I can generally take care of my personal interests.

			22.I have to work with others to get a job done.

			23.My ability without pleasing people in power makes little difference.

			24.My life is often affected by luck.

			25.I can usually carry out plans that I make for myself.

			Scoring: 6 = Very Strongly Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree; 4 = Agree; 3 = Disagree; 2 = Strongly Disagree; and 1 = Very Strongly Disagree. Each scale is scored separately by summing the responses for that scale. Comparisons can be made for each scale, but not across scales.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Internal Control Index

			Duttweiler, P. C. (1984). The Internal Control Scale: A newly developed measure of locus of control. Educational and Psychological Measurement 44:209–21.

			Comments: The 28-item ICI was developed in four stages and was constantly revised based upon the results of each stage of development. It has two stable factors, internal consistency, norms for demographic categories from college students, and convergent validity.

			Scale Construction: The pretesting stage consisted of identifying those aspects related to internal locus of control (autonomy, cognitive processing, delay of gratification, resistance to influence attempts, and self-confidence). Items were developed based on clarity and conciseness. The tryout test was administered to a sample of 548 junior college, continuing education, college, and university students. After item analysis and factor analyses, 28 items were selected for the field test administration, which included 684 people similar to the tryout sample. Analyses of variance, item analysis, and factor analyses were conducted to further refine the ICI.

			Sample: The replication sample consisted of 133 students from Gainesville Junior College.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients of 0.84 for the field test and 0.85 for the Gainesville replication study were reported. Item total-score correlations for both samples are provided.

			Validity: Convergent validity was established by correlating the ICI with Mirels’ Factor I of Rotter’s I-E Scale (significant at the 0.001 level).

			Factor Analysis: A varimax rotation with both the field test sample and the Gainesville Junior College replication sample (133 students) resulted in a two-factor solution. The two factors are confidence in one’s own ability and autonomous behavior. For the field test, 14 items loaded on confidence in one’s own ability (3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 13, 15, 16, 18, 20, 21, 25, and 28), whereas 13 items loaded on the same factor for the Gainesville replication sample (1, 3, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19, 20, 23, and 28). For the field test, 13 items loaded on autonomous behavior (2, 6, 8, 11, 12, 14, 17, 19, 22, 23, 24, 26, and 27), whereas 14 items loaded on the same factor for the Gainesville replication sample (1, 2, 6, 8, 11, 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 24, 26, and 27).

			Data Analysis: Field test means and standard deviations on the ICI are presented by age group, sex, race, educational level, and socioeconomic level.
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			Internal Control Index

			 1. When faced with a problem I try to forget it.

			 2. I need frequent encouragement from others to keep me working at a difficult task.

			 3. I like jobs where I can make decisions and be responsible for my own work.

			 4. I change my opinion when someone I admire disagrees with me.

			 5. If I want something I work hard to get it.

			 6. I prefer to learn the facts about something from someone else rather than have to dig them out for myself.

			 7. I will accept jobs that require me to supervise others.

			 8. I have a hard time saying “no” when someone tries to sell me something I don’t want.

			 9. I like to have a say in any decisions made by any group I’m in.

			10.I consider the different sides of an issue before making any decisions.

			11.What other people think has a great influence on my behavior.

			12.Whenever something good happens to me I feel it is because I’ve earned it.

			13.I enjoy being in a position of leadership.

			14.I need someone else to praise my work before I am satisfied with what I’ve done.

			15.I am sure enough of my own opinions to try and influence others.

			16.When something is going to affect me I learn as much about it as I can.

			17.I decide to do things on the spur of the moment.

			18.For me, knowing I’ve done something well is more important than being praised by someone else.

			19.I let other people’s demands keep me from doing things I want to do.

			20.I stick to my opinions when someone disagrees with me.

			21.I do what I feel like doing not what other people think I ought to do.

			22.I get discouraged when doing something that takes a long time to achieve results.

			23.When part of a group I prefer to let other people make all the decisions.

			24.When I have a problem I follow the advice of friends or relatives.

			25.I enjoy trying to do difficult tasks more than I enjoy trying to do easy tasks.

			26.I prefer situations where I can depend on someone else’s ability rather than just my own.

			27.Having someone important tell me I did a good job is more important to me than feeling I’ve done a good job.

			28.When I’m involved in something I try to find out all I can about what is going on even when someone else is in charge.

			Scoring: Rarely = 5; Occasionally = 4; Sometimes = 3; Frequently = 2; and Usually = 1. The scoring is reversed for the following items: 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 20, 21, 25, and 28.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Teacher Locus of Control

			Rose, J. S., and Medway, F. J. (1981). Measurement of teachers’ beliefs in their control over student outcome. Journal of Educational Research 74:185–89.

			Comments: The 28-item Teacher Locus of Control (TLC) assesses teachers’ perceptions about internal or external classroom control. The scale is internally consistent and has higher correlations with classroom teaching behaviors than Rotter’s I-E scale.

			Scale Construction: The original TLC contained 32 positive or success situations and 32 negative or failure situations. Three judges examined the items and categorized them as I+ or I−. They also looked at the clarity of the items. After each administration of the TLC, items were kept if they loaded on the appropriate scale, and if their biserial correlations with the total scale were significant at the 0.05 level. Out of the 28 items, 14 items describe positive (success) situations, while the other 14 describe negative (failure) situations.

			Sample: Prior to the final version of the TLC, four samples that included 183 elementary school teachers completed three versions of the scale. The final sample consisted of 89 female teachers who taught the fourth grade.

			Reliability: KR20 reliabilities were 0.71 (student success) and 0.81 (student failure).

			Validity: One validation study examined the relationship between locus of control and the implementation of innovative educational practices. A second validation study looked at the relationship between the scores on the TLC and the classroom behavior of fourth grade teachers. The results of both validation studies demonstrated that the TLC was a better predictor of teacher and student behavior than Rotter’s I-E scale (a more general assessment of control beliefs).

			Factor Analysis: A principal factoring with a varimax rotation yielded two factors: student success (I+) and student failure (I−).

			Data Analysis: Means and standard deviations are reported for the sample of 89 teachers. In addition, t-tests were performed to see if there were any significant differences related to teachers’ race, socioeconomic level of the students, and the geographic location of the school. The only significant relationship was found on the I+ scale. Teachers in low SES schools scored significantly higher on the I+ scale than teachers in high SES schools.
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			Teacher Locus of Control

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							When the grades of your students improve, it is more likely

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you found ways to motivate the students, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because the students were trying harder to do well.

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							Suppose you had difficulties in setting up learning centers for students in your classroom. Would this probably happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you lacked the appropriate materials, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you didn’t spend enough time in developing activities to go into the center?

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							Suppose your students did not appear to be benefiting from a more individualized method of instruction. The reason for this would probably be

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you were having some problems managing this type of instruction, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because the students in your class were such that they needed a more traditional kind of approach.

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							When a student gets a better grade on his report card than he usually gets, is it

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because the student was putting more effort into his schoolwork, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you found better ways of teaching that student?

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							If the students in your class became disruptive and noisy when you left them alone in the room for five minutes, would this happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you didn’t leave them interesting work to do while you were gone, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because the students were more noisy that day than they usually are?

						
					

					
							
							6.

						
							
							When some of your students fail a math test, it is more likely

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because they weren’t attending to the lesson, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you didn’t use enough examples to illustrate the concept.

						
					

					
							
							7.

						
							
							Suppose you were successful at using learning centers with your class of 30 students. Would this occur

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you worked hard at it, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because your students easily conformed to the new classroom procedure?

						
					

					
							
							8.

						
							
							When a student pulls his or grade up from a “C” to a “B,” it is more likely

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you came up with an idea to motivate the student, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because the student was trying harder to do well.

						
					

					
							
							9.

						
							
							Suppose you are teaching a student a particular concept in arithmetic or math and the student has trouble learning it. Would this happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because the student wasn’t able to understand it, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you couldn’t explain it very well?

						
					

					
							
							10.

						
							
							When a student does better in school than he usually does, is it more likely

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because the student was trying harder, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you tried hard to encourage the student to do better?

						
					

					
							
							11.

						
							
							If you couldn’t keep your class quiet, it would probably be

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because the students came to school more rowdy than usual, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you were so frustrated that you weren’t able to settle them down.

						
					

					
							
							12.

						
							
							Suppose a play put on by your class was voted the “Best Class Play of the Year” by students and faculty in your school. Would it be

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you put in a lot of time and effort as the director, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because the students were cooperative.

						
					

					
							
							13.

						
							
							Suppose it were the week before Easter vacation and you were having some trouble keeping order in your classroom. This would more likely happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you weren’t putting extra effort into keeping the students under control, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because the students were more uncontrollable than usual.

						
					

					
							
							14.

						
							
							If one of your students couldn’t do a class assignment, would it be

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because the student wasn’t paying attention during the class lesson, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you gave the student an assignment that wasn’t on his or her level?

						
					

					
							
							15.

						
							
							Suppose you wanted to teach a series of lessons on Mexico, but the lessons didn’t turn out as well as you had expected. This would more likely happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because the students weren’t that interested in learning about Mexico, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you didn’t put enough effort into developing the lessons.

						
					

					
							
							16.

						
							
							Suppose a student who does not typically participate in class begins to volunteer his or her answers. This would more likely happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because the student finally encountered a topic of interest to him or her, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you tried hard to encourage the student to volunteer his or her answers.

						
					

					
							
							17.

						
							
							Suppose one of your students cannot remain on task for a particular assignment. Would this be more likely to happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you gave the student a task that was somewhat less interesting than most tasks, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because the student was unable to concentrate on his or her schoolwork that day?

						
					

					
							
							18.

						
							
							Suppose you were unable to devise an instructional system as requested by the principal, which would accommodate the “needs of individual students” in your class. This would most likely happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because there were too many students in your class, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you didn’t have enough knowledge or experience with individualized instructional programs.

						
					

					
							
							19.

						
							
							If the students in your class perform better than they usually do on a test, would this happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because the students studied a lot for the test, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you did a good job of teaching the subject area?

						
					

					
							
							20.

						
							
							When the performance of a student in your class appears to be slowly deteriorating, it is usually

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you weren’t trying hard enough to motivate him or her, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because the student was putting less effort into his or her schoolwork.

						
					

					
							
							21.

						
							
							Suppose a new student was assigned to your class, and this student had a difficult time making friends with his or her classmates. Would it be more likely

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							that most of the other students did not make an effort to be friends with the new student, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							that you were not trying hard enough to encourage the other students to be more friendly toward the newcomer?

						
					

					
							
							22.

						
							
							If the students in your class performed better on a standardized achievement test given at the end of the year compared to students you had last year, it would probably be

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you put more effort into teaching this year, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because this year’s class of students were somewhat smarter than last year’s.

						
					

					
							
							23.

						
							
							Suppose, one day, you find yourself reprimanding one of your students more often than usual. Would this be more likely to happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because that student was misbehaving more than usual that day, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you were somewhat less tolerant than you usually are?

						
					

					
							
							24.

						
							
							Suppose one of your underachievers does his or her homework better than usual. This would probably happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because the student tried hard to do the assignment, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because you tried hard to explain how to do the assignment.

						
					

					
							
							25.

						
							
							Suppose one of your students began to do better schoolwork than he usually does. Would this happen

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							because you put much effort into helping the student do better, or

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							because the student was trying harder to do well in school?

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: The TLC uses a forced-choice format. Half of the items represent positive (success) situations, while the other half represents negative (failure) situations. Separate scores are obtained for student success (I+) and student failure (I−).

			Reprinted with permission of the Helen Dwight Reid Educational Foundation. (Published by Heldref Publications, 1319 18th Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 20036–1802.)

			Internal-External Locus of Control Scale

			Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control of reinforcement. Psychological Monographs: General and Applied 80 (Whole No. 609).

			Comments: The 29-item Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (I-E Scale) assesses “generalized expectancies for internal versus external control of reinforcement.” Item analysis, factor analysis, and reliability tests demonstrate the internal consistency of the scale. The I-E Scale has been used to develop validate other instruments. It is one of the most frequently used instruments to measure locus of control.

			Scale Construction: The original I-E scale contained 100 forced-choice items, each one comparing an external belief with an internal one. Based upon item analysis and factor analysis, the revised scale contained 60 items. Item correlations with the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale, validity data from two studies, and reliability data resulted in reducing the scale to 23 items. The final version of the scale contains 23 forced-choice items plus six filler items.

			Sample: Biserial item correlations are reported for a sample of 200 men and 200 women enrolled in psychology courses at Ohio State University. In addition to students at Ohio State, other samples consisted of 10th, 11th, and 12th graders, a national stratified sample, prisoners at the Colorado Reformatory, elementary psychology students at Kansas State University, and Ohio Federal prisoners.

			Reliability: The KR20 reliability coefficient was 0.70 for the sample of 200 men and 200 women. Test-retest reliability after one month was 0.72 and after two months was 0.55. Reliability data are provided for all of the samples.

			Validity: Discriminant validity is supported by the low correlations with intelligence, social desirability, and political liberalness. Evidence of construct validity is found in the predicted differences in behavior for people above and below the median of the I-E Scale and from correlations with behavioral criteria. Numerous studies are discussed to support construct validity.

			Factor Analysis: The two factor analyses that were performed support the unidimensionality of the scale.

			Data Analysis: Biserial item correlations of each item with total score, excluding that item are presented. Means and standard deviations for various samples are also provided.
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			Internal-External Locus of Control Scale

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too much.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents are too easy with them.

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Many of the unhappy things in people’s lives are partly due to bad luck.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							People’s misfortunes result from the mistakes they make.

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don’t take enough interest in politics.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them.

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Unfortunately, an individual’s worth often passes unrecognized no matter how hard he tries.

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Most students don’t realize the extent to which their grades are influenced by accidental happenings.

						
					

					
							
							6.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of their opportunities.

						
					

					
							
							7.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							No matter how hard you try some people just don’t like you.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							People who can’t get others to like them don’t understand how to get along with others.

						
					

					
							
							8.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Heredity plays the major role in determining one’s personality.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							It is one’s experiences in life which determine what they’re like.

						
					

					
							
							9.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							I have often found that what is going to happen will happen.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making a decision to take a definite course of action.

						
					

					
							
							10.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							In the case of the well-prepared student there is rarely if ever such a thing as an unfair test.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that studying is really useless.

						
					

					
							
							11.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Becoming a success is a matter of hard work; luck has little or nothing to do with it.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right time.

						
					

					
							
							12.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not much the little guy can do about it.

						
					

					
							
							13.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow.

						
					

					
							
							14.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							There are certain people who are just no good.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							There is some good in everybody.

						
					

					
							
							15.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin.

						
					

					
							
							16.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in the right place first.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, luck has little or nothing to do with it.

						
					

					
							
							17.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces we can neither understand nor control.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							By taking an active part in political and social affairs, the people can control world events.

						
					

					
							
							18.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Most people don’t realize the extent to which their lives are controlled by accidental happenings.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							There really is no such thing as “luck.”

						
					

					
							
							19.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							One should always be willing to admit mistakes.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							It is usually best to cover up one’s mistakes.

						
					

					
							
							20.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							How many friends you have depends on how nice a person you are.

						
					

					
							
							21.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good ones.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, or all three.

						
					

					
							
							22.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							It is difficult for people to have much control over the things politicians do in office.

						
					

					
							
							23.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Sometimes I can’t understand how teachers arrive at the grades they give.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the grades I get.

						
					

					
							
							24.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they should do.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are.

						
					

					
							
							25.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that happen to me.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an important role in my life.

						
					

					
							
							26.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							People are lonely because they don’t try to be friendly.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							There’s not much use in trying too hard to please people, if they like you, they like you.

						
					

					
							
							27.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Team sports are an excellent way to build character.

						
					

					
							
							28.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							What happens to me is my own doing.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Sometimes I feel that I don’t have enough control over the direction my life is taking.

						
					

					
							
							29.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Most of the time I can’t understand why politicians behave the way they do.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a national as well as on a local level.

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: A forced-choice format is used. The total score is calculated by adding the number of external beliefs selected (2a, 3b, 4b, 5b, 6a, 7a, 9a, 10b, 11b, 12b, 13b, 15b, 16a, 17a, 18a, 20a, 21a, 22b, 23a, 25a, 26b, 28b, and 29a).

			Reprinted with permission of the author. Not to be duplicated without the permission of the author.

			Perceived Control at School Scale

			Adelman, H. S., et al. (1986). An instrument to assess students’ perceived control at school. Educational and Psychological Measurement 46:1005–17.

			Comments: The 16-item Perceived Control at School Scale (PCSS) measures students’ perceived control at school. Data on reliability, validity, and factor structure are provided. Variations based upon sample characteristics have been found.

			Scale Construction: Twelve items were written based on five areas of control in which schools are different. Four items were added as a reliability check to see if there were differences based on positively and negatively worded items. The pilot PCSS consisted of 16 items. Two forms of the PCSS were developed (one for the current school and one for the previous school).

			Sample: Four samples were used. Two samples consisted of 107 special education students and the other two samples consisted of 113 regular education students. A description of the samples is provided.

			Reliability: For the total special education samples the alpha coefficient was 0.80, while the alpha coefficient for the total regular education samples was 0.69. The alpha coefficient for all four samples was 0.65. Test-retest reliability over a two-week interval was 0.80 for special education students and 0.55 for regular education students.

			Validity: To establish construct validity, the PCSS was correlated with the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale. In addition, differences in group responses were used to further establish construct validity.

			Factor Analysis: Principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation yielded five factors for the special education samples and six factors for the regular education samples (there was overlapping). The five factors are: five items on personal power/decision making (14, 12, 1, 15, and 3); four items on self-determination (8, 11, 7, and 10); four items on others interference with autonomy (2, 16, 5, and 13); two items on powerlessness (4 and 6); and two items on impersonal interference with autonomy (9 and 10). Factor loadings are presented.

			References
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			Perceived Control at School Scale

			At school, how much of the time do you feel . . .

			 1. you have a say in deciding about what the rules should be?

			 2. people don’t let you be yourself and act the way you really are?

			 3. you have a say in deciding about what should happen to you if you break a rule?

			 4. you can’t influence what is happening to you?

			 5. people want you to be yourself and to act the way you really are?

			 6. people don’t let you take part in making decisions?

			 7. you have a choice about what you are doing or learning?

			 8. you can influence what is happening to you?

			 9. the rules make you do things you don’t agree with?

			10.no matter what you do you probably won’t get what you want?

			11.you have very little choice about what you are doing or learning?

			12.you are able to change something if you don’t like it?

			13.others make your decisions for you?

			14.you get to do things in the way you think is right for you?

			15.people want you to take part in making decisions?

			16.people don’t treat you fairly?

			Scoring: Never = 1; Not very often = 2; Slightly less than half the time = 3; Slightly more than half the time = 4; Very often = 5; and Always = 6. Scoring is reversed on the following items: 2, 4, 6, 9, 10, 11, 13, and 16. Perceived control scores can range from 16 to 96.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Mentoring

			Questionnaire for Beginning Teachers and Questionnaire for Mentor Teachers

			Reiman, A. J., and Edelfelt, R. A. (1991). The opinions of mentors and beginning teachers. Research Report, North Carolina State University. ERIC ED 329 519.

			Comments: The questionnaires were designed to study beginning teachers and their mentors. They were developed to check the influence of long-term mentor training, with a focus on developmental supervision, and to examine the degree to which the intent of the North Carolina Certification Program was being carried out.

			Scale Construction: Questionnaire items were created from an earlier study where ideas and themes were explored through interview techniques. Parallel forms of the instrument were developed for the mentor teacher and for the beginning teacher. The questionnaires employed a discrepancy model of investigation and scoring. The items with the largest discrepancy among respondents were critically analyzed. The respondents were instructed to indicate on a four-point scale the degree to which each condition in the questionnaire was operative in their situation.

			Sample: Questionnaires were sent to 22 mentor teachers and 16 beginning teachers.

			Reference

			School-based mentoring: Untangling the tensions between theory and practice. Research Report 90–7, North Carolina State University.

			Questionnaire for Beginning Teachers

			 1. I have had adequate time to plan.

			 2. My mentor provided assistance with classroom management.

			 3. My mentor provided help with instructional concerns.

			 4. My mentor provided assistance with personal concerns.

			 5. I received help from the district office on salary and certification questions.

			 6. My mentor was in my classroom.

			 7. I was receptive to criticism.

			 8. Feedback from classroom observations was helpful.

			 9. My teaching assignment was realistic for a beginner.

			10.I discussed all aspects of teaching with my mentor.

			11.My mentor helped me keep current professionally.

			12.I had opportunities to talk with other novice teachers.

			13.I got help from colleagues.

			14.I sought feedback from students.

			15.There was time to reflect on my teaching.

			16.I got adequate clerical support.

			17.I found satisfaction in teaching.

			18.Professional development opportunities were provided.

			19.I have been helped to develop my own teaching style.

			20.I followed the textbook in my teaching.

			21.I have been helped to develop a repertoire of teaching strategies.

			22.I felt a part of the school community.

			23.Teaching included mundane duties.

			24.The materials I needed for teaching were available.

			25.I got help and encouragement from my principal.

			26.I was assessed by administration on the Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument.

			27.The climate in my school supported a good learning environment for students.

			28.The climate in our school supported a good learning environment for me as a beginning teacher.

			29.I have thought that I would have liked to have been involved in the selection of my mentor.

			30.I had opportunities to visit and observe exemplary teachers.

			31.I had opportunities to read and to review educational research and theory with my mentor.

			32.My mentor is empathic.

			33.My mentor can describe teaching concepts in a way that is understandable.

			34.My mentor has acted on my behalf.

			35.I participated in decisions on school policy.

			36.Teaching was what I thought it would be.

			37.I think I will be teaching five years from now.

			38.I felt pressured to teach in certain ways.

			39.We used technology to great advantage in our school.

			40.There were opportunities to exchange ideas with colleagues.

			41.Students were responsive to the way I taught.

			42.Motivating students was very difficult.

			43.Classroom management was a problem for me.

			44.I communicated with parents.

			45.Our school functioned in an efficient and productive manner.

			46.The rules and requirements in our school were reasonable.

			Questionnaire for Mentor Teachers

			I have enough time to work with my ICT.

			I confer with my ICT.

			I make formal observations of my ICT.

			I make informal observations of my ICT.

			I visit my ICT’s classroom.

			I consult with my ICT on

			discipline.

			classroom management.

			school routines.

			the content being taught.

			changing the way teachers and students work together.

			finding materials.

			selecting materials.

			making materials.

			developing curriculum.

			skills in questioning.

			cooperative learning.

			personal concerns.

			I support my ICT in

			maintaining his or her well-being.

			fostering self-evaluation.

			increasing student self-direction.

			and decision making.

			individualizing instruction.

			finding effective ways to group.

			students for learning.

			I help my ICT understand

			the community.

			the goals of school.

			different cultures, races, and lifestyles.

			democratic values as they apply in school.

			instructional theory and research.

			dialects and language.

			usage.

			the issues in promotion and retention.

			the initial certification program.

			managing time.

			school policy.

			school district policy.

			I assist my ICT with

			identifying student needs.

			identifying student interests.

			motivating students.

			teaching basic skills.

			planning lessons to achieve.

			measurable learning outcomes.

			working with the high-risk child.

			working with exceptional children.

			developing critical thinking.

			employing democratic values.

			fostering problem solving.

			helping students help each other.

			developing homework assignments.

			evaluating student learning.

			designing teacher-made tests.

			interpreting standardized test scores.

			reporting student achievement.

			communicating with parents.

			relating local issues to the curriculum.

			planning professional development.

			I challenge my ICT to

			be an active listener.

			employ positive reinforcement.

			analyze his or her teaching.

			reflect on teaching.

			encourage original expression.

			evaluate his or her teaching.

			use technology.

			use computers.

			develop learning centers.

			document student learning.

			stay current professionally.

			promote equal opportunity.

			I encourage ICT reflection through

			conferences.

			journal writing.

			audiotaping.

			videotaping.

			I have been able to use the knowledge and techniques learned in mentor training.

			I do demonstration teaching.

			I use developmental theory in my work with my ICT.

			I use the research of Bruce Joyce in my work with my ICT.

			I vary the amount of structure employed in working with my ICT.

			Scoring: Scoring is identical for both questionnaires. Never or hardly ever = 1; Sometimes = 2; Frequently = 3; and Always or almost always = 4.

			Reprinted with permission of the authors. (© Reiman and Edelfelt, 1990. Questionnaire for Beginning Teachers and Questionnaire for Mentor Teachers.)

			Mentoring Function Scales

			Tepper, K., et al. (1996). Latent structure of Mentoring Function Scales. Educational and Psychological Measurement 56:848–57.

			Comments: The 16-item Mentoring Function Scales (MFS) consists of eight items that assess psychosocial mentoring functions and eight items that assess career-related mentoring functions.

			Sample: The results of five samples are reported. Samples 1 and 2 were part of Tepper et al.’s (1993) study. Sample 1 consisted of 117 employees from a financial organization. Sample 2 consisted of 259 employees from banks, insurance, health, manufacturing, and educational organizations. Sample 3 consisted of 82 employees from a company that managed seafood restaurants. Sample 4 consisted of 65 employees from a soft drink manufacturer. Sample 5 consisted of 45 employees from an accounting and finance department.

			Factor Structure: An oblique rotation using the total sample of 568 employees confirmed the original two factors: psychosocial mentoring functions (1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, and 15); and career-related mentoring functions (2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, and 16).

			Data Analysis: Skewness and kurtosis for the 16 items are presented as well as the results of the factor analysis.
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			Mentoring Function Scales

			 1. Encouraged you to try new ways of behaving on the job.

			 2. Assigned responsibilities to you that have increased your contact with people who will judge your potential for future advancement.

			 3. Discussed your questions or concerns regarding feelings of competence, commitment to advancement, relationships with peers and supervisors or work/family conflicts.

			 4. Reduced unnecessary risks that could have threatened your opportunities for promotion.

			 5. Served as a role model.

			 6. Helped you meet new colleagues.

			 7. Demonstrated good listening skills in your conversations.

			 8. Given you assignments or tasks that have prepared you for higher positions.

			 9. Conveyed feelings of respect for you as an individual.

			10.Helped you finish assignments or tasks or meet deadlines that otherwise would have been difficult to complete.

			11.Encouraged you to talk openly about anxieties and fears that detract from your work.

			12.Encouraged you to prepare for advancement.

			13.Shared personal experiences as an alternative perspective to your problems.

			14.Given you assignments that present opportunities to learn new skills.

			15.Displayed attitudes and values similar to your own.

			16.Given you assignments that have increased your contact with higher level managers.

			Scoring: 5 = to a very large extent; 4 = to a large extent; 3 = to some extent; 2 = to a slight extent; and 1 = not at all.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Morale

			Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire

			Bentley, R. R., and Rempel, A. M. (1970). Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire. Lafayette, IN: Purdue Research Foundation, Purdue University.

			Comments: The 100-item Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire (PTO) not only provides a total score that indicates a general level of teacher morale, but also 10 subscale scores that provide meaningful information about the various components of teacher morale. The PTO is the most frequently cited instrument to measure morale.

			Scale Construction: Originally, the 145-item PTO contained items in eight areas: teaching as an occupation; relationships with students; relationships with other teachers; administrative policies and procedures; relationships with community; curriculum factors; working conditions; and economic factors. KR reliability coefficients ranged from 0.79 to 0.98, with an overall reliability coefficient of 0.96.

			Sample: The original sample of 3,023 consisted of high school teachers from 60 schools in Indiana (stratified random sample) and 16 schools in Oregon (eastern part of the state).

			Reliability: The following test-retest correlations are reported: 0.88 (teacher rapport with principal); 0.84 (satisfaction with teaching); 0.80 (rapport among teachers); 0.81 (teacher salary); 0.77 (teacher load); 0.76 (curriculum issues); 0.81 (teacher status); 0.78 (community support of education); 0.80 (school facilities and services); and 0.62 (community pressures). The correlations range from 0.62 (community pressures) to 0.88 (teacher rapport with principal) with a median correlation of 0.87. In addition, norms are available for all school levels.

			Validity: The PTO discriminates not only among different schools, but also among the individual teachers within a particular school. In addition, principals completed the PTO the way they thought their faculty would respond. Differences between the median scores for teachers and principals were not significant.

			Factor Analysis: Originally, a principal components analysis and an oblique rotation of the extracted factors were performed (570 teachers). The results yielded eight factors. Then, additional factor analytic procedures were conducted to high, middle, and low teacher morale groups. Ten factors were identified instead of eight. The 10 factors are: 20 items on teacher rapport with principal (2, 3, 5, 7, 12, 33, 38, 41, 43, 44, 61, 62, 69, 70, 72, 73, 74, 92, 93, and 95); 20 items on satisfaction with teaching (19, 24, 26, 27, 29, 30, 46, 47, 50, 51, 56, 58, 60, 76, 78, 82, 83, 86, 89, and 100); 14 items on rapport among teachers (18, 22, 23, 28, 48, 52, 53, 54, 55, 77, 80, 84, 87, and 90); seven items on teacher salary (4, 9, 32, 36, 39, 65, and 75); 11 items on teacher load (1, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 31, 34, 40, 42, and 45); five items on curriculum issues (17, 20, 25, 79, and 88); eight items on teacher status (13, 15, 35, 37, 63, 64, 68, and 71); five items on community support of education (66, 67, 94, 96, and 97); five items on school facilities and services (16, 21, 49, 57, 59); and five items on community pressures (81, 85, 91, 98, and 99). The PTO Supplement contains two new factors: teacher rapport with school board (10 items) and teacher rapport with superintendent (10 items).

			Definition of Factors: Teacher rapport with principal deals with the teacher’s feelings about the principal (his/her professional competency), his/her interest in teachers and their work, his/her ability to communicate, and his/her skill in human relations. Satisfaction with teaching deals with teacher relationships with students and feelings of satisfaction with teaching. Rapport among teachers deals with a teacher’s relationships with other teachers. Teacher salary deals with the teacher’s feelings about salary and salary policies. Teacher load deals with recordkeeping, clerical work, community demands on teacher time, extracurricular load, and keeping up-to-date professionally. Curriculum issues deal with teacher reactions to the adequacy of the school program in meeting student needs. Teacher status deals with the prestige, security, and benefits of teaching. Community support of education deals with the extent to which the community understands and is willing to support a sound educational program. School facilities and services deal with the adequacy of facilities, supplies, and equipment as well as the efficiency of the procedures for obtaining materials and services. Community pressures deal with community expectations with respect to the teacher’s personal standards, his/her participation in outside-school activities, and his/her freedom to discuss controversial issues in the classroom.

			Data Analysis: Test-retest correlations, frequency distribution of test-retest correlations for individual schools by factor and total scores, means and standard deviations, interfactor correlations, median scores by factors, percentile distribution of school medians by factors, and percentile distribution of school medians by items are reported.
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			Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire

			 1. Details, “red tape,” and required reports absorb too much of my time.

			 2. The work of individual faculty members is appreciated and commended by our principal.

			 3. Teachers feel free to criticize administrative policy at faculty meetings called by our principal.

			 4. The faculty feels that their salary suggestions are adequately transmitted by the administration to the school board.

			 5. Our principal shows favoritism in his relations with the teachers in our school.

			 6. Teachers in this school are expected to do an unreasonable amount of recordkeeping and clerical work.

			 7. My principal makes a real effort to maintain close contact with the faculty.

			 8. Community demands upon the teacher’s time are unreasonable.

			 9. I am satisfied with the policies under which pay raises are granted.

			10.My teaching load is greater than that of most of the other teachers in our school.

			11.The extracurricular load of the teachers in our school is unreasonable.

			12.Our principal’s leadership in faculty meetings challenges and stimulates our professional growth.

			13.My teaching position gives me the social status in the community that I desire.

			14.The number of hours a teacher must work is unreasonable.

			15.Teaching enables me to enjoy many of the material and cultural things I like.

			16.My school provides me with adequate classroom supplies and equipment.

			17.Our school has a well-balanced curriculum.

			18.There is a great deal of griping, arguing, taking sides, and feuding among our teachers.

			19.Teaching gives me a great deal of personal satisfaction.

			20.The curriculum of our school makes reasonable provision for student individual differences.

			21.The procedures for obtaining materials and services are well defined and efficient.

			22.Generally, teachers in our school do not take advantage of one another.

			23.The teachers in our school cooperate with each other to achieve common, personal, and professional objectives.

			24.Teaching enables me to make my greatest contribution to society.

			25.The curriculum of our school is in need of major revisions.

			26.I love to teach.

			27.If I could plan my career again, I would choose teaching.

			28.Experienced faculty members accept new and younger members as colleagues.

			29.I would recommend teaching as an occupation to students of high scholastic ability.

			30.If I could earn as much money in another occupation, I would stop teaching.

			31.The school schedule places my classes at a disadvantage.

			32.The school tries to follow a generous policy regarding fringe benefits, professional travel, professional study, etc.

			33.My principal makes my work easier and more pleasant.

			34.Keeping up professionally is too much of a burden.

			35.Our community makes its teachers feel as though they are a real part of the community.

			36.Salary policies are administered with fairness and justice.

			37.Teaching affords me the security I want in a position.

			38.My school principal understands and recognizes good teaching procedures.

			39.Teachers clearly understand the policies governing salary increases.

			40.My classes are used as a “dumping ground” for problem students.

			41.The lines and methods of communication between teachers and the principal in our school are well developed and maintained.

			42.My teaching load in this school is unreasonable.

			43.My principal shows a real interest in my department.

			44.Our principal promotes a sense of belonging among the teachers in our school.

			45.My heavy teaching load unduly restricts my nonprofessional activities.

			46.I find my contacts with students, for the most part, highly satisfying and rewarding.

			47.I feel that I am an important part of this school system.

			48.The competency of teachers in our school compares favorably with that of teachers in other schools that I know.

			49.My school provides the teachers with adequate audiovisual aids and projection equipment.

			50.I feel successful and competent in my present position.

			51.I enjoy working with student organizations, clubs, and societies.

			52.Our teaching staff is congenial to work with.

			53.My teaching associates are well prepared for their jobs.

			54.Our school faculty has a tendency to form into cliques.

			55.The teachers in our school work well together.

			56.I am at a disadvantage professionally because other teachers are better prepared to teach than I am.

			57.Our school provides adequate clerical services for the teachers.

			58.As far as I know, the other teachers think I am a good teacher.

			59.Library facilities and resources are adequate for the grade or subject area which I teach.

			60.The “stress and strain” resulting from teaching makes teaching undesirable for me.

			61.My principal is concerned with the problems of the faculty and handles these problems sympathetically.

			62.I do not hesitate to discuss any school problem with my principal.

			63.Teaching gives me the prestige I desire.

			64.My teaching job enables me to provide a satisfactory standard of living for my family.

			65.The salary schedule in our school adequately recognizes teacher competency.

			66.Most of the people in this community understand and appreciate good education.

			67.In my judgment, this community is a good place to raise a family.

			68.This community respects its teachers and treats them like professional persons.

			69.My principal acts as though he is interested in me and my problems.

			70.My school principal supervises rather than “snoopervises” the teachers in our school.

			71.It is difficult for teachers to gain acceptance by the people in this community.

			72.Teachers’ meetings as now conducted by our principal waste the time and energy of the staff.

			73.My principal has a reasonable understanding of the problems connected with my teaching assignment.

			74.I feel that my work is judged fairly by my principal.

			75.Salaries paid in this school system compare favorably with salaries in other systems with which I am familiar.

			76.Most of the actions of students irritate me.

			77.The cooperativeness of teachers in our school helps make my work more enjoyable.

			78.My students regard me with respect and seem to have confidence in my professional ability.

			79.The purposes and objectives of the school cannot be achieved by the present curriculum.

			80.The teachers in our school have a desirable influence on the values and attitudes of their students.

			81.This community expects its teachers to meet unreasonable personal standards.

			82.My students appreciate the help I give them with their school work.

			83.To me there is no more challenging work than teaching.

			84.Other teachers in our school are appreciative of my work.

			85.As a teacher in this community my nonprofessional activities outside of school are unduly restricted.

			86.As a teacher, I think I am as competent as most other teachers.

			87.The teachers with whom I work have high professional ethics.

			88.Our school curriculum does a good job of preparing students to become enlightened and competent citizens.

			89.I really enjoy working with my students.

			90.The teachers in our school show a great deal of initiative and creativity in their teaching assignments.

			91.Teachers in our community feel free to discuss controversial issues in their classes.

			92.My principal tries to make me feel comfortable when he visits my classes.

			 93. My principal makes effective use of the individual teacher’s capacity and talent.

			 94. The people in this community, generally, have a sincere and wholehearted interest in the school system.

			 95. Teachers feel free to go to the principal about problems of personal and group welfare.

			 96. This community supports ethical procedures regarding the appointment and reappointment of the teaching staff.

			 97. This community is willing to support a good program of education.

			 98. Our community expects the teachers to participate in too many social activities.

			 99. Community pressures prevent me from doing my best as a teacher.

			100.I am well satisfied with my present teaching position.

			Scoring: Agree = 4; Probably Agree = 3; Probably Disagree = 2; and Disagree = 1. The scoring is reversed for the following items: 1, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 18, 25, 30, 31, 34, 40, 42, 45, 54, 56, 60, 71, 72, 76, 79, 81, 85, 98, and 99.

			Reprinted with permission of the Purdue Research Foundation. West Lafayette, IN 47906.

			Staff Morale Questionnaire

			Smith, K. R. (1971). The validation of a morale measuring instrument. Journal of Educational Administration 9:32–37.

			Comments: A new 72-item Staff Morale Questionnaire (SMQ) has been developed for teachers based on the three factors currently identified. The SMQ has been used in Great Britain, Australia, Indonesia, New Zealand, New Guinea, Canada, Israel, and the United States.

			Scale Construction: The original 50-item SMQ based on the work of Cattell and Stice examined five areas: group cohesion; tenacity and fortitude; leadership synergy; adventurous striving; and personal reward. Originally, there were 10 items in each category. When the 50-item questionnaire was factor analyzed, three factors emerged.

			Sample: Teachers from six schools in Florida participated (four schools were identified as high morale schools and two schools were identified as low morale schools). Four hundred and fifteen secondary school teachers in Singapore completed the 24-item SMQ. Seven items from the original 50-item SMQ were added to the 24-item SMQ. Four months later, an additional 305 secondary school teachers in six schools in Singapore completed the SMQ.

			Validity: The purpose of the Singapore study was to provide construct validation of the three factors in the SMQ. The factor loadings for the SMQ are provided.

			Factor Analysis: A varimax rotation yielded seven factors. The first three factors are labeled as: leadership synergy, cohesive pride, and personal challenge. Ten items loaded on leadership synergy (9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 26, and 29); nine items loaded on cohesive pride (1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 18, 20, 22, and 25), and five items loaded on personal challenge (23, 24, 27, 30, and 31). A second factor analysis was performed with the second sample. A varimax rotation yielded three factors: leadership synergy (1, 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 21, 22, 24, and 25); cohesive pride (3, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 17); and personal challenge (16, 19, 20, 23, 26, and 27).

			Definition of Factors: Cohesive pride means that the staff works together to achieve the objectives of the school; it exemplifies cooperation. Personal challenge relates to the incentives that are received from job satisfaction; it assesses how a group uses its potentiality for freedom. Leadership/synergy describes the energy of the group and is viewed as the most important morale factor.
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			Staff Morale Questionnaire

			 1. I would rather teach with my present colleagues than with any other group of teachers in another school.

			 2. In this school teachers have a sense of belonging and of being needed.

			 3. The teachers in this school cooperate with each other to achieve common professional objectives.

			 4. Every teacher on this staff contributes toward the achievement of the school’s aims.

			 5. I would perform my duties equally well and continuously under less pleasant conditions than I have at present.

			 6. I do school work beyond my normal working hours.

			 7. When I believe that suggestions made by my immediate supervisor are of little value, I ignore them.

			 8. Members of this staff can be relied upon to work with steady persistence.

			 9. On the whole, how much chance is given to you in this school to show what you can really do?

			10.How well are you kept informed about what is going on in your school?

			11.How do you feel after your immediate supervisor has talked to you about a mistake or weakness in your work?

			12.How well are school policies and the reasons for them explained to you?

			13.How well do you think your school is run?

			14.The principal seems to want everything to depend solely on his judgment.

			15.Our principal encourages teachers to participate in the formulating of major school projects.

			16.Duties delegated to teachers are clearly and explicitly defined.

			17.To what extent do teachers in your school pursue inservice or university courses?

			18.In general, teachers on this staff show a great deal of originality and initiative in their teaching.

			19.To me there is no more challenging profession than teaching.

			20.Teachers in this school display confidence and keenness when called upon for a special effort.

			21.In general, I have tried to be innovative in my teaching techniques on my own initiative.

			22.Teachers in this school are convinced of the importance of the school’s objectives.

			23.The teaching I am doing at present gives me a feeling of success and pride.

			24.I feel that I am an important part of my present school.

			25.There is no complaining, arguing, and taking of sides among my colleagues.

			26.To what extent do you feel that your colleagues act as a unified staff rather than as a collection of independent individuals?

			27.Keeping up to date professionally is too much of a burden.

			28.Are you provided with the best possible equipment consistent with your school’s aims and finances?

			29.Would your immediate supervisor support you and back you up if something went wrong which was not your fault?

			30.To what extent would you wish to share in the organization and running of your school?

			31.To what extent do past successes in teaching cause you to strive for similar success in the future?

			Scoring: A four-point scale is used ranging from 1 to 4.

			Reprinted with permission of Kevin B. Smith, PO Box 440, Armidale NSW 2350, Australia.

			Motivation/Money

			Job Diagnostic Survey

			Hackman, J. R., and Oldham, G. R. (1974). Job Diagnostic Survey. Tests in Microfiche, ETS Test Collection, Princeton, NJ.

			Comments: The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) has satisfactory psychometric characteristics. Internal consistency reliabilities are satisfactory and the scale items are able to discriminate. According to the authors, the JDS may be used to determine if motivation and satisfaction are really problematic; is the job low in motivation potential; what specific aspects of the job are causing the difficulty; how ready are the employees for change; and what special problems and opportunities are present in the existing work system? The JDS is the most frequently cited instrument to measure motivation.

			Scale Construction: It took over two years to develop and refine the JDS, which is based on the work of Turner and Lawrence (1965) and Hackman and Lawler (1971). According to the theory, which is the basis for the JDS, positive personal and work outcomes are obtained when three critical psychological states exist. The three critical psychological states are created by the existence of five core dimensions. Using the theory, a motivating potential score can be computed. The JDS has been revised three times over the last two years.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 658 blue collar, white collar, and professional workers from seven industrial and service companies representing 62 distinct jobs. Demographic characteristics are included. Overall, over 1,500 employees from 15 distinct companies representing 100 jobs have participated.

			Reliability: Internal consistency reliabilities were: 0.71 (skill variety, feedback from the job itself, and job choice format), 0.59 (task identity), 0.66 (task significance and autonomy), 0.78 (feedback from agents), 0.59 (dealing with others), 0.74 (experienced meaningfulness of the work), 0.72 (experienced responsibility for the work), 0.76 (knowledge of results, general satisfaction, and internal work motivation), 0.56 (social satisfaction), 0.79 (supervisory satisfaction), 0.84 (growth satisfaction), and 0.88 (would like format). Median off-diagonal correlations are also reported.

			Validity: The substantive validity of the JDS is described in more detail in another report by Hackman and Oldham (1974). Overall, the variables assessed by the JDS relate to each other as predicted by the theory that is the foundation of the survey. In addition, the job dimensions are related to behavioral measures of absenteeism and supervisory ratings of performance effectiveness.

			Job Measures: The JDS measures five core dimensions (skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback from the job itself) and two additional dimensions (feedback from agents and dealing with others). Section 1 contains seven items, while Section 2 contains 14 items (two items for each dimension) The JDS also examines three psychological states (experienced meaningfulness of the work, experienced responsibilities for work outcomes, and knowledge of results) and three affective reactions to the job (general satisfaction, internal work motivation, and satisfaction with job security, pay and other compensation, peers and coworkers, supervision, and opportunities for personal growth and development). Section 3 contains 15 items, while Section 5 contains 10 items. Section 4 contains 14 items that relate to the five specific types of satisfaction. Finally, the JDS measures individual growth need strength. Section 6 contains 11 items in a “would like” format, while Section 7 contains 12 items in a job choice format.

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, and the results of one-way analyses of variance are reported. Between-job differences are statistically significant for all of the JDS scale scores. Intercorrelations among the JDS scales are presented.
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			Job Diagnostic Survey: Section 1

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							To what extent does your job require you to work closely with other people (either clients, or people in related jobs in your organization)?

						
					

					
							
							
							1. 

						
							
							Very little; dealing with other people is not at all necessary in doing the job.

						
					

					
							
							
							4. 

						
							
							Moderately; some dealing with others is necessary.

						
					

					
							
							
							7. 

						
							
							Very much; dealing with other people is an absolutely essential and crucial part of doing the job.

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to what extent does your job permit you to decide on your own how to go about doing the work?

						
					

					
							
							
							1. 

						
							
							Very little; the job gives me almost no personal “say” about how and when the work is done.

						
					

					
							
							
							4. 

						
							
							Moderate autonomy; many things are standardized and not under my control, but I can make some decisions about the work.

						
					

					
							
							
							7. 

						
							
							Very much; the job gives me almost complete responsibility for deciding how and when the work is done.

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							To what extent does your job involve doing a “whole” and identifiable piece of work? That is, is the job a complete piece of work that has an obvious beginning and end? Or is it only a small part of the overall piece of work, which is finished by other people or by automatic machines?

						
					

					
							
							
							1. 

						
							
							My job is only a tiny part of the overall piece of work; the results of my activities cannot be seen in the final product or service.

						
					

					
							
							
							4. 

						
							
							My job is a moderate-sized “chunk” of the overall piece of work; my own contribution can be seen in the final outcome.

						
					

					
							
							
							7. 

						
							
							My job involves doing the whole piece of work, from start to finish; the results of my activities are easily seen in the final product or service.

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							How much variety is there in your job? That is, to what extent does the job require you to do many different things at work, using a variety of your skills and talents?

						
					

					
							
							
							1. 

						
							
							Very little; the job requires me to do the same routine things over and over again.

						
					

					
							
							
							4. 

						
							
							Moderate variety.

						
					

					
							
							
							7. 

						
							
							Very much; the job requires me to do many different things, using a number of different skills and talents.

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							In general, how significant or important is your job? That is, are the results of your work likely to significantly affect the lives or well-being of other people?

						
					

					
							
							
							1. 

						
							
							Not very significant; the outcomes of my work are not likely to have important effects on other people.

						
					

					
							
							
							4. 

						
							
							Moderately significant.

						
					

					
							
							
							7. 

						
							
							Highly significant; the outcomes of my work can affect other people in very important ways.

						
					

					
							
							6.

						
							
							To what extent do managers or coworkers let you know how well you are doing on your job?

						
					

					
							
							
							1. 

						
							
							Very little; people almost never let me know how well I am doing.

						
					

					
							
							
							4. 

						
							
							Moderately; sometimes people may give me “feedback”; other times they may not.

						
					

					
							
							
							7. 

						
							
							Very much; managers or coworkers provide me with almost consistent “feedback” about how well I am doing.

						
					

					
							
							7.

						
							
							To what extent does doing the job itself provide you with information about your work performance? That is, does the actual work itself provide clues about how well you are doing aside from any “feedback” coworkers or supervisors may provide?

						
					

					
							
							
							1. 

						
							
							Very little; the job itself is set up so I could work forever without finding out how well I am doing.

						
					

					
							
							
							4. 

						
							
							Moderately; sometimes doing the job provides “feedback” to me; sometimes it does not.

						
					

					
							
							
							7. 

						
							
							Very much; the job is set up so that I get almost constant “feedback” as I work about how well I am doing.

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: Various seven-point scales are used for the seven sections of the JDS. Section one of the JDS measures the seven job dimensions. Very Little: the job requires me to do the same routine things over and over again = 1; Moderate Variety = 4; and Very Much: the job requires me to do many different things, using a number of different skills and talents = 7.

			Job Diagnostic Survey: Section 2

			 1. The job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills.

			 2. The job requires a lot of cooperative work with other people.

			 3. The job is arranged so that I do not have the chance to do an entire piece of work from beginning to end.

			 4. Just doing the work required by the job provides many chances for me to figure out how well I am doing.

			 5. The job is quite simple and repetitive.

			 6. The job can be done adequately by a person working alone—without talking or checking with other people.

			 7. The supervisors and coworkers on this job almost never give me any “feedback” about how well I am doing in my work.

			 8. This job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how well the work gets done.

			 9. The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or judgment in carrying out the work.

			10.Supervisors often let me know how well they think I am performing the job.

			11.The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces of work I begin.

			12.The job itself provides very few clues about whether or not I am performing well.

			13.The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I do the work.

			14.The job itself is not very significant or important in the broader scheme of things.

			Scoring: Section two also measures the seven job dimensions. Very Inaccurate = 1; Mostly Inaccurate = 2; Slightly Inaccurate = 3; Uncertain = 4; Slightly Accurate = 5; Mostly Accurate = 6; and Very Accurate = 7.

			Job Diagnostic Survey: Section 3

			 1. It’s hard, on this job, for me to care very much about whether or not the work gets done right.

			 2. My opinion of myself goes up when I do this job well.

			 3. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with this job.

			 4. Most of the things I have to do on this job seem useless or trivial.

			 5. I usually know whether or not my work is satisfactory on this job.

			 6. I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when I do this job well.

			 7. The work I do on this job is very meaningful to me.

			 8. I feel a very high degree of personal responsibility for the work I do on this job.

			 9. I frequently think of quitting this job.

			10.I feel bad and unhappy when I discover that I have performed poorly on this job.

			11.I often have trouble figuring out whether I’m doing well or poorly on this job.

			12.I feel I should personally take the credit or blame for the results of my work on this job.

			13.I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do on this job.

			14.My own feelings generally are not affected much one way or the other by how well I do on this job.

			15.Whether or not this job gets done right is clearly my responsibility.

			Scoring: Section three measures general satisfaction and internal work motivation. Disagree Strongly = 1; Disagree = 2; Disagree Slightly = 3; Neutral = 4; Agree Slightly = 5; Agree = 6; and Agree Strongly = 7.

			Job Diagnostic Survey: Section 4

			 1. The amount of job security I have.

			 2. The amount of pay and fringe benefits I receive.

			 3. The amount of personal growth and development I get in doing my job.

			 4. The people I talk to and work with on my job.

			 5. The degree of respect and fair treatment I receive from my boss.

			 6. The feeling of worthwhile accomplishment I get from doing my job.

			 7. The chance to get to know other people while on the job.

			 8. The amount of support and guidance I receive from my supervisor.

			 9. The degree to which I am fairly paid for what I contribute to this organization.

			10.The amount of independent thought and action I can exercise in my job.

			11.How secure things look for me in the future in this organization.

			12.The chance to help other people while at work.

			13.The amount of challenge in my job.

			14.The overall quality of the supervision I receive in my work.

			Scoring: Section four measures specific satisfactions. Extremely Dissatisfied = 1; Dissatisfied = 2; Slightly Dissatisfied = 3; Neutral = 4; Slightly Satisfied = 5; Satisfied = 6; Extremely Satisfied = 7.

			Job Diagnostic Survey: Section 5

			 1. Most people on this job feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when they do the job well.

			 2. Most people on this job are very satisfied with the job.

			 3. Most people on this job feel that the work is useless or trivial.

			 4. Most people on this job feel a great deal of personal responsibility for the work they do.

			 5. Most people on this job have a pretty good idea of how well they are performing their job.

			 6. Most people on this job find the work very meaningful.

			 7. Most people on this job feel that whether or not the job gets done right is clearly their own responsibility.

			 8. People on this job often think of quitting.

			 9. Most people on this job feel bad or unhappy when they find that they have performed the work poorly.

			10.Most people on this job have trouble figuring out whether they are doing a good or a bad job.

			Scoring: Section five measures the three psychological states as well as general satisfaction and internal work motivation. It also measures general satisfaction and internal work motivation. Disagree Strongly = 1; Disagree = 2; Disagree Slightly = 3; Neutral = 4; Agree Slightly = 5; Agree = 6; and Agree Strongly = 7.

			Job Diagnostic Survey: Section 6

			 1. High respect and fair treatment from my supervisor.

			 2. Stimulating and challenging work.

			 3. Chances to exercise independent thought and action in my job.

			 4. Great job security.

			 5. Very friendly coworkers.

			 6. Opportunities to learn new things from my work.

			 7. High salary and good fringe benefits.

			 8. Opportunities to be creative and imaginative in my work.

			 9. Quick promotions.

			10.Opportunities for personal growth and development in my job.

			11.A sense of worthwhile accomplishment in my work.

			Scoring: Section six measures individual growth need strength. Would like having this only a moderate amount (or less) = 4; Would like having this very much = 7; and Would like having this extremely much = 10.

			Job Diagnostic Survey: Section 7

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job where the pay is very good.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job where there is considerable opportunity to be creative and innovative.

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job where you are often required to make important decisions.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job with many pleasant people to work with.

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job in which greater responsibility is given to those who do the best work.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job in which greater responsibility is given to loyal employees who have the most seniority.

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job in an organization which is in financial trouble—and might have to close down within the year.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job in which you are not allowed to have any say whatever in how your work is scheduled, or in the procedures to be used in carrying it out.

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A very routine job.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job where your coworkers are not very friendly.

						
					

					
							
							6.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job with a supervisor who is often very critical of you and your work in front of other people.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job which prevents you from using a number of skills that you worked hard to develop.

						
					

					
							
							7.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job with a supervisor who respects you and treats you fairly.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job which provides constant opportunities for you to learn new and interesting things.

						
					

					
							
							8.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job where there is a real chance you could be laid off.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job with very little chance to do challenging work.

						
					

					
							
							9.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job in which there is a real chance for you to develop new skills and advance in the organization.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job which provides lots of vacation time and an excellent fringe benefit package.

						
					

					
							
							10.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job with little freedom and independence to do your work in the way you think best.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job where the working conditions are poor.

						
					

					
							
							11.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job with very satisfying teamwork.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job which allows you to use your skills and abilities to the fullest extent.

						
					

					
							
							12.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job which offers little or no challenge.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job which requires you to be completely isolated from coworkers.

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: Section seven measures individual growth need strength. Strongly Prefer A = 1; Slightly Prefer A = 2; Neutral = 3; Slightly Prefer B = 4; and Strongly Prefer B = 5. A scoring key for the JDS is provided. In addition, a short form of the JDS is available.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Teacher Motivation Diagnostic Questionnaire

			Matthews, K. M., and Holmes, C. T. (1982). A method for assessing teacher motivation. NASSP Bulletin 66:22–28.

			Comments: The 16-item Teacher Motivation Diagnostic Questionnaire (TMDQ) assesses the following four areas related to teacher motivation: attitude toward the principal (2, 6, 11, and 15), future utility (3, 7, 10, and 14), principal’s expectations (1, 5, 12, and 16), and self-concept of ability (4, 8, 9, and 13). Each area contains four questions.

			Reliability: Reliability estimates are provided in a study conducted by Matthews and Holmes (1982). Norms for the state of Georgia are presented in a study by Norton (1992). National norms are reported in a study by McDonough (1992).

			Operational Definitions: Attitude toward principal is defined as the effective orientation of teachers toward their principals. Future utility is defined as the beliefs of teachers about the benefits to them personally of improving student achievement. Principal’s expectations are defined as the beliefs of teachers about the expectations of their principals for improved student achievement. Self-concept of ability is defined as the beliefs of teachers about the probability that the academic achievement of their students could be improved.

			Validity: Evidence of face validity was established by the teachers who responded to the questionnaire. Convergent construct validity was established by correlating the four areas of the TMDQ with a section of the PTO.
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			Teacher Motivation Diagnostic Questionnaire

			 1. How much does your principal want test scores to improve?

			 2. How much do you want to please your principal?

			 3. How much would higher student achievement help you?

			 4. How much higher could your students’ test scores be?

			 5. How much does your principal expect test scores to improve?

			 6. How much do you want to make your principal happy?

			 7. How much would higher achievement be to your advantage?

			 8. How good are you at helping students raise test scores?

			 9. How much could your students’ achievement be raised?

			10.How much would you benefit from higher achievement?

			11.How much does your principal try to please you?

			12.How important are high test scores to your principal?

			13.How good could you be at improving students’ achievement?

			14.How much good would higher test scores do you?

			15.How much do you like the way your principal works with you?

			16.How much does your principal want higher test scores?

			Scoring: The following semantic differential scoring technique is utilized: for items 1–2 (strong to weak) and it is reversed (weak to strong) for items 6 and 16; for items 3 and 7 (small to large) and it is reversed (large to small) for items 5, 10, 14, and 15; for item 4 (high to low) and it is reversed (low to high) for items 9, 11, and 12; and for item 8 (bad to good) and it is reversed (good to bad) for item 13.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. (© Kenneth M. Matthews, 1985.)

			Educational Works Components Study

			Miskel, C. G., and Heller, L. E. (1973). The Educational Work Components Study: An adapted set of measures for work motivation. Journal of Experimental Education 42:45–50.

			Comments: The Work Components Study (WCS) was developed by Borgatta (1967) for industrial settings. Miskel and Heller modified the WCS for public schools. The theoretical foundation for the WCS is the two-factor theory of motivation (Herzberg et al., 1959). The 56-item Educational Works Components Study (EWCS) contains six factors.

			Sample: The sample of 745 consisted of 153 seniors and 42 graduate students in a school of education as well as 118 administrators and 432 teachers from three public school districts. A stratified random sampling procedure was used.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients (Cronbach) for the WCS ranged from 0.68 to 0.83. For school personnel, alpha coefficients for the EWCS ranged from 0.73 to 0.83. The estimates of internal consistency were 0.80 (potential for personal challenge and development), 0.73 (competitiveness desirability), 0.79 (tolerance for work pressure), 0.81 (conservative security), 0.82 (willingness to seek reward in spite of uncertainty vs. avoidance), and 0.83 (surround concern).

			Validity: Factor analysis was undertaken to determine the factorial stability of the EWCS.

			Factor Analysis: Varimax orthogonal and maxplane oblique R-factor analysis procedures were performed, yielding six factors. The six factors are: eight items on potential for personal challenge and development (13, 24, 31, 34, 39, 42, 45, and 56); seven items on competitiveness desirability and reward of success (3, 11, 21, 35, 37, 49, and 52); nine items on tolerance for work pressure (7, 12, 18, 22, 27, 28, 43, 48, and 50); 11 items on conservative security (2, 10, 14, 15, 20, 26, 33, 36, 41, 47, and 54); 10 items on willingness to seek reward in spite of uncertainty vs. avoidance of uncertainty (1, 4, 6, 9, 19, 25, 32, 40, 46, and 53); and 11 items on surround concern (5, 8, 16, 17, 23, 29, 30, 38, 44, 51, and 55).

			Definition of Factors: Potential for personal challenge and development measures the desirability of a job that provides for creativity, responsibility, and measures personal ability. Competitiveness desirability and reward of success measure job situations where pay is based on merit, competition is keen, and accomplishment is emphasized. Tolerance for work pressure measures job situations where the workload may be excessive and the individual may have to take work home. Conservative security measures whether or not the person plays it safe and has job security. Willingness to seek reward in spite of uncertainty vs. avoidance of uncertainty measures the person’s willingness to do interesting work although the person could lose his/her position. Surround concern measures the individual’s concern for hygiene factors.
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			Educational Work Components Study Questionnaire

			 1. I could get fired easily, but the work would be very interesting.

			 2. The emphasis would be on carrying out clearly outlined school district policies.

			 3. Salary increases would be strictly a matter of how much you accomplished for the school district.

			 4. I could not be sure I could keep my job as long as I want it.

			 5. The lighting is good.

			 6. The school district is not stable.

			 7. Trouble might come up that I would have to take care of myself, even outside regular hours.

			 8. The community has good recreational facilities.

			 9. The school district has in the recent past been having a hard time holding its position.

			10.The job is managing a small group of people doing routine jobs.

			11.The school district is known to be involved in heavy competition.

			12.The work might be excessive sometimes.

			13.There is opportunity for creative work.

			14.The work would be routine, but would not be hard to do.

			15.I would work as a member of a more-or-less permanent group.

			16.The climate would be pleasant.

			17.The community would be a wonderful place to raise a family.

			18.The schedule of hours might have to be flexible in response to the amount of work.

			19.The work might run out, but it would be extremely interesting while it lasted.

			20.The pay is not too high, but the job is secure.

			21.Persons are supposed to “get the boot” if they don’t make good and keep making good.

			22.I might sometimes have to take work home with me.

			23.The physical working conditions would be attractive.

			24.I would have a chance to really accomplish something, even if others wouldn’t know about it.

			25.I could get fired easily.

			26.The work is routine, but the initial salary is high.

			27.The work might build up “pressures” on me.

			28.The nature of the job changes because the school district changes.

			29.The fringe benefits are very good.

			30.The ventilation is modern.

			31.There would be emphasis on individual ability.

			32.There is little permanency of positions.

			33.I would be under civil service.

			34.The school district is located in a university center and would encourage further specialized work.

			35.There are opportunities to earn bonuses.

			36.Promotions come automatically.

			37.Competition would be open and encouraged.

			38.The community would have a good social and cultural life.

			39.I would have a chance to further my formal education.

			40.I could get fired easily, but the rewards would be high.

			41.The work is routine, but highly respected in the community.

			42.I would always have a chance to learn something new.

			43.There might occasionally be some physical danger.

			44.The supervisors are nice people.

			45.The work itself keeps changing and I need to change to keep up with it.

			46.The job is insecure.

			47.The salary increases are regularly scheduled.

			48.The work might come in big pushes.

			49.There is emphasis on the actual production record.

			50.I might be on call when there is pressure to get jobs done.

			51.The retirement plan is good.

			52.Salary increases would be a matter of how much effort you put in.

			53.Rewards are high, and the work interesting, but if one loses his job it is very difficult to get another one.

			54.There would be emphasis on satisfying superiors by carrying out school policy.

			55.I would have nice people for coworkers.

			56.There would be emphasis on originality.

			Scoring: Respondents are asked “How desirable would you consider each of the following items in a job for you? A job in which . . . ” Extremely Undesirable. Would never take the job = 1. Undesirable. Would avoid the job = 2. Neither Desirable or Undesirable = 3. Desirable. Would favor the job = 4. Extremely Desirable. Would favor job greatly = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Money Ethic Scale

			Tang, T. L. P. (1990). The meaning of money revisited: Workers’ view. Paper presented at the Southwestern Psychological Association. ERIC ED 318 984.

			Comments: The original Money Ethic Scale (MES) consisted of 50 items. There are several versions of the MES. The version referred to in this description has 30 items. Other versions contain six, 12, and 15 items.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 249 employees who were students and/or faculty from a state university in Tennessee who worked in schools, banks, churches, and other organizations.

			Reliability: The Cronbach alpha for the six factors were: 0.81 (good); 0.69 (evil); 0.70 (achievement); 0.68 (respect/self-esteem); 0.72 (budget); and 0.71 (freedom/power). Test-retest reliability over a four-week interval with 50 employees was: 0.67 (good); 0.56 (evil); 0.61 (achievement); 0.63 (respect/self-esteem); 0.65 (budget); and 0.83 (freedom/power).

			Validity: The author comments that additional research is necessary to establish construct validity.

			Factor Structure: A principal components factor analysis yielded six factors that accounted for 42.8 percent of the variance. The six factors are: good (nine items), evil (six items), achievement (four items), respect/self-esteem (four items), budget (three items), and freedom/power (four items).

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, and correlations of the MES and the nomological network (demographic variables, personality variables, the Protestant Ethic, the Leisure Ethic Scale, the JDI, and others) of the MES are reported.
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			Money Ethic Scale

			 1. Money is an important factor in the lives of all of us.

			 2. Money is good.

			 3. Money can buy everything.

			 4. Money is evil.

			 5. Money represents one’s achievement.

			 6. Money in the bank is a sign of security.

			 7. Money is a symbol of success.

			 8. Money is the most important thing (goal) in my life.

			 9. Money gives you autonomy and freedom.

			10.Money can bring you many friends.

			11.Money is attractive.

			12.Money is the root of all evil.

			13.Money is important.

			14.Money is useless.

			15.Money makes people respect you in the community.

			16.Money spent is money lost (wasted).

			17.Money is valuable.

			18.Money will help you express your competence and abilities.

			19.Money can buy you luxuries.

			20.Money can give you the opportunity to be what you want to be.

			21.Money means power.

			22.Money is honorable.

			23.Money is shameful.

			24.Money does not grow on trees.

			25.A penny saved is a penny earned.

			26.I pay my bills immediately in order to avoid interest or penalties.

			27.I think that it is very important to save some money.

			28.I value money very highly.

			29.I use my money very carefully.

			30.I budget my money very well.

			Scoring: A seven-point Likert type scale has the following anchors: disagree strongly = 1; neutral = 4; and agree strongly = 7.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. (Tang, T. L P. [1990]. The meaning of money revisited: Workers’ view. ERIC ED 318 984.)

			Work Domain Goal Orientation Instrument

			VandeWalle, D. (1997). Development and validation of a Work Domain Goal Orientation Instrument. Educational and Psychological Measurement 57:995–1015.

			Comments: The 16-item instrument measures the goal orientation of adults. An excellent summary of goal orientation instruments is included.

			Scale Construction: Sample A completed the original pilot study that consisted of 50 items. Then based on the comments of focus groups and statistical analyses (reliability and exploratory factor analyses), Sample B completed the revised instrument. Factor analytic procedures were conducted and reliability estimates were obtained for Sample C. Test-retest reliability procedures were conducted for Sample D.

			Sample: Four samples of volunteers were used. Sample A consisted of 66 college students from an undergraduate course in management. Sample B consisted of 198 college students from five sections of undergraduate courses in management. Sample C consisted of 239 community college students from 12 sections of courses in psychology and business management. Sample D consisted of 53 community college students from four sections of introductory courses in accounting.

			Reliability: Reliability estimates (Cronbach alpha) for Sample C produced the following results for the three dimensions: 0.89 for learning; 0.85 for prove; and 0.88 for avoid. Test-retest reliability over three months were: 0.66 for learning; 0.60 for prove; and 0.57 for avoid.

			Validity: Face validity was established through a panel of faculty and doctoral students in the area of management who reviewed the original 50 items based on the operational definitions of three goal orientations: learning, prove, and avoid. A principal components factor analysis was performed (Sample B). It yielded three factors: the learning scale (items 1 through 6); the prove scale (items 8 through 11); and the avoid scale (items 12 through 16). Additional reliability tests were performed and items 1 and 16 were deleted. The 13-item instrument (Sample B) was cross-validated with Sample C. An additional study was conducted to establish the construct validity of the instrument as well as its predictive validity.

			Data Analysis: The results of the confirmatory factor analysis are presented (goodness-of-fit values for measurement models). In addition, the results of a hypothesized nomological network for goal orientation and correlations of goal orientations scales with other constructs are reported.
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			Work Domain Goal Orientation Instrument

			 1. I often read materials related to my work to improve my ability.

			 2. I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that I can learn a lot from.

			 3. I often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge.

			 4. I enjoy challenging and difficult tasks at work where I’ll learn new skills.

			 5. For me, development of my work ability is important enough to take risks.

			 6. I prefer to work in situations that require a high level of ability and talent.

			 7. I would rather prove my ability on a task that I can do well at than to try a new task.

			 8. I’m concerned with showing that I can perform better than my coworkers.

			 9. I try to figure out what it takes to prove my ability to others at work.

			10.I enjoy it when others at work are aware of how well I’m doing.

			11.I prefer to work on projects where I can prove my ability to others.

			12.I would avoid taking on a new task if there was a chance that I would appear rather incompetent to others.

			13.Avoiding a show of low ability is more important to me than learning a new skill.

			14.I’m concerned about taking on a task at work if my performance would reveal that I had low ability.

			15.I prefer to avoid situations at work where I might perform poorly.

			16.When I don’t understand something at work, I prefer to avoid asking what might appear to others to be “dumb questions” that I should know the answer to already.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree = 6; Agree = 5; Agree Somewhat = 4; Disagree Somewhat = 3; Disagree = 2; Strongly Disagree = 1.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Needs

			Higher Order Need Strength Measure B

			Hackman, J. R., and Oldham, G. R. (1974). The Job Diagnostic Survey: An instrument for the diagnosis of jobs and the evaluation of job redesign projects. New Haven, CT: Yale University, Department of Administrative Sciences, Technical Report No. 4.

			Comments: This 12-item measure, part of the JDS (Section 7), assesses a worker’s interest in getting “growth satisfaction” from work. Higher-order needs include: participation in decision making, the use of a variety of valued skills and abilities, freedom and independence, challenge, expression of creativity, and the opportunity for learning. Lower order needs include: high pay, fringe benefits, job security, friendly coworkers, and considerate supervision. Participants are asked to select between growth needs and other needs.

			Scale Construction: See description of the JDS.

			Sample: Overall, more than 1,500 people from 100 different jobs in 15 companies were surveyed. The respondents included blue-collar, white-collar, and professional workers.

			Reliability: Internal consistency reliability for the “would like” format was 0.88 and 0.71 for the job choice format.

			Validity: See description of the JDS.

			Data Analysis: Means and variances of JDS scores for growth need strength are presented.
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			Higher Order Need Strength Measure B

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job where the pay is very good.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job where there is considerable opportunity to be creative and innovative.

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job where you are often required to make important decisions.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job with many pleasant people to work with.

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job in which greater responsibility is given to those who do the best work.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job in which greater responsibility is given to loyal employees who have the most seniority.

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job in an organization which is in financial trouble—and might have to close down within the year.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job in which you are not allowed to have any say whatever in how your work is scheduled, or in the procedures to be used in carrying it out.

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A very routine job.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job where your coworkers are not very friendly.

						
					

					
							
							6.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job with a supervisor who is often very critical of you and your work in front of other people.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job which prevents you from using a number of skills that you worked hard to develop.

						
					

					
							
							7.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job with a supervisor who respects you and treats you fairly.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job which provides constant opportunities for you to learn new and interesting things.

						
					

					
							
							8.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job where there is a real chance you could be laid off.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job with very little chance to do challenging work.

						
					

					
							
							9.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job in which there is a real chance for you to develop new skills and advance in the organization.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job which provides lots of vacation time and an excellent fringe benefit package.

						
					

					
							
							10.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job with little freedom and independence to do your work in the way you think best.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job where the working conditions are poor.

						
					

					
							
							11.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job with very satisfying teamwork.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job which allows you to use your skills and abilities to the fullest extent.

						
					

					
							
							12.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							A job which offers little or no challenge.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							A job which requires you to be completely isolated from coworkers.

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: Strongly Prefer A = 1; Slightly Prefer A = 2; Neutral = 3; Slightly Prefer B = 4; and Strongly Prefer B = 5. A score over 3.00 signifies a predominance of higher order need choices, while a score under 3.00 signifies a predominance of lower order need choices.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Management Position Questionnaire

			Porter, L. W. (1961). A study of perceived need satisfactions in bottom and middle management jobs. Journal of Applied Psychology 45:1–10.

			Comments: The Management Position Questionnaire (MPQ) contains 15 management position characteristics that relate to need satisfaction. Overall, these items correspond to Maslow’s need hierarchy: security, social, esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization. No items related to physiological needs were included, and two other items related to pay and to the feeling of being-in-the-know were added. The MPQ examines the differences among needs within various levels of management. Several instruments grew out of the MPQ.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 64 bottom-level (lowest level of management in an organization) and 75 middle-level (above the first level of supervision) managers from three organizations. A description of the three organizations is provided.

			Data Analysis: Data reflecting the differences between perceived amount of present fulfillment of needs and the amount of fulfillment believed should be available are reported for both bottom-level and middle-level positions. In addition, data reflecting the importance of these needs for both groups are also presented.

			References
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			Management Position Questionnaire

			 1. The feeling of security in my management position

			 2. The opportunity, in my management position, to give help to other people

			 3. The opportunity to develop close friendships in my management position

			 4. The feeling of self-esteem a person gets from being in my management position

			 5. The prestige of my management position inside the company (that is, the regard received from others in the company)

			 6. The prestige of my management position outside the company (that is, the regard received from others not in the company)

			 7. The authority connected with my management position

			 8. The opportunity for independent thought and action in my management position

			 9. The opportunity, in my management position, for participation in the setting of goals

			10.The opportunity, in my management position, for participation in the determination of methods and procedures

			11.The opportunity for personal growth and development in my management position

			12.The feeling of self-fulfillment a person gets from being in my management position (that is, the feeling of being able to use one’s own unique capabilities, realizing one’s potentialities)

			13.The feeling of worthwhile accomplishment in my management position

			14.The pay for my management position

			15.The feeling of being-in-the-know in my management position

			Scoring: Each item is rated on a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (minimum) to 7 (maximum). Respondents are asked to give three ratings for each item in terms of: How much of the characteristic is there now connected with your management position? How much of the characteristic do you think should be connected with your management position? How important is this position characteristic to you?

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Manifest Needs Questionnaire

			Steers, R. M., and Braunstein, D. N. (1976). A behaviorally-based measure of manifest needs in work settings. Journal of Vocational Behavior 9:251–66.

			Comments: The Manifest Needs Questionnaire (MNQ), which measures four of Murray’s needs, demonstrates evidence of convergent and discriminant validity. The authors cite the following as three limitations of the MNQ: additional organizations need to be surveyed; the MNQ is a research instrument and should not be used to make decisions about selection or placement; and the instrument only measures four needs.

			Scale Construction: Items were written for four needs (achievement, affiliation, autonomy, and dominance) based upon the research of Murray (1938). Some items were worded negatively. A panel of judges examined the items for appropriateness, clarity, and content validity. Then, three studies were conducted to validate the MNQ. The first study was a pilot study. The 20-item MNQ contains five statements for each need.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 96 management students who were working in business, government, and education.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients (Cronbach) were 0.66 (achievement), 0.56 (affiliation), 0.61 (autonomy), and 0.83 (dominance). Test-retest reliabilities over a two-week interval with 41 people were 0.72 (achievement), 0.75 (affiliation), 0.77 (autonomy), and 0.86 (dominance).

			Validity: The scores on the MNQ were compared with the scores on the Personality Research Form (Jackson, 1967) to establish convergent and discriminant validity. In addition, four independent judges rated 49 participants to establish discriminant validity. The MNQ was also used to predict work group preferences.

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, and off-diagonal correlations are reported for the four scales. Point biserial correlations between MNQ scores and eight work group preferences are provided.
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			Manifest Needs Questionnaire

			 1. I do my best work when my job assignments are fairly difficult.

			 2. When I have a choice, I try to work in a group instead of by myself.

			 3. In my work assignments, I try to be my own boss.

			 4. I seek an active role in the leadership of a group.

			 5. I try very hard to improve on my past performance at work.

			 6. I pay a good deal of attention to the feelings of others at work.

			 7. I go my own way at work, regardless of the opinions of others.

			 8. I avoid trying to influence those around me to see things my way.

			 9. I take moderate risks and stick my neck out to get ahead at work.

			10.I prefer to do my own work and let others do theirs.

			11.I disregard rules and regulations that hamper my personal freedom.

			12.I find myself organizing and directing the activities of others.

			13.I try to avoid any added responsibilities on my job.

			14.I express my disagreements with others openly.

			15.I consider myself a “team player” at work.

			16.I strive to gain more control over the events around me at work.

			17.I try to perform better than my coworkers.

			18.I find myself talking to those around me about non-business related matters.

			19.I try my best to work alone on a job.

			20.I strive to be “in command” when I am working in a group.

			Scoring: Always, Almost Always, Usually, Sometimes, Seldom, Almost Never, and Never. Scoring is reversed for items 8, 10, 13, 14, and 15.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Organizational Assessment/Effectiveness

			Effective School Function Inventory

			Carter, J., and Michael, W. B. (1995). The development and validation of an inventory of effective school function. Educational and Psychological Measurement 55:811–17.

			Comments: The 39-item inventory examines teachers’ perceptions about the effectiveness of various school operations. The works of Miller (1992), Brown (1971), and Stoddard (1992) served as the conceptual basis for the inventory.

			Scale Construction: A pilot study using a sample of 101 teachers who were not in the Distinguished Schools Group was conducted. Based on the results of item analyses, teachers’ comments, and recommendations from an expert in educational measurement, the inventory was revised. Based on the conceptual model, three broad categories were identified: framework for administrative leadership, teacher behaviors associated with significant learning outcomes, and critical commonalities contributing to broad community involvement. Each broad category contained three subcategories.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 124 teachers from 18 schools in California that were part of the Distinguished Schools Group.

			Reliability: Coefficients of internal consistency ranged from about 0.60 to 0.75 for the nine subcategories.

			Validity: Although there is only modest support for the construct validity of the inventory with the current sample, the use of additional samples within different settings could help to establish its construct validity.

			Factor Analysis: Orthogonal varimax rotations yielded four, five, six, seven, and eight factors. Although a six-factor varimax solution was accepted, only the first four factors were easily identifiable. The six factors are: 12 items on supportive-collegial interaction (1, 2, 4, 16, 17, 20, 23, 25, 28, 31, 32, and 35); eight items on cooperative facilitation of goal attainment in the teaching-learning process (8, 10, 21, 22, 26, 27, 30, and 37); seven items on morally oriented leadership (3, 7, 9, 11, 14, 36, and 39); five items on instructional strategy sharing by teachers (6, 15, 18, 19, and 38); four items on teacher readiness for innovation facilitated by leadership and teacher attitude toward instruction (12, 13, 24, and 29); and three items on facilitation of professionalism (5, 33, and 34).
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			Effective School Function Inventory

			 1. Once an initiative or curriculum project gets started, the efforts of the principal are sustained by staff and teachers.

			 2. Teachers are generally motivated to follow through on curriculum projects with little coercion because of the interpersonal leadership of the principal.

			 3. Improvement strategies tend to change the way things look, but not the way they work.

			 4. A widely shared philosophy exists at my school.

			 5. When major curriculum changes are required for improving student outcomes, small, focused efforts rather than large-scale efforts are most effective.

			 6. Professional standards are a part of the principal’s leadership practice.

			 7. At this school the moral dimension in leadership is a powerful factor as a basis for school leadership practices.

			 8. Our school is more of a community than an organization.

			 9. Leadership is an attitude that informs or directs behavior, rather than a set of discrete leadership skills or qualities, whether innate or acquired.

			10.My principal’s leadership is based on an understanding of how children and adults learn and keep learning and the ability to build communities of learners.

			11.My principal believes that leadership should be shared with everyone: teachers, students, parents, and community members.

			12.There is an important distinction between leadership attitude and leadership skill.

			13.Our school leadership is less theory and more successful practice.

			14.In my school, leadership behavior focuses on quality rather than quantity outcomes.

			15.Teachers who feel good about themselves and their abilities generally are those who experience success with students.

			16.In our school there is a comprehensive staff development plan that gives teachers new to the system confidence and validity in their purpose.

			17.At our school there is an on-site support mechanism that keeps new teachers from feeling isolated.

			18.The most successful approach to learning new teaching strategies is through teacher demonstrations and sharing.

			19.Teachers helping one another is the strength of new teacher survival.

			20.The principal provides an opportunity for teachers to observe each other in the classroom setting.

			21.The role of our principal is to build a shared understanding of the school goals so that the group will take responsibility.

			22.Teachers are taught different techniques and strategies to widen their repertoires of teaching skills as a part of the principal’s staff development plan.

			23.Cooperative learning is widely practiced at my school.

			24.There is a direct correlation between the amount of inservice training that new teachers receive and the effectiveness of student learning.

			25.Staff development at my site includes theory, demonstration, practice, feedback, and classroom application.

			26.Teachers have input into what skills are part of their training plan.

			27.The training provided by my school/district is the kind that could be used immediately in the classroom.

			28.Implementation in the classroom of many new skills that appear worthwhile have been difficult.

			29.If I do not understand and believe in the new approaches, I cannot achieve success by trying them.

			30.The strongest feature of this school is a student-centered system that stimulates growth.

			31.In this school teachers organize into groups to provide collegial interaction and engage in positive inquiry.

			32.Groups in our school meet to share understandings, implement curriculum innovations, and collaboratively plan for school improvement.

			33.Study groups contribute toward the professionalism of teachers.

			34.Research forms the basis for our current school changes.

			35.The principal has strong expectations for students, teachers, and himself/herself which are conveyed through frequent communications.

			36.Moral standards are part of the principal’s leadership practice.

			37.A contributing factor to school improvement is a sense of community.

			38.An important role of the principal is to cultivate the leadership potential of every single employee.

			39.My perception of the test scores in this school is that they have improved over the past three years.

			Scoring: Strongly disagree = 1; disagree = 2; agree = 3; and strongly agree = 4.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			School Effectiveness Questionnaire

			Detroit Public Schools Research and Evaluation Department. (1990). School Effectiveness Questionnaire, Elementary/Middle School Edition, 5th Rev. ed. Detroit, MI.

			Comments: The School Effectiveness Questionnaire (SEQ) is based on the questionnaire developed by the Connecticut State Education Department to measure school effectiveness. The SEQ has been modified four times. This version of the SEQ has retained five categories from the original questionnaire. Modifications were made based upon the literature on school and instructional effectiveness, items from other school effectiveness questionnaires, and the development of new items specific to the Detroit Public Schools. There is one edition for elementary and middle schools and one edition for high schools.

			Categories: The eight effectiveness categories are: school learning climate; clear school mission; instructional leadership; high expectations; effective instruction; frequent monitoring of student progress; home-school relations; and rewards and praise.

			Definitions: Definitions/descriptions are provided for each of the eight categories.

			Data Analysis: For each category, there is an average score as well as the average percentage of positive responses.

			School Effectiveness Questionnaire

			 1. Teachers and parents are aware of the homework policy in this school.

			 2. A variety of teaching strategies (e.g., lecture, discussion, cooperative/team learning) are used in classrooms.

			 3. Vandalism or destruction of school property is not a problem.

			 4. Teachers review and analyze test results to plan instructional program modification.

			 5. There are few interruptions during class time.

			 6. The Chapter 1/Article III program curriculum is congruent with the regular school curriculum.

			 7. Most students are eager and enthusiastic about learning.

			 8. Students are acknowledged and rewarded for academic improvements and achievements in this school.

			 9. Teachers believe that they make a difference in improving student achievement.

			10.The principal encourages and facilitates staff working together to improve instruction.

			11.This school has a strong feeling of, “Let’s get things done.”

			12.Students treat each other with respect.

			13.There is an active parent group in this school.

			14.Students are offered multiple opportunities to practice new skills in group and individual settings.

			15.Daily lessons in classrooms typically follow this sequence: student focus on the intended learning, teacher presentation, guided practice, specific feedback, independent work, and evaluation of achievement.

			16.Parent-teacher conferences result in specific plans for home-school cooperation aimed at improving student achievement.

			17.Staff spend more time communicating with parents about the good things students do than about the bad.

			18.Multiple assessment methods are used to assess student progress (e.g., criterion-referenced tests, work samples, and mastery checklists).

			19.Students not achieving identified standards are given additional help until standards are achieved.

			20.This school’s School Improvement Plan focuses on student learning and achievement as the school’s major responsibility.

			21.Students receive more praise than criticism.

			22.Parents make sure that students complete assigned homework.

			23.Special attention is focused on building good continuity across grade levels and programs.

			24.Students who achieve identified standards do so regardless of home background.

			25.Students receive immediate and specific feedback on homework assignments.

			26.Students abide by school rules.

			27.The principal uses test results to recommend modifications in classroom instruction.

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

			29.The principal (or other school administrators) makes several formal classroom observations each year.

			30.Most homework assigned to students is related to what has already been learned in class.

			31.Chapter 1/Article III programs are effective in helping low-achieving students attain reading and mathematics skills.

			32.Formal observations by the principal (or other school administrators) are regularly followed by a post-observation conference.

			33.The effective teachers in this building receive both praise and recognition from their colleagues.

			34.Administrators support teachers in dealing with student discipline matters.

			35.This school is a safe and secure place to work.

			36.The mission of this school is clearly communicated to staff and parents and serves as a framework for making decisions.

			37.Most parents would rate this school as an effective school.

			38.The counseling program is effective in modifying student behavior.

			39.The principal puts much emphasis on the meaning and use of standardized test results.

			40.Students generally believe that school rules are reasonable and appropriate.

			41.There are provisions for coordination between teachers in Chapter 1/Article III programs and teachers in regular classrooms.

			42.The students in this school are told what objectives they are expected to learn.

			43.Generally, discipline is not a problem in this school.

			44.Low-achieving students usually answer classroom questions as often as other students.

			45.The principal is highly visible throughout the school.

			46.During parent teacher conferences, there is a focus on student achievement and basic skills mastery.

			47.Students and staff take pride in the school and help keep the building and grounds clean and attractive.

			48.Teachers believe that a student’s home background is not the primary factor that determines individual student achievement.

			49.As a regular practice, teachers talk with each other about the academic work of students for whom they share responsibility.

			50.Parents actively support the learning objectives of this school.

			51.The principal frequently communicates to teachers their responsibilities in relation to student achievement.

			52.Parents know and reinforce school rules.

			53.The principal actively promotes inservice training for staff.

			54.The principal is an important instructional resource person.

			55.Many parents are involved in home-school support activities.

			56.Low-achieving students receive frequent rewards, praise, and/or recognition.

			57.There is systematic, regular assessment of students’ basic skills in most classrooms.

			58.A positive feeling permeates the school.

			59.Students are praised for specific behavior immediately after the behavior occurs.

			60.Teachers are encouraged to visit other classrooms to observe the other instructional activities of their colleagues.

			61.Teachers provide activities that develop student thinking skills.

			62.Students’ academic work is publicly displayed or featured.

			63.All staff in this school clearly understood their responsibility for basic skills achievement.

			64.Collaborative school planning and decision making are typical at this school.

			65.Students receive immediate and specific feedback on classroom work.

			66.Discussions with the principal (or other school administrators) often result in improved instructional practices.

			67.During instructional time, students are actively engaged in learning tasks most of the time.

			68.The principal emphasizes staff development training and teacher skill building.

			69.The principal conducts frequent meetings concerning instruction and student achievement.

			70.There is an identified set of objectives or skills that all students are expected to master at each grade level.

			71.Students are often given the grades A, B, C, D, or E to describe the quality of their work. Suppose your school was “graded” in the same way. What grade would you give your school?

			72.Students are often given the grades A, B, C, D, or E to describe the quality of their work. Suppose the Detroit Public Schools were “graded” in the same way. What grade would you give the Detroit Public School system?

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Undecided or Does Not Apply, Agree, and Strongly Agree.

			Reprinted with permission of Linda Leddick, Director, Detroit Public Schools, Office of Research, Evaluation and Assessment.

			Quality of School Life Scale

			Epstein, J. L., and McPartland, J. M. (1977). Administration and technical manual for the Quality of School Life Scale. Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore. Mimeo.

			Comments: The 27-item Quality of School Life (QSL) is a multidimensional measure of student reactions to school in general, to their classwork, and to their teachers. It is designed for use with students in grades 4–12. It will help teachers, administrators, and researchers measure students’ reactions, to describe and monitor the conditions of school life, and to make decisions about the success of school programs.

			Scale Construction: The instrument uses multiple choice, true-false, and Likert-type formats, alternately, in order (according to the authors) to minimize response set. Of the 27 items that make up the instrument, 14 items use a true-false response, nine items use multiple choice, and four items use a Likert response.

			Sample: The sample consisted of 1,060 elementary students and 3,206 secondary students from one school district in Maryland.

			Reliability: Reliability estimates for the total instrument and for the subscales ranged between 0.80 and 0.89 for the various student groups.

			Validity: Evidence for concurrent and discriminate validity was obtained from questionnaire items, open-ended written comments, peer and teacher nominations (known-group method) and achievement tests. Correlations are provided of the QSL with school performance and participation, family background variables, and educational and occupational plans. In general, students who report high satisfaction with the quality of their school experience are those who are comfortable with the demands and opportunities of the school setting, are industrious and ambitious, have more positive self-evaluations, and receive positive evaluation from teachers and parents.

			Factor Analysis: A principal components analysis with a varimax rotation was performed to check the dimensionality among the 27 items. Four interpretable factors emerged. Two of these correspond to the SAT and COM subscales, two other factors divided the TCH subscale into two parts. However, after several statistical tests and comparisons, the TCH subscale was retained as a single dimension.

			Definition of Subscales: Three subscales were derived: Satisfaction with School (SAT) subscale examines students’ general reactions to school. Students who are positive in their evaluation of school life may be more likely to experience feelings of general well-being. Commitment to Classwork (COM) subscale deals with the level of student interest in classwork. Reactions to Teachers (TCH) subscale examines student evaluations of instructional and personal interactions with teacher. Overall the quality of school experiences may influence student behavior and attitudes.
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			Quality of School Life Scale

			Sample Items

			 1. I like school very much.

			 2. Most of the time I do not want to go to school.

			 3. The school and I are like: Good Friends; Friends; Distant Relatives; Strangers; Enemies.

			 4. Work in class is just buys work and a waste of time.

			 5. In class, I often count the minutes till it ends.

			 6. In my classes I get so interested in an assignment or project that I don’t want to stop work. Every day; quite often; hardly ever; never.

			 7. The things I get to work on in most of my classes are: Great stuff—really interesting to me; Good stuff—pretty interesting to me; OK—school work is school work; Dull stuff—not very interesting to me; Trash—a total loss for me.

			 8. I wish I could have the same teachers next year.

			 9. Most of my teachers want me to do things their way and not my own way.

			10.Teachers here have a way with students that make us like them.

			11.Thinking of my teachers this term, I really like: All of them; Most of them; Half of them; One or two of them; None of them.

			Scoring: The SAT subscale score is the sum of the points received for items 3, 7, 11, 19, 24; COM subscale is items 1, 5, 9, 13, 15, 17, 20, 22, 23, 25, 27; and TCH subscale is items 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 21, 26.

			Reprinted with permission of the authors. (Scale available from Riverside Publishing Company, 8420 Bryn Mawr Avenue, Chicago, IL 60631.)

			Profile of a School

			Profile of Organizational Characteristics

			Likert, R. (1980). Survey of Organizations. Rensis Likert Associates, Inc. San Diego, CA: University Associates.

			Comments: Likert developed three instruments designed to evaluate various aspects of organizations. The three instruments are based on his Systems 4 concept of organizational/administrative behavior. System 1 is characterized as exploitive-authoritative organizational behavior; System 2 benevolent authoritative; System 3 consultative; and System 4 allows for group participation in decision making and organizational activities.

			Scale Construction: The Profile of a School is a 64-item instrument with parallel forms designed to be used with students, teachers, administrators, central office staff, and school board members. Its greatest value is the ability to compare scores and responses, one-on-one, across all members of a school system concerning their perceptions of the organizational functioning of a school district.

			The Profile of Organizational Characteristics is a 43-item inventory that covers eight organizational variables: the leadership process used; the character of motivational forces; the character of the communication process; the character of the interaction-influence process; aspects of the decision-making process; the nature of goal setting or ordering; aspects of organizational control; and the performance goals and training practices. This profile is intended to describe the nature of managerial systems used in industrial organizations. Sample items from this instrument are provided below.

			Reliability: The testing (technical) manuals associated with each instrument provide ample information on the development of each scale. They also provide reliabilities, validity information, and other psychometric qualities of each scale. All reliability estimates ranged in the low to mid 90s.
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			Profile of a School

			 1. How often is your behavior seen by your students as friendly and supportive?

			 2. How often do you seek to be friendly and supportive to your students?

			 3. How much confidence and trust do you have in your students?

			 4. How much trust and confidence do your students have in you?

			 5. How much interest do your students feel you have in their success as students?

			 6. How free do your students feel to talk to you about academic matters such as their work, course content, teaching plans, and methods?

			 7. How free do your students feel to talk to you about nonacademic school matters such as student activities, rules of conduct, and discipline?

			 8. How often do you seek and use your students’ ideas about academic matters?

			 9. How often do you seek and use your students’ ideas about nonacademic school matters?

			10.How much do your students feel that you are trying to help them with their problems?

			11.How much influence do you think students have on academic matters?

			12.How much influence do you think students have on nonacademic matters?

			13.How much influence do you think students should have on academic matters?

			14.How much influence do you think students should have on nonacademic matters?

			15.To what extent are students involved in major decisions affecting them?

			16.What is the general attitude of your students concerning class, school, or personal matters?

			17.How accurate is information given to you by your students concerning class, school, or personal matters?

			18.How do students view communications from you?

			19.How do students view communications from the principal?

			20.How well do you know the problems faced by your students in their school work?

			21.What is the character and amount of interaction in your classroom?

			22.To what extent do your students help each other when they want to get something done?

			23.To what extent do your students look with pleasure on coming to school?

			24.To what extent do you look forward to your teaching day?

			25.To what extent do your students feel excited about learning?

			26.How often do you see your principal’s behavior as friendly and supportive?

			27.How much confidence and trust does your principal have in you?

			28.How much confidence and trust do you have in your principal?

			29.How free do you feel to talk to your principal about academic and nonacademic school matters?

			30.How often do you try to be friendly and supportive to your principal?

			31.How often do you try to be friendly and supportive to other teachers?

			32.How often are your ideas sought and used by the principal about academic and non-academic school matters?

			33.In your job, how often is it worthwhile or a waste of time for you to do your very best?

			34.How much influence do you think teachers have on academic and nonacademic school matters?

			35.How much influence do you think teachers should have on academic and nonacademic school matters?

			36.How much influence do you think principals have on academic and nonacademic school matters?

			37.How much influence do you think principals should have on academic and nonacademic school matters?

			38.How much influence do you think central office staff has on academic and nonacademic school matters?

			39.How much influence do you think central office staff should have on academic and nonacademic school matters?

			40.How often are students’ ideas sought and used by the principal about academic matters?

			41.How often are students’ ideas sought and used by the principal about nonacademic school matters?

			42.How much do you feel that your principal is interested in your success?

			43.How often does your principal use group meetings to solve school problems?

			44.To what extent does your principal make sure that planning and the setting of priorities are well done?

			45.To what extent does your principal try to provide you with the materials and space you need to do your job well?

			46.To what extent does your principal give you useful information and ideas?

			47.To what extent are you encouraged to be innovative in developing better educational practices and course content?

			48.What is your general attitude toward your school?

			49.What is the direction of the flow of information about academic and nonacademic school matters?

			50.How do you view communications from the principal?

			51.How accurate is upward communication to the principal?

			52.How well does your principal know the problems faced by teachers?

			53.What is the character and amount of interaction in your school between the principal and teachers?

			54.What is the character and amount of interaction in your school among teachers?

			55.In your school, it is “every man for himself” or do principal, teachers, and students work as a team?

			56.How are decisions made in your school system?

			57.At what level are decisions made about academic matters?

			58.To what extent are you involved in major decisions related to your work?

			59.How much does your principal try to help you with your problems?

			60.How much help do you get from the central staff?

			61.To what extent are decision-makers aware of problems, particularly at lower levels?

			62.How high are your principal’s goals for educational performance?

			63.Who holds high performance goals for your school?

			64.Who feels responsible for achieving high performance goals in your school?

			65.To what extent is there student resistance to high performance goals in your school?

			Scoring: A series of descriptive terms is used to define, broadly, four positions along the continuum. For example: Very Little (1 and 2); Some (3 and 4); Considerable (5 and 6); and Very Great (7 and 8).

			Reprinted with permission of Jane Gibson Likert.

			Profile of Organizational Characteristics

			Sample Items

			 1. How much confidence and trust is shown in subordinates?

			 2. How free do they feel to talk to superiors about job?

			 3. How often are subordinates’ ideas sought and used constructively?

			 4. Is predominant use made of 1 fear, 2 threats, 3 punishment, 4 rewards, 5 involvement?

			 5. Where is responsibility felt for achieving organization’s goals?

			 6. How much cooperative teamwork exists?

			 7. What is the usual direction of informational flow?

			 8. How is downward communication accepted?

			 9. How accurate is upward communication?

			10.How well do superiors know problems faced by subordinates?

			11.At what level are decisions made?

			12.Are subordinates involved in decisions related to their work?

			13.What does the decision-making process contribute to motivation?

			14.How are organizational goals established?

			15.How much covert resistance to goals is present?

			16.How concentrated are review and control functions?

			17.Is there an informal organization resisting the formal one?

			18.What are cost, productivity and other control data used for?

			Scoring: A series of descriptive terms is used to define four positions along the continuum. For example: System 1 (Virtually None); System 2 (Some); System 3 (Substantial amount); and System 4 (A Great Deal).

			Reprinted with permission of Jane Gibson Likert.

			Position Analysis Questionnaire

			Mecham, R. C., et al. (1969). Users manual for the Position Analysis Questionnaire. University Book Store, 360 W. State St., Lafayette, IN 47906.

			Comments: According to the authors, the Position Analysis Questionnaire (PAQ) is a structured job analysis questionnaire that provides quantified information about the nature of jobs. It differs from most checklist instruments in that the items describe job characteristics, or job contexts, which may be found in a wide variety of occupational areas. The instrument generates data that may be applied in employee selection and placement, job evaluation and classification, performance appraisal, determining the similarity of jobs, and the like. The analysis is carried out by numerically rating the degree to which each of 194 job elements (items) applies to the job or position being rated. Based on this rating, it is possible to compare jobs, quantitatively, in terms of similarities, or differences, as to their job dimension profiles.

			Reliability: The PAQ has extensive manuals and technical documentation that provide complete and detailed information on the development of the scales and the approach, or application, in utilizing the questionnaire. In addition, complete information is provided on reliability and validity of the scales.

			Questionnaire Divisions: The questionnaire is divided into six major divisions. (1) Information input: Where and how does the worker get the information that he uses in performing the job? (2) Mental processes: What reasoning, decision making, planning, and information processing activities are involved in performing the job? (3) Work output: What physical activities does the worker perform and what tools are required in performing the job? (4) Relationships with other persons: What relationships with other people are required in performing the job? (5) Job Context: In what physical and social contexts is the work performed? (6) Other job characteristics: What activities, conditions, or characteristics other than those described above are relevant to the job?

			These six divisions are further divided into sections and subsections. Each is composed of a group of related job elements (items within the questionnaire).

			References

			Mecham, R. C. (1974). Comparison of job evaluation methods. Journal of Applied Psychology 59:633–37.

			Rashkovky, B. (2005). Extending the job component validity (JCV) model to include personality predictors. PhD dissertation, Alliant International University, Los Angeles.

			Position Analysis Questionnaire

			Sample Items

			 1. Reasoning in problem solving

			 2. Amount of planning/scheduling

			 3. Advising

			 4. Negotiating

			 5. Persuading

			 6. Instructing

			 7. Interviewing

			 8. Routine information exchange

			 9. Nonroutine information exchange

			10.Public speaking

			11.Job-required personal contact

			12.Supervision of nonsupervisory personnel

			13.Direction of supervisory personnel

			14.Coordinates activities

			15.Staff functions

			16.Supervision received

			17.Frustrating situations

			18.Strained personal contacts

			19.Personal sacrifice

			20.Interpersonal conflict situations

			21.Non-job-required social contact

			22.Updating job knowledge

			23.Working under distractions.

			24.Recognition

			25.Attention to detail

			26.Time pressure of situation

			27.Following set procedures

			28.Repetitive activities

			Scoring: Each category contains a six-point rating scale that measures importance to this job. N = Does Not Apply; 1 = Very Minor; 2 = Low; 3 = Average; 4 = High; and 5 = Extreme.

			Reprinted with permission of Douglas Curry, Licensing Associate, Purdue Research Foundation. (© 1969 by Purdue Research Foundation, West Lafayette, IN 47907. All Rights Reserved. Unless permission is granted, this material may not be copied, reproduced or coded for reproduction by any electrical, mechanical, or chemical process or combination thereof, now known or later developed.)

			Staff Assessment Questionnaire

			Seattle School District and the University of Washington. (1984). The School Self-Assessment Service.

			Comments: The 94-item Staff Assessment Questionnaire measures the responses of the staff to the following nine areas: strong leadership, dedicated staff, high expectations, frequent monitoring, early identification, positive learning climate, curriculum continuity, multicultural education, and sex equity. Additional instruments include: School Goals Survey, School Assessment Questionnaire (grades 1–3), Intermediate Student Assessment Questionnaire (grades 4–6), the Secondary Student School Assessment Questionnaire (grades 7–12), and a Parent Survey.

			Scale Construction: Instruments were developed based on operational definitions for the 12 characteristics of effective schools. Nine of these characteristics are addressed in the Staff Assessment Questionnaire. The remaining three are: clear goals, which is examined in the School Goals Survey; Communication and Parent/Community, which are studied in the Parent Survey. The surveys were examined by several professional groups including representatives from the Seattle Teachers’ Association as well as the Principals’ Association of Seattle Schools. A random sample of principals, teachers, students, and parents completed a pilot study.

			Sample: The first random group consisted of 125 teachers. The second group consisted of 2,145 teachers from 99 schools. The final group consisted of 2,774 teachers from urban, suburban, and rural school districts.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients are reported for four samples. For the first sample they range from 0.97 (strong leadership) to 0.70 (early identification problems); for the second and third samples the results are almost identical. However, for the fourth sample, although strong leadership still has the highest coefficient (0.92), the lowest coefficient changes to curriculum (0.74). In addition, test-retest reliability with a sample of 32 teachers over a period of two weeks produces a range from 0.91 (frequent monitoring of student progress) to 0.70 (early identification of student learning problems).

			Validity: Content validity was established by the construction of the instrument. Predictive validity examined the relationship to student achievement in mathematics and reading.

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, and reliability estimates are reported. The results of regression analysis and analysis of variance have been included.

			References

			Brixey, J. E. (2007). Examining major influences on low student achievement through a university-urban middle school partnership. EdD dissertation, University of Kansas.

			Donalson, E. M. (2001). The relationship of the change process to principal leadership and teacher empowerment. EdD dissertation, University of Missouri, Columbia.

			Staff Assessment Questionnaire

			 1. District-adopted textbooks guide my planning of instruction.

			 2. Our school provides its students with a strong multiethnic-multicultural education.

			 3. I teach basically the same content that is taught in other classes at the same grade or same course in my school.

			 4. Staff members of our school are sensitive to the needs and concern of both sexes.

			 5. Staff at our school have the same expectations of academic achievement for both female and male students.

			 6. Criterion-referenced tests are used to assess basic skills throughout the school.

			 7. The curriculum of our school is multiethnic and multicultural.

			 8. Student assessment information (such as criterion-referenced tests, skill checklists, etc.) is used regularly to give specific student feedback and plan appropriate instruction.

			 9. My school has effective programs for students who are in need of remediation.

			10.Our school’s staff examines instructional materials for ethnic and racial bias.

			11.Assemblies and special activities at our school reflect the ethnic and cultural diversity in the community.

			12.The principal uses test results to recommend changes in the instructional program.

			13.My school has effective procedures for identifying students with special learning needs.

			14.The teaching styles in our school are sensitive to the needs and concerns of both sexes.

			15.Multiple assessment methods are used to assess student progress in basic skills (e.g. criterion-referenced tests, work samples, mastery checklists).

			16.Teachers in my school frequently assess the progress of students in basic skills.

			17.The principal in my school is aware of student progress in relation to instructional objectives.

			18.What I teach in my class contributes to the content of the grade or course that follows it.

			19.Our school’s curriculum helps students view ideas from diverse ethnic perspectives and points of view.

			20.Staff members of our school are sensitive to ethnic and cultural differences.

			21.My school is responsive to students with special learning needs.

			22.Staff review and analyze test results to plan instructional program changes.

			23.Students with special learning needs in my class are not receiving the instructional program they need.

			24.The teaching styles in our school are sensitive to the ethnic and cultural diversity of our students.

			25.District curriculum documents guide my planning of instruction.

			26.The atmosphere of our school is responsive to cultural, ethnic, and language differences.

			27.Procedures used to motivate students are fair to both sexes.

			28.What I teach in my class builds upon the content of the grade or course that precedes it.

			29.Bulletin boards and other displays in our school reflect ethnic and cultural pluralism.

			30.People in my school are willing to listen to the ideas and feelings of others, even when they disagree.

			31.Most students in my school will perform at about the national average in academic achievement.

			32.Students cut a lot of classes.

			33.No challenge is too tough for our staff.

			34.My principal leads formal discussions concerning instruction and student achievement.

			35.Many of my students will probably leave school before high school graduation.

			36.Most students in my school are capable of mastering grade-level academic objectives.

			37.Vandalism is a problem in my school.

			38.People in our building seek out training experiences that increase their ability to educate students.

			39.Teachers in my school turn to the principal with instructional concerns or problems.

			40.Teachers know and treat students as individuals.

			41.I would transfer to another school if I could.

			42.My principal provides frequent feedback regarding my classroom performance.

			43.Teachers in my school generally believe most students are able to master the basic reading/math skills.

			44.I expect that most students in my school will perform above the national average in academic achievement.

			45.Our staff holds itself to the highest professional standards.

			46.My principal assists faculty in interpreting test results.

			47.We are committed to working together as a faculty.

			48.Nearly all of my students will be at or above grade level by the end of this year.

			49.Drug and alcohol abuse are problems in this school.

			50.My principal is an effective disciplinarian.

			51.People in our building work hard to maintain good relations with parents.

			52.Discipline is fair and related to violations of agreed-upon rules.

			53.Teachers in other schools would rate my school’s level of academic achievement as good.

			54.Stealing is a problem in this school.

			55.My principal is an important instructional resource in our school.

			56.A positive feeling permeates this school.

			57.I am satisfied with the variety of extracurricular activities at this school.

			58.My principal promotes staff development activities for faculty.

			59.My principal communicates clearly to me regarding instructional matters.

			60.Teachers and staff members take a real interest in their students’ future.

			61.Staff in our building have a great deal of trust.

			62.My principal is accessible to discuss matters dealing with instruction.

			63.My principal encourages the use of different instructional strategies.

			64.I enjoy working at this school.

			65.Student behavior is generally positive at my school.

			66.Most of my students will show at least one year’s growth in academic achievement this year.

			67.My principal mobilizes support to help achieve academic goals.

			68.Discussions with my principal result in improved instructional practice.

			69.If a person in the building runs into trouble, someone helps him or her out.

			70.The academic ability of students in my school compares favorably with students in other schools.

			71.I expect most students in my school will perform below the national average in academic achievement.

			72.My principal makes frequent classroom observations.

			73.Most of the students in my school will ultimately graduate from high school.

			74.My principal is knowledgeable about instructional resources.

			75.Students can count on staff members to listen to their side of the story and be fair.

			76.The district can count on us to give our best.

			77.My principal’s evaluation of my performance helps me improve my teaching.

			78.Students in my school abide by school rules.

			79.My principal is a strong instructional leader.

			80.My school building is neat, bright, clean, and comfortable.

			81.Staff in our school are proud of what they do.

			82.My principal is an active participant in staff development.

			83.We are ready to learn to do our jobs in a new way if it will meet the needs of students.

			84.Staff and students do not view security as an issue in my school.

			85.Staff in this school really care about how much students learn.

			86.This school makes students enthusiastic about learning.

			87.My principal is a “visible presence” in our building to both staff and students.

			88.Whatever it takes, people in our building solve problems.

			89.I feel there are procedures open to me to go to a higher authority if a decision has been made that seems unfair.

			90.My principal uses clearly communicated criteria for judging my performance.

			91.My principal provides a clear vision of what our school is all about.

			92.The physical condition of my school is generally pleasant and well-kept.

			93.Problems in this school are recognized and worked on.

			94.People in this building are willing to help out wherever they are needed.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree.

			Reprinted with permission from Jerry Bamburg, Director, Center for Effective Schools College of Education, University of Washington.

			School Quality Satisfaction Survey

			Suba, K. (1997). School Quality Satisfaction Survey: Assessing expectation for and satisfaction with quality of education provided by elementary schools. PhD Dissertation, Pennsylvania State University.

			

	

Comments: The 44-item survey assesses the opinions of parents, teachers, and administrators regarding the delivery of an excellent quality education. It examines the characteristics of an excellent elementary school and their perceptions about the absence or presence of these characteristics in their current school situation.

			Sample: The League for Educational Advancement, which is comprised of a group of seven Pennsylvania school districts, selected the pilot school districts for the sample. Three school districts, representing eight elementary schools, agreed to take part in the study. They represented urban, suburban, and rural districts.

			Reliability: The following alpha coefficients were obtained with a pilot study using three elementary schools: parents—excellent school (0.92) and parents—your school (0.92); teacher—excellent school (0.91) and teacher—your school (0.84); and administrators—excellent school (0.93) and administrators—your school (0.84). In addition, alpha coefficients are reported for each of the three groups by category.

			Factor Analysis: Although a principal components factor analysis yielded one interpretable factor, school quality satisfaction, the author breaks down the items into the following five categories: physical attributes (1–4); attention to individual needs (5–24); instructional leadership (25–32); community involvement (33–38); and learning outcomes (39–44).

			Data Analysis: Aggregated mean scores are reported for each of the 44 items as well as for each of the five categories. In addition, gap analysis provides information about differences among the three groups.

			References

			Babakus, E., and Mangold, W. G. (1992). Adapting the SERVQUAL scale to hospital services: Empirical investigation. HSR: Health Services Research 26:767–86.

			Hartman, W. T. (1994). TQM goes to school. University Park, PA: Center for Total Quality Schools.

			Jacobson, L. (1997). PTA issues parent involvement standards for schools. Education Week 16:8.

			National Institute of Standards and Technology. (1996). The Malcolm Baldrige national quality award: 1996 award criteria. Gaithersburg, MD: United States Department of Commerce Technology Administration.

			School Quality Satisfaction Survey

			Physical Attributes

			 1. Schools have modern-looking equipment.

			 2. The school’s physical facilities appear to be safe and in compliance with building code regulations.

			 3. Teachers and staff are neat in appearance.

			 4. The school’s physical facilities provide a neat and clean educational environment.

			Attention to Needs of Individuals

			 5. The school staff carries out promised actions such as educational activities, by the time agreed upon.

			 6. The school responds correctly to the needs of a parent or student the first time.

			 7. Teachers and staff inform students and parents of the date and time of educational activities.

			 8. Teachers and staff give prompt and accurate information to students and parents.

			 9. Teachers and staff are respectful with the students.

			10.Teachers and staff are respectful with their student’s parents.

			11.Informational materials associated with the education (such as pamphlets and letters) received by parents are visually appealing, grammatically correct, and factual.

			12.The school gives students individual attention.

			13.The school gives parents individual attention.

			14.The school and school activity hours are convenient for their students.

			15.The school and school activity hours are convenient for the parents.

			16.The teachers and staff understand the specific needs of their students.

			17.The teachers and staff understand the specific needs of parents.

			18.The teachers and staff are helpful to their students.

			19.The teachers and staff are helpful to parents.

			20.Teachers and staff respond to parent questions in a timely manner.

			21.Students feel safe in their interactions with the school staff.

			22.Parents feel safe in their interactions with the school staff.

			23.When a student has a problem, the school shows a sincere interest in solving it.

			24.When a parent has a problem, the school shows a sincere interest in solving it.

			Instructional Leadership

			25.The school has a curriculum that is meaningful and relevant to the students and to the community.

			26.The school has a curriculum that encourages the students becoming involved in their education.

			27.Homework is required to be performed by the students on a regular basis.

			28.Homework is assigned as a review of the instructional activity in the classroom.

			29.Homework is assigned which may require further guidance and assistance from the parent.

			30.The behavior of teachers and staff instills confidence in students.

			31.The behavior of teachers and staff instills confidence in the parents.

			32.Teachers and staff have knowledge to answer parents’ educational questions.

			Community Involvement

			33.The school includes the community in the development of the curriculum.

			34.The school works with the community as equal partners to set and meet goals for the students.

			35.The school works with the students and their parents as equal partners to set and meet goals for the students.

			36.The school has individuals in leadership positions who invest time to develop a common sense of purpose in the school community.

			37.The school promotes parental involvement in the education of their child (for example by volunteering).

			38.The school offers parenting skills classes to the parents on a voluntary basis.

			Learning Outcomes

			39.The school maintains accurate and up-to-date student performance records (for example assessment tests and report cards).

			40.The school’s primary purpose is to assist the students in achieving the district’s academic goals.

			41.The school promotes methods that focus on teaching the basic content areas (for example, reading, math, science, and social studies).

			42.Teaching methods are utilized to foster creative thinking skills.

			43.Student achievement results are used to assess the overall academic performance of the school.

			44.Students achieve at or above an average level in their academic subjects.

			Scoring: For Excellent Schools: 1 = Not Essential; 2 = Slightly Essential; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Essential; and 5 = Absolutely Essential. For Your School: 1 = Not at All; 2 = Rarely; 3 = Sometimes; 4 = Almost Always; 5 = Always; and 6 = Don’t Know.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Connecticut School Effectiveness Interview and Questionnaire

			Villanova, R. M., et al. (1984). Handbook for the Use of the Connecticut School Effectiveness Interview and Questionnaire. Hartford, CT: Connecticut Department of Education.

			Comments: The 97-item CSEQ measures seven characteristics of effective schools. Information about the development and validity of the questionnaire and interview are included in the handbook. A summary profile and an integrated item profile were generated.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficients for 423 teachers were 0.87 (safe and orderly environment); 0.90 (clear school mission); 0.93 (instructional leadership); 0.55 (expectations); 0.66 (opportunity to learn); 0.77 (monitoring student progress); and 0.89 (home/school relations). Test-retest reliabilities for 60 elementary teachers over a 10-day period were 0.85 (safe and orderly environment); 0.90 (clear school mission); 0.83 (instructional leadership); 0.69 (expectations); 0.74 (opportunity to learn); 0.67 (monitoring student progress); and 0.82 (home/school relations).

			Validity: Content validity was established from the far-right descriptors in the Interview items. A panel of experts sorted items into the various categories. At least 80 percent agreement was required before an item was included. To further refine the questionnaire, a pilot study was conducted with six teachers. Construct validity was achieved by a multitrait-multimethod analysis. Support is provided for convergent validity and discriminant validity. Results of factor analytic procedures were not available.

			Definitions: Definitions are provided for each of the seven effective school characteristics.

			Characteristics: The seven effective school characteristics are: safe and orderly environment (1–9), clear school mission (10–25), instructional leadership (26–49), high expectations (50–63), opportunity to learn and time-on-task (64–73), frequent monitoring of student progress (74–82), and home-school relations (83–91).

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, and a rank order for the seven characteristics are reported for 10 schools. The results of the multitrait-multimethod analysis is reported for 247 educators.

			References
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			Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire

			Safe and Orderly Environment

			 1. This school is a safe and secure place to work.

			 2. The school building is neat, bright, clean, and comfortable.

			 3. A positive feeling permeates the school.

			 4. Most students in this school are eager and enthusiastic about learning.

			 5. Student behavior is generally positive in this school.

			 6. Teachers, administrators, and parents work cooperatively to support the discipline policy in this school.

			 7. The discipline policy is consistently enforced by all staff in this school.

			 8. Students in this school abide by school rules.

			 9. Class atmosphere in this school is generally very conducive to learning for all students.

			Clear School Mission

			10.This school has a written statement of purpose that is the driving force behind most important decisions.

			11.In this school, the primary emphasis is on teaching and learning.

			12.All materials and supplies necessary for instruction are available.

			13.In reading, written, sequential objectives exist in all grades.

			14.Reading objectives are coordinated and monitored in all grades.

			15.In reading, there is an identified set of objectives that all students must master in all grades.

			16.In reading, curriculum objectives are the focus of instruction in this school.

			17.In language arts, written, sequential objectives exist in all grades.

			18.Language arts objectives are coordinated and monitored in all grades.

			19.In language arts, there is an identified set of objectives that all students must master in all grades.

			20.In language arts, curriculum objectives are the focus of instruction in this school.

			21.In mathematics, written, sequential objectives exist in all grades.

			22.Mathematics objectives are coordinated and monitored in all grades.

			23.In mathematics, there is an identified set of objectives that all students must master in all grades.

			24.In mathematics, curriculum objectives are the focus of instruction in this school.

			25.Almost all the students in this school try hard to get good grades.

			Instructional Leadership

			26.There is clear, strong, centralized instructional leadership from the principal in this school.

			27.Most problems facing this school can be solved by the principal and faculty without a great deal of outside help.

			28.The principal is very active in securing resources, arranging opportunities, and promoting staff development activities for the faculty.

			29.The principal is highly visible throughout the school.

			30.The principal is accessible to discuss matters dealing with instruction.

			31.The principal is an important instructional resource person in this school.

			32.Teachers in this school turn to the principal with instructional concerns or problems.

			33.The principal makes informal contacts with students and teachers around the school.

			34.Discussions with the principal often result in some aspect of improved instructional practice.

			35.The principal leads frequent formal discussions concerning instruction and student achievement.

			36.The principal regularly brings instructional issues to the faculty for discussion.

			37.The principal reviews and interprets test results with the faculty.

			38.The principal emphasizes the meaning and the use of test results.

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

			40.The principal uses test results to recommend modifications or changes in the instructional program.

			41.At the principal’s initiative, teachers work together to coordinate the instructional program within and between grades.

			42.The principal requires and regularly reviews lesson plans.

			43.The principal regularly gives feedback to teachers concerning lesson plans.

			44.Supervision is directed at instruction.

			45.The principal makes formal classroom observations.

			46.Individual teachers and the principal meet regularly to discuss what the principal will observe during a classroom observation.

			47.Formal observations by the principal are regularly followed by a postobservation conference.

			48.During follow-up to formal observations, a plan for improvement frequently results.

			49.During follow-up to formal observations, the principal’s main emphasis is on instructional issues.

			High Expectations

			50.Ninety-five to 100 percent of the students in this school can be expected to complete high school.

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

			52.Teachers believe that a student’s home background is not the primary factor that determines individual student achievement in this school.

			53.In this school low-achieving students are as well behaved as other students.

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

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

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

			57.In this school, remedial programs are a last resort.

			58.The number of low-income children promoted is proportionately equivalent to all other children promoted.

			59.In this school, there are clear guidelines for grouping students for instruction.

			60.In reading, instruction is often presented to a heterogeneous ability group of students.

			61.In mathematics, instruction is often presented to a heterogeneous ability group of students.

			62.In language arts, instruction is often presented to a heterogeneous ability group of students.

			63.Within the classroom, students are assigned to groups for extra help on a temporary basis only.

			Opportunity to Learn and Time-On-Task

			64.The school’s daily schedule supports the goals of the instructional program.

			65.Two hours or more are allocated for reading/language arts each day throughout this school.

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

			67.Pull-out programs (e.g., chapter 1, special ed., instrumental music, etc.) do not disrupt or interfere with basic skills instruction.

			68.Special instructional programs for individual students are integrated with classroom instruction and the school curriculum.

			69.Teachers implement the homework policy in this school.

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

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

			72.During classroom instruction students do not work independently on seatwork for the majority of the allocated time.

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

			Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress

			74.Multiple indicators are used regularly to assess student progress (e.g., grades, tests, discipline referrals, extracurricular).

			75.The testing program is an accurate and valid measure of the curriculum in this school.

			76.Criterion-referenced tests are used to assess instruction throughout the school.

			77.Achievement test scores are analyzed separately for subgroups of students (e.g., gender, race, ethnicity, social class) to assure that all students are achieving.

			78.Teachers and the principal thoroughly review and analyze test results to plan instructional program modifications.

			79.Many students receive honor and recognition for academic performance.

			80.Students have many opportunities to demonstrate leadership skill.

			81.Students have many opportunities to demonstrate talents in art, music, drama, dance, and athletics.

			82.In this school, all teachers apply consistent criteria to assigning course grades.

			Home-School Relations

			83.There is an active parent/school group in this school.

			84.Many parents are involved in school activities.

			85.Many parents initiate contacts with the school each month.

			86.Most parents understand and promote the school’s instructional program.

			87.Parents support the school in matters of student discipline.

			88.Parents support the homework policy in this school.

			89.There is cooperation with regard to homework between parents and teachers in this school.

			90.Almost all students complete assigned homework before coming to school.

			91.Ninety to 100 percent of your students’ parents attend scheduled parent-teacher conferences.

			92.During parent-teacher conferences there is a focus on factors directly related to student achievement.

			93.Parent-teacher conferences result in specific plans for home-school cooperation aimed at improving student classroom achievement.

			94.Beyond parent conferences and report cards, teachers in this school use other ways of communicating student progress to parents (e.g., home visits, phone calls, newsletters, regular notes).

			95.Parents of students in your class have regular opportunities to observe the instructional program.

			96.Parents of students in your class have a significant, rather than a superficial, role in the educational program.

			97.Most parents would rate this school as excellent.

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Undecided = 3; Agree = 4; and Strongly Agree = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of Richard E. Lappert, Bureau of Certification and Professional Development, Connecticut State Department of Education, Revised 1989.

			Organizational Structure

			Structural Properties Questionnaire

			Bishop, L. K., and George, J. R. (1973). Organizational structure: A factor analysis of structural characteristics of public elementary and secondary schools. Educational Administration Quarterly 9:66–80.

			Comments: The 45-item Structural Properties Questionnaire (SPQ) was designed to measure the structural (bureaucratic) characteristics of elementary and secondary schools based on three conceptual areas proposed by Hage—complexity, centralization, and formalization. A prerequisite of structure is the need to have policies, programs, standing orders, procedures, and operating instructions that enable organizational members to behave in a prescribed manner. It includes the following factors: faculty involvement in decision-making, the degree of administrative control, the uniform adherence to rules and regulations, the exercise of professional latitude, or restrictions applied to various modes of organizational interactions.

			Scale Construction: An original 350-item pool was developed based on the operational definition associated with the three structural properties and appropriate to an educational setting. Through a variety of psychometric procedures, the instrument has undergone four major revisions. It uses a modified four-category Likert response scale.

			Sample: The final version (Form Four) of the instrument was based on a sample of 1,367 teachers located in 45 schools including elementary and secondary. The sample included rural, suburban, and urban areas from states in the Midwest and Northeast. The size and regional diversity of the sample further enhances the representatives of the data, and supports the stability of the factor structure and factor scores associated with the instrument.

			Reliability: The Cronbach coefficient alpha for the entire scale was 0.94. Individual coefficients for the 12 subscales ranged from 0.74 to 0.85.

			Validity: Several panels of judges were used to determine the content validity of the final 45-item instrument. In each case, 100 percent agreement was necessary in order for an item to be retained. A criterion-related validity study was conducted by comparing two school districts (known-groups method)—one considered to be highly structured (bureaucratic), the other significantly less structured. Comparisons of average responses of teachers on all 12 scales indicated the ability of the test to discriminate without exception between the two types of organizational structures (all tests of statistical significance for t-tests of comparisons on all scales were 0.05 or smaller). In the development of the 45-item instrument a number of factor analytic solutions were explored, including principal components, principal axes, and image factoring in conjunction with varimax and oblique rotations. Each solution yielded substantial congruence in the item loadings.

			Factor Analysis and Scoring: A 12-factor orthogonal (varimax) principal component analysis was selected for the final solution and for scoring. This factor solution accounted for 57 percent of the common variance. The scoring program used factor score coefficient weighted Z scores, which facilitates comparisons between groups on the various factors. Using a linear coefficient weighted equation (factor loadings are used as weights) to calculate factor scores allows for supressor effects of certain variables to enter into the factor estimation.

			Definition of Factors: The 12 factors derived from the analysis can be unambiguously assigned to one of the three structural characteristics proposed by Hage. Centralization (how power is distributed among organizational positions): Participation in Decision-Making I and II and Hierarchy of Authority I and II; Formalization (how rules are used in an organization): Role Specificity and Standardization I, II, and III and Rule Observation-Professional Latitude I & II; Complexity (the degree of professional activity required and supported): Specialization, Professional Activity, and Professional Training.

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, and comparative data among the 45 school districts and 1,376 teachers are provided.
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			Structural Properties Questionnaire

			Form 4

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							 1. Who has the greatest influence in decisions about:

						
					

					
							
							 2. The instructional program?

						
							
							1. Teachers

						
					

					
							
							 3. Teaching methods?

						
							
							2. Department or Grade Chairmen

						
					

					
							
							 4. Textbook selection?

						
							
							3. Consultants or Specialists

						
					

					
							
							 5. Curricular offerings?

						
							
							4. Administrators

						
					

					
							
							
							1. Rarely

						
					

					
							
							
							2. Sometimes

						
					

					
							
							
							3. Often

						
					

					
							
							
							4. Very Frequently

						
					

					
							
							 6. Teachers are required to follow suggested instructional sequences and unit plans as closely as possible.

						
					

					
							
							 7. Principals in your district must refer most non-routine decisions to someone higher up for the final OK.

						
					

					
							
							 8. Rules and regulations concerning teacher behavior are uniformly applied.

						
					

					
							
							 9. Days in the school calendar are allotted exclusively to teachers for professional activities.

						
					

					
							
							10.Academic degrees are an important consideration in recruitment of administrative staff.

						
					

					
							
							11.Teachers are required to follow an adopted course of study.

						
					

					
							
							12.Vice principals and department chairmen in your school must refer most nonroutine decisions to someone higher up for a final OK.

						
					

					
							
							13.Teachers’ responsibilities and lines of authority within the school are well-defined.

						
					

					
							
							14.Teaching in your school is a good job for someone who likes to be “his own boss.”

						
					

					
							
							15.Teachers receive help from an instructional media specialist in the use of audiovisual equipment.

						
					

					
							
							16.Teachers make visitations to schools outside of the district.

						
					

					
							
							17.Advanced degrees are an important consideration in promotion.

						
					

					
							
							18.Teachers are evaluated according to a formalized procedure.

						
					

					
							
							19.Even small matters often have to be referred to someone higher up for a final answer.

						
					

					
							
							20.At this school, procedures for disciplining students are well-defined.

						
					

					
							
							21.How things are done is left up to the person doing the work.

						
					

					
							
							22.Teachers attend professional conferences during the school year.

						
					

					
							
							23.Academic degrees are an important consideration in recruitment of instructional staff.

						
					

					
							
							24.Teachers are allowed to teach only those subjects which are included in the course of study.

						
					

					
							
							25.There can be little action taken here until a superior approves decision.

						
					

					
							
							26.Teachers’ activities are governed by written rules and regulations.

						
					

					
							
							27.Most people here make their own rules on the job.

						
					

					
							
							28.Teachers are required to do paper work which could be done by a school office staff.

						
					

					
							
							29.Teachers are allowed to teach outside of their major areas of study.

						
					

					
							
							30.Teachers are required to maintain lesson plans.

						
					

					
							
							31.People here are allowed to do almost as they please.

						
					

					
							
							32.Teachers are allowed to teach outside of their major and minor area of study.

						
					

					
							
							33.Teachers in our school must refer most nonroutine decisions to someone higher up for a final OK.

						
					

					
							
							34.Administrators strictly follow established rules and regulations in dealing with the teaching staff.

						
					

					
							
							35.The principal’s activities are governed by written rules and regulations.

						
					

					
							
							36.A teacher can make his own decisions concerning instructional problems without checking with anybody else.

						
					

					
							
							37.Teachers here teach out of their field of specialization.

						
					

					
							
							38.Any decision I make has to have my superior’s approval.

						
					

					
							
							39.Teachers are required to submit lesson plans.

						
					

					
							
							40.The principal is willing to bypass regulations to help teachers.

						
					

					
							
							41.Teachers are required to go through channels (chain of command) for routine decisions.

						
					

					
							
							42.The principal is willing to bypass regulations to help pupils.

						
					

					
							
							43.Teachers’ daily activities must have the approval of a superior.

						
					

					
							
							44.Teachers in this school are closely supervised.

						
					

					
							
							45.Teachers are allowed to violate minor rules and regulations.

						
					

					
							
							46.Rules requiring teachers to sign in and out are strictly followed.

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: Very frequently = 4; Often = 3; Sometimes = 2; Rarely = 1.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Parental Involvement

			Harvard Graduate School of Education PreK–12 Parent Survey Scales

			Gehlbach, H., et al. (2013). Assessing Home-School Relationships. Symposium presentation at the 2013 American Educational Research Association (AERA) Conference, San Francisco, CA.

			Schueler, B. (2012). A new tool for understanding family-school relationships: The Harvard Graduate School of Education PreK–12 Parent Survey. Family Involvement Network of Educators (FINE) Newsletter, V(1). Retrieved from http://www.hfrp.org/publications-resources/browse-our-publications/a-new-tool-for-understanding-familyschool-relationships-the-harvard-graduate-school-of-education-prek-12-parent-survey

			Comments: The Harvard Graduate School of Education PreK–12 Parent Survey is a set of survey scales designed to assess key aspects of family-school relations. As of the summer of 2013, the scales had been used by more than 1,000 schools in over 300 districts through the SurveyMonkey website. The scales are currently available in English and Spanish. Currently written reports to detail the scale development process and provide evidence of validity for each of the scales is being done. A scale to assess parent perceptions of Family-School Communication is in the process of being developed.

			Sample: Parents (n = 651) with children between the ages of five and 18, drawn from SurveyMonkey’s national panel.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficients (Cronbach) for the related Parent Support sub-scales are .71 (Parent Learning Support), .65 (Parent Social Support), and for the following scales they are .84 (School Fit), .80 (Parent Self-efficacy), .78 (Family-school Engagement), and .90 (School Climate). The alpha coefficients for the related Child Behaviors subscales are .76 (Positive Behaviors) and .79 (Negative Behaviors). Two sets of items that function as inventories rather than traditional scales: Roles and Responsibilities and Barriers to Family-School Engagement have also been developed.

			Validity: To develop the scales, Gehlbach and Brinkworth’s (2011) six-step process for designing survey instruments. The goal of this process is to build in validity from the outset of the design phase by front-loading input from both scholars and potential respondents. The extant literature was identified to identify key aspects of each construct related to family-school relations. Second, 45 to 60 minute open-ended interviews and focus groups with parents was conducted to learn how they conceptualized the constructs. Third, the list of literature-based indicators with interview-based indicators was compared to identify those that appeared in both and to note differences in the terminology used by researchers and parents. Fourth, items were developed, prioritizing indicators that were found in both the research literature and parent focus groups and worded items to be consistent with the language parents used. Research-based best practices for survey development (Artino, Gehlbach, and Durning, 2011) were followed. Fifth, scholars and practitioners familiar with family-school relationships completed an online survey to provide feedback on the clarity and relevance of items, possible missing items, and appropriateness for parents of all cultural and linguistic backgrounds, and with children of all ages. Finally, a cognitive pretesting procedure was employed with parents to ensure that potential respondents understood the items as intended (Karabenick et al., 2007). Specifically, 40 to 60 minute one-on-one interviews were conducted in which parents were asked to restate each question in their own words, without using words from the item itself, and then to “think aloud” as they came to their own answer to the question.

			Factor Analysis: SurveyMonkey administered the scales to large national samples of parents and using the resulting data, confirmatory factor analysis was used to identify theory-based factor structures that fit the data well for each scale. A two-factor model for the Parent Support scale included three indicators of social support and four of learning support (χ2 = 35.11, df = 13, p < .01; RMSEA = 0.05, RMSEA 90% CI [0.03, 0.07]; CFI = 1.00; No residual correlations > |0.10|). For the Child Behaviors scale, the model also included two factors: positive learning behaviors and negative learning behaviors (χ2 = 13.99, df = 13, p = 0.37; RMSEA = 0.01, RMSEA 90% CI [0.00, 0.04]; CFI = 1.00; No residual correlations > |0.10|). A seven-item, single factor model was identified for the following scales: School Fit (χ2 = 77.95, df = 14, p < 0.001; RMSEA = .086, RMSEA 90% CI [0.068, 0.105]; CFI = .981; 4.76% of residual correlations > |0.10|), School Climate (χ2 = 31.90, df = 14, p < 0.01; RMSEA = 0.05, RMSEA 90% CI [0.03, 0.07]; CFI = 1.00; No residual correlations > |0.10|). A six-item, single factor model was identified for the Parent Self-Efficacy scale (χ2 = 34.06, df = 9, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.07, RMSEA 90% CI [0.04, 0.09]; CFI = 0.99; No residual correlations > |0.10|). Finally, a four-item single factor model was identified for Family-School Engagement, (χ2 = 9.73, df = 2, p = 0.01; RMSEA = 0.078, RMSEA 90% CI [0.03, 0.13]; CFI = 1.00; No residual correlations > |0.10|).

			Definitions of Factors: The Parent Support scale measures parents’ perceptions of the amount of academic and social support they provide for their children. The Child Behaviors scale measures parents’ perceptions of their child’s learning-related behaviors, including both positive and negative learning behaviors. The School Fit scale assesses parents’ perceptions of how good of a match their child’s school is for their child’s individual developmental needs. The School Climate scale assesses parents’ perceptions of the climate of their child’s school. The Parent Self-Efficacy scale measures how confident parents are in their ability to support their children’s academic and social development. The Family-School Engagement scale assesses parents’ perceptions of the degree to which they engage with their child’s school. The Barriers to Family-School Engagement inventory measures the degree to which different factors create challenges that make it difficult for families to engage with their child’s school. Finally, the Roles and Responsibilities set of items assesses parents’ perceptions of who has responsibility for key aspects of children’s success in school. It asks parents to indicate whether they think parents, schools, or children are primarily responsible for a set of factors that help determine school success.
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			Parent Perceptions of Parental Support for Their Children

			Social Support

			1.How often do you and your child talk when s/he is having a problem with others?

			Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost all the time

			2.To what extent do you know how your child is doing socially at school?

			Not at all A little bit Somewhat Quite a bit A tremendous amount

			3.How well do you know your child’s close friends?

			Not well at all Mildly well Fairly well Quite well Extremely well

			Learning Support

			4.How often do you have the conversations with your child about what his/her class is learning at school?

			Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost all the time

			5.How often do you help your child understand the content s/he I learning in school?

			Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost all the time

			6.How often do you help your child engage in activities which are educational outside the home?

			Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost all the time

			7.How much effort do you put into helping your child learn to do things for himself/herself?

			Almost no effort A little bit of effort Some effort Quite a bit of effort A tremendous amount of effort

			Parent Perceptions of Children’s Learning Behaviors

			Positive Learning Behaviors

			1.How much effort does your child put into school-related tasks?

			Almost no effort A little bit of effort Some effort Quite a bit of effort A tremendous amount of effort

			2.How motivated is your child to learn the topics covered in class?

			Not at all motivated Slightly motivated Somewhat motivated Quite motivated Extremely motivated

			3.How regularly does your child read for fun?

			Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost all the time

			4.In general, how well does your child learn from feedback about his/her work?

			Not well at all Mildly well Fairly well Quite well Extremely well

			Negative Learning Behaviors

			5.When working on school activities at home, how easily is your child distracted?

			Not easily at all Slightly easily Somewhat easily Quite easily Extremely easily

			6.How often does your child give up on learning activities that s/he finds hard?

			Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost all the time

			7.How often does your child struggle to get organized from school?

			Almost never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost all the time

			Parent Perception of School Fit

			1.How well do you feel your child’s school is preparing him/her for his/her next academic year?

			Not well at all Mildly well Fairly well Quite well Extremely well

			2.Given your child’s cultural background, how good a fit is his/her school?

			Not good at all Mildly good Fairly good Quite good Extremely good

			3.How well do the teaching styles of your child’s teachers match your child’s learning style?

			Not well at all Mildly well Fairly well Quite well Extremely well

			4.How well do the activities offered at your child’s school match his/her interests?

			Not well at all Mildly well Fairly well Quite well Extremely well

			5.How much of a sense of belonging does your child feel at his/her school?

			No belonging at all A little bit of belonging Some belonging Quite a bit of belonging A tremendous amount of belonging

			6.At your child’s school, how well does the overall approach to discipline work for your child?

			Not well at all Mildly well Fairly well Quite well Extremely well

			7.How comfortable is your child in asking for help from school adults?

			Not comfortable at all Mildly comfortable Quite comfortable Extremely Comfortable

			Parent Perceptions of School Climate

			1.How well do administrators at your child’s school create a school environment that helps children learn?

			Not well at all Mildly well Fairly well Quite well Extremely well

			2.How motivating are the classroom lessons at your child’s school?

			Not at all motivating Slightly motivating Somewhat motivating Quite motivating Extremely motivating

			3.How fair or unfair is the school’s system of evaluating children?

			Very unfair Somewhat unfair Slightly unfair Neither far nor unfair Slightly fair Somewhat fair Very fair

			4.To what extent do you think that children enjoy going to your child’s school?

			Not at all A little bit Somewhat Quite a bit A tremendous amount

			5.Overall, how much respect do you think the children at you child’s school have for the staff?

			Almost no respect A little bit of respect Some respect Quite a bit of respect A tremendous amount of respect

			6.Overall, how much respect do you think the teachers at your child’s school have for the children?

			Almost no respect A little bit of respect Some respect Quite a bit of respect A tremendous amount of respect

			7.How much does the school value the diversity of the children’s backgrounds?

			Not at all A little bit Somewhat Quite a bit A tremendous amount

			Parental Self-Efficacy

			1.How confident are you that you can motivate your child to try hard in school?

			2.How confident are you in your ability to support your child’s learning at home?

			3.How confident are you that you can help your child develop good friendships?

			4.How confident are you in your ability to make sure your child’s school meets your child’s learning needs?

			5.How confident are you in your ability to connect with other parents?

			6.How confident are you in your ability to help your child deal with his or her emotions appropriately?

			Scoring: Not confident at all = 1; Slightly confident = 2; Somewhat confident = 3; Quite confident = 4; and Extremely confident = 5.

			Parent Perceptions of Family-School Engagement

			1.How often do you meet in person with teachers at your child’s school?

			Almost never Once or twice per year Every few months Monthly Weekly or more

			2.In the past, how often have you discussed your child’s school with other parents form the school?

			Almost never Once or twice per year Every few months Monthly Weekly or more

			3.How involved have you been with a parent group(s) at your child’s school?

			Not at all involved A little involved Somewhat involved Quite involved Extremely involved

			4.In the past, how often have you helped out at your child’s school?

			Almost never Once or twice per year Every few months Monthly Weekly or more

			Parent Perceptions of Barriers to Family-School Engagement

			How big of a problem are the following issues for becoming involved with your child’s current school?

			 1. How busy your schedule is

			 2. Transportation-related challenges

			 3. Childcare needs

			 4. Concerns about getting to the school safely

			 5. Your child does not want you to contact the school

			 6. Negative memories of your own school experience

			 7. You feel unsure about how to communicate with the school

			 8. The school is not welcoming to parents

			 9. The school provides little information about involvement opportunities

			10.The school doesn’t communicate well with people from your culture

			11.School staff seem too busy

			12.You worry that adults at the school will treat your child differently if you raise a concern

			13.You do not feel a sense of belonging with your child’s school community

			Scoring: Not a problem at all = 1; Small problem = 2; Medium problem = 3; Large problem = 4; Very large problem = 5.

			Parent Perceptions of Roles and Responsibilities Related to School Success

			Many different factors play a role in school success. Each statement below represents something that may contribute to children’s success in school. Please indicate who you think is primarily responsible for each factor by checking the appropriate box. If you do not think an item is important for school success, please check “N/A.”

			 1. Make time for doing fun activities that are unrelated to schoolwork

			 2. Help children deal with their emotions appropriately

			 3. Identify what children are most interested in learning

			 4. Ensure good communication between home and school

			 5. Call attention to decisions about learning that do not seem to be in the best interest of the children

			 6. Make sure the children’s learning environment is safe

			 7. Make sure children are supported to do their best in school

			 8. Make sure that the children understand what is being taught at school

			 9. Make sure that the children have an adult to talk to at school

			10.Make sure that children have enough time set aside to do all of their school-related work

			11.Ensure children have good relationships with their peers

			Scoring: Primarily parents = 1; Primarily schools = 2; Primarily children = 3; and N/A = 4.

			All scales reprinted with permission of the author.

			Parent Survey

			McCoach, D. Betsy, et al. (2010). Examining the unexpected: Outlier analyses of factors affecting student achievement. Journal of Advanced Academics 21(3):426–68.

			Comments: Three separate surveys were constructed for parents, teachers, and administrators. The parent survey has 23 items; the teacher survey has 70 items; and the administrator survey has 80 items. Parental involvement and parental perceptions were key factors in explaining differences of over- and underachieving schools.

			Sample: Detailed information about the samples is provided. Almost 1,300 completed surveys were returned. The responses were divided into positive outlier schools and negative outlier schools.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient (coefficient of internal consistency) is 0.94 (parent satisfaction with school; and 0.86 (parent communication with school).

			Validity: Content validation was conducted through a panel of experts from the University of Connecticut and the Connecticut State Department of Education.

			Factor Analysis: An exploratory factor analysis using principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation was performed and a two-factor solution was accepted. The two subscales that comprise the parent survey are parent satisfaction with school (15 items) and parent communication with school (four items). The parent satisfaction with school subscale consists of the following items: 1, 2, 5, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, and 23. The parent communication with school subscale consists of the following items: 4, 8, 9, and 11.

			Data Analysis: Descriptive statistics are provided as well as independent sample t tests. In addition, multilevel analyses were performed to calculate the proportion of variability that lay between and within schools on the two parents’ subscales.
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			Parent Survey

			 1. Parents have the opportunity to be involved in making important decisions in this school.

			 2. I feel welcome in my child’s school.

			 3. The curriculum at my child’s school is geared toward preparation for the state test.

			 4. I have regular contact with my child’s teachers.

			 5. There are clear and focused goals for student learning at my child’s school.

			 6. I attend school-wide special events.

			 7. Students at this school feel welcome and valued regardless of their racial/ethnic background.

			 8. Teachers communicate with me frequently about my child’s progress in school.

			 9. School staff have invited me to school for meetings and/or events.

			10.Parent input is valued by the school administration.

			11.I am regularly informed of my child’s classroom progress.

			12.My child is prepared for the next grade level by the end of the school year.

			13.My child’s school provides a variety of ways for parents to become involved with the school.

			14.I would recommend my child’s school to other parents.

			15.My phone calls or e-mails are returned promptly by the staff at my child’s school.

			16.I understand what is expected of my child at school.

			17.Information about homework and class assignments is easy for parents to access.

			18.The staff at my child’s school helps me to understand the results of state tests.

			19.The principal at my child’s school is an effective leader.

			20.I attend parent-teacher conferences.

			21.Overall, I am satisfied with my child’s school.

			22.My child is given challenging work in all classes.

			23.Teachers and administrators understand the culture and values of the community.

			Scoring: A five-point Likert-type scale ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Politics

			Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale

			Kacmar, K. M., and Carlson, D. W. (1997). Further validation of the Perceptions of Politics (POPS): A multiple sample investigation. Journal of Management 23:627–58.

			Comments: The revised 15-item Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (POPS) assesses the following three areas that were identified in the original study: general political behavior, go along to get ahead, and pay and promotion policies. A brief description about the development and construct validation of the original 12-item POPS is included. The results of three additional studies are presented.

			Scale Construction: The first study examined the dimensionality of the POPS. The second study focused on an analysis of each individual item through factor analyses and mean scores. The third study consisted of developing new items and then examining them in terms of content adequacy, content analysis, and factor analysis.

			Sample: There were 749 respondents from a large state agency in Study 1. The sample for Study 2 consisted of: 466 workers from an electronic cooperative; 581 human resource professionals; 220 nonfaculty workers; and an additional 320 workers. The sample for Study 3 consisted of 123 members of the Society for Human Resource Management and 182 college students.

			Reliability: The internal reliability for the original 12-item POPS in Study 1 was 0.87. The internal reliability for the original 12-item POPS in Study 2 for the four samples ranged from 0.86 to 0.89. The internal reliability for the 20-item POPS in Study 3 was 0.81.

			Validity: Study 2 provides evidence for convergent and discriminant validity.

			Factor Analysis: A principal components factor analysis with an oblimin rotation was conducted on all four groups in Study 2. Although the results of the factor analysis yielded a three-factor solution that was consistent with the original study, only two items loaded sufficiently on each of the three factors. Another principal components factor analysis with an oblimin rotation was conducted in Study 3 to determine which of the 14 new items would be included. The following three-factor solution was accepted: general political behavior (1 and 2); go along to get ahead (3 through 9); and pay and promotion policies (10 through 15).

			Data Analysis: Means and standard deviations are presented. Item loadings, squared multiple correlations, chi-square, goodness-of-fit, normed fit index, comparative fit index, and parsimony fit index are reported for Study 1 and Study 3. Item analysis, content adequacy, and means are included for Study 2.
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			Perceptions of Politics Survey

			 1. People in this organization attempt to build themselves up by tearing others down.

			 2. There has always been an influential group in this department that no one ever crosses.

			 3. Employees are encouraged to speak out frankly even when they are critical of well-established ideas.

			 4. There is no place for yes-men around here; good ideas are desired even if it means disagreeing with superiors.

			 5. Agreeing with powerful others is the best alternative in this organization.

			 6. It is best not to rock the boat in this organization.

			 7. Sometimes it is easier to remain quiet than to fight the system.

			 8. Telling others what they want to hear is sometimes better than telling the truth.

			 9. It is safer to think what you are told than to make up your own mind.

			10.Since I have worked in this department, I have never seen the pay and promotion policies applied politically.

			11.I can’t remember when a person received a pay increase or promotion that was inconsistent with the published policies.

			12.None of the raises I have received are consistent with the policies on how raises should be determined.

			13.The stated pay and promotion policies have nothing to do with how pay raises and promotions are determined.

			14.When it comes to pay raise and promotion decisions, policies are irrelevant.

			15.Promotions around here are not valued much because how they are determined is so political.

			Scoring: A five-point scale ranges from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5).

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Power

			School Participant Empowerment Scale

			Short, P. M., and Rinehart, J. S. (1992). School Participant Empowerment Scale. Auburn University. Mimeo.

			Comments: The School Participant Empowerment Scale (SPES), a refined 38-item instrument, was developed to measure school participant (teacher) empowerment. It was designed to measure several themes such as trust, communication, structures for involvement, risk taking, and critical incidents. In addition, such themes as opportunities for decision making, control over daily schedule, opportunities for growth and development can be empowering aspects of a teacher’s job.

			Scale Construction: To generate items for the original instrument, teachers were asked to list ways in which they felt empowered in the schools in which they taught. This process yielded 110 items of which 75 were judged to represent empowerment components based on the literature and past research of empowerment.

			Sample: The sample consisted of 211 secondary teachers from high schools in three geographic regions—south, southwest, and the Midwest. Schools ranged in size from 70 teachers to 125 teachers.

			Reliability: The total scale (38 items) alpha coefficient was 0.94. Coefficients for each of the subscales were decision-making 0.89; professional growth 0.83; status 0.86; self-efficacy 0.84; autonomy 0.81; and impact 0.82.

			Validity: Content validity was determined by a panel of four judges that rated the overall representativeness of each item. From this analysis, 68 items reached general agreement. The 68-item instrument was submitted to a factor analysis from which a final 38 items were retained on six factors.

			Factor Analysis: A principal component analysis followed by an oblique rotation was used. Only those items with a factor loading of 0.600 or higher were retained on the factor. This yielded six factors, which accounted for about 51 percent of the common variance. The six dimensions produced by the factor analysis are decision making (10 items); professional growth (six items); status (six items); self efficacy (six items); autonomy (four items); and impact (six items).
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			School Empowerment Survey

			 1. I am given the responsibility to monitor programs.

			 2. I function in a professional environment.

			 3. I believe that I have earned respect.

			 4. I believe that I am helping kids become independent learners.

			 5. I have control over daily schedules.

			 6. I believe that I have the ability to get things done.

			 7. I make decisions about the implementation of new programs in the school.

			 8. I am treated as a professional.

			 9. I believe that I am very effective.

			10.I believe that I am empowering students.

			11.I am able to teach as I choose.

			12.I participate in staff development.

			13.I make decisions about the selection of other teachers for my school.

			14.I have the opportunity for professional growth.

			15.I have the respect of my colleagues.

			16.I feel that I am involved in an important program for children.

			17.I have the freedom to make decisions on what is taught.

			18.I believe that I am having an impact.

			19.I am involved in school budget decisions.

			20.I work at a school where kids come first.

			21.I have the support and respect of my colleagues.

			22.I see students learn.

			23.I make decisions about curriculum.

			24.I am a decision maker.

			25.I am given the opportunity to teach other teachers.

			26.I am given the opportunity to continue learning.

			27.I have a strong knowledge base in the areas in which I teach.

			28.I believe that I have the opportunity to grow by working daily with students.

			29.I perceive that I have the opportunity to influence others.

			30.I can determine my own schedule.

			31.I have the opportunity to collaborate with other teachers in my school.

			32.I perceive that I am making a difference.

			33.Principals, other teachers, and school personnel solicit my advice.

			34.I believe that I am good at what I do.

			35.I can plan my own schedule.

			36.I perceive that I have an impact on other teachers and students.

			37.My advice is solicited by others.

			38.I have an opportunity to teach other teachers about innovative ideas.

			Scoring: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Zones of Indifference Instrument

			Wilkes, S. T., and Blackbourn, J. M. (1981). The design of an instrument to measure zones of indifference of teachers to directives issued by administrators. Mississippi State University. ERIC ED 212 063.

			Comments: The 78-item instrument measures the zones of indifference of teachers to directives issued by administrators. Zones of indifference describe the extent to which people will respond to orders or directives issued by authority figures. It suggests that some orders are clearly unacceptable, while some are neutral, and others are unquestionably acceptable. It is also suggested that this “zone of indifference” will be wider or narrower with different organizational members. The difference in the size of the zone is created by the degree to which inducements exceed consequences that determine the individual’s adhesion to the organization.

			Scale Construction: One hundred twenty-five teachers submitted items, which eventually were categorized into two sets of items. One set explained variables describing teacher-determined practices, while the other dealt with administrator-determined policy. This produced an initial instrument of 134 items.

			Sample: The initial instrument of 134 items was field tested with 104 teachers in four states. Through a variety of factor analytic procedures, the 134 items were reduced to a final 78-item instrument comprising a two-factor solution.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficient for the total instrument was 0.95. The two subscales (factors) were 0.92 for each subscale.

			Validity: Other than the factor analyses conducted, no other information on obtaining validity of the instrument was reported.

			Factor Analysis: Responses to the 134-item instrument were submitted to several principal component analyses, which reduced the instrument to 80 items and three factors. Only items with loadings of 0.40 or higher were retained. With the use of image analysis and orthogonal rotation the instrument was reduced to two factors: factor 1 deals with teacher determined practices and factor 2 deals with administrator determined policy. Examples of items with high loadings on the two factors are as follows: teacher determined practices (45, 126, 128, 46, 57) and administrator determined policy (121, 102, 97, 123, 114).
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			Zones of Indifference

			 1. Indicate how you would respond to the following directives issued by an administrator that would:

			 1. Provide for the enforcement by teachers of general rules governing student conduct at school.

			 2. Attempt to structure discussion of school policy, problems, or procedure by teachers with members of the community unless a positive approach is evident.

			 3. Establish heating and cooling regulations for the classroom.

			 4. Establish a procedure for teachers to “sign-in” and “sign-out” for the school day.

			 5. Give directions to advance a student to another level when the present progress of the student is not satisfactory.

			 6. Prescribe procedure for the conduct of club activities.

			 7. Require attendance at staff-development activities.

			 8. Instruct teachers to attend open house activities.

			 9. Establish grading procedures to be used by teachers.

			10.Give directions for the changing of classroom bulletin boards at regular intervals.

			11.Structure a daily morning devotional activity in the classroom.

			12.Require supervision of students after school hours for those students who have to stay after school to make up assignments.

			13.Require participation in the teacher evaluation program.

			14.Designate specific topics to be taught at specific times.

			15.Require teachers to have students recite “The Lord’s Prayer” in the homeroom or classroom.

			16.Make assignment to study committees of the school.

			17.Require attendance at PTA meetings.

			18.Require participation in a curriculum study group.

			19.Require a six-week grade report to the administration.

			20.Question nonattendance of teachers at professional meetings.

			21.Provide additional time for student classroom assignment conferences.

			22.Structure seating arrangement of students in assemblies.

			23.Insist upon personal comments on grade sheets in each instance of a decline in student achievement.

			24.Require ability grouping of students.

			25.Dictate the use of only adopted textbooks in the classroom.

			26.Be related to membership in professional organizations.

			27.Place ultimate concern on the student.

			28.Determine method to be used in the handling of classroom discipline problems.

			29.Prohibit students from using the library during class time without teacher supervision.

			30.Require the grading of English usage in all subjects taught.

			31.Direct teachers to alter records to indicate accreditation compliance.

			32.Require a written proposal for all planned field trips.

			33.Require written goals and objectives of teachers.

			34.Prescribe testing schedules and procedures.

			35.Specify methods to be used in teacher-parent relations.

			36.Require maintenance of accurate school classroom records.

			37.Suggest the use of a teacher’s name to order supplies for other teachers.

			38.Schedule the use of planning time for supervising another teacher’s class who is out on some school activity.

			39.Establish a policy of student grade reduction for unexcused absences and tardiness.

			40.Forbid the use of tobacco by teachers at school.

			41.Determine the time of the teachers’ workday.

			42.Direct teachers to meet the parents for conference.

			43.Require extra assignments that would reduce time for classroom instruction.

			44.Require long-range lesson plans.

			45.Select teaching procedures to be utilized in the classroom.

			46.Structure the standardization of classroom furniture arrangement.

			47.Provide for the monitoring of student behavior on the way to school and from school by teachers.

			48.Prohibit the consumption of refreshment by teachers in the classroom.

			49.Instruct teachers to teach content without regard to student acquisition level.

			50.Require attendance at faculty meetings.

			51.Prevent teachers from leaving school.

			52.Require teacher participation in a census of school age children during or after school hours.

			53.Question student religious beliefs and home life.

			54.Establish directives requiring teachers to supervise school bus loading/unloading of students.

			55.Establish a bimonthly teaching meeting practice.

			56.Provide a list of discipline cases handled by the teacher in the classroom.

			57.Require teachers to perform tasks that maintenance or custodial personnel are hired to do.

			58.Schedule male/female teacher supervision of restrooms.

			59.Require teachers to purchase season football tickets.

			60.Establish conditions under which corporal punishment could be administered.

			61.Determine the test exemption policy.

			62.Excuse students from classes to attend other school sponsored activities.

			63.Allow the expenditure of school funds for extracurricular activities.

			64.Provide guidelines outlining student assignment requirements for classroom work.

			65.Direct teachers to escort sick students home.

			66.Involve altering a student’s grade.

			67.Be related to teacher involvement in political activities.

			68.Direct all teachers to be on duty in the halls during the changing of classes.

			69.Determine the amount of planning time per week.

			70.Notify teachers of grade/subject assignments.

			71.Establish the practice of planning individual student lesson prescriptions.

			72.Require a teacher to supervise two classes in the same period in separate rooms.

			73.Constitute running errands for the administration which are unrelated to the school program.

			74.Assign school related duties outside the classroom involving no students.

			75.Attempt to restrict topics that could be discussed in the lounge area.

			76.Outline the policy concerning attendance at work.

			77.Require a very low noise level to be maintained in the classroom.

			78.Instruct teachers to accept a student into class after the suspension of a student.

			 79. Prohibit the keeping of report cards in the classroom.

			 80. Establish the policy of paying substitute teachers for sponsoring club activities or other extracurricular activities.

			 81. Limit the number of graduate courses a teacher could be enrolled in after school hours.

			 82. Schedule duty assignments at times other than the required school day.

			 83. Allow the public to use classroom after hours.

			 84. Instruct each class to contribute a specified amount of money to the school activity fund.

			 85. Assign a student with the disciplinary record to your instructional group.

			 86. Prevent the early dismissal of classes by teachers.

			 87. Instruct teachers to monitor student classroom appearance in keeping with the school dress code.

			 88. Assign selected teachers to duties that are not assigned to the entire faculty.

			 89. Restrict students from restraining students from participation in the activity period.

			 90. Not allow athletes to participate in sports due to academic problems.

			 91. Require submission of lesson plans weekly by teachers.

			 92. Require strict adherence to the curriculum guide and/or daily lesson plan.

			 93. Structure teacher dress practices.

			 94. Direct all teachers to attend all school functions.

			 95. Structure student dress practices.

			 96. Require the issuance of student failure reports by teachers.

			 97. Require a standing position while teaching class.

			 98. Schedule teachers to supervise school-related meetings at school.

			 99. Provide the procedure for recording student absences.

			100.Require attendance at an administrator/teacher conference.

			101.Require the submission of absentee and tardy reports every period of the school day.

			102.Make assignments of teachers as sponsors to student club activities.

			103.Require teachers to use the school cafeteria for lunch.

			104.Provide guidelines determining advancement and retention practices.

			105.Require the use of a teaching syllabus.

			106.Provide guidelines concerning the manner by which sick leave should be utilized by teachers.

			107.Schedule teacher to supervise PE classes during an unassigned period.

			108.Schedule the utilization of teacher aids in the classroom instead of substitute teachers when the regular teacher is not present.

			109.Establish the format for written lesson plans.

			110.Schedule teachers to move to different rooms for instructional purposes.

			111.Direct a teacher to alter attendance reports of students.

			112.Determine specific staff development activities.

			113.Require teachers to perform information gathering that other professionals are employed to do.

			114.Prohibit teachers from leaving the school during school hours.

			115.Schedule workdays prior to the commencement of school without pay and not specified by contract.

			116.Require the keeping of an extensive record of library books that are issued to students.

			117.Result in the lowering of grades for poor conduct by students.

			118.Establish written job descriptions for teachers.

			119.Indicate that classroom materials had been selected by the administration.

			120.Require teacher direction of a staff development activity.

			121.Direct teachers to refrain from expressing opinions about community problems.

			122.Require an instant gathering of data for office purposes.

			123.Prohibit the use of corporal punishment as a method of punishment.

			124.Determine the length of exams to be administered.

			125.Require the maintenance of discipline of students at all times in the classroom.

			126.Establish the practice for teachers to collect student activity fees.

			127.Structure teacher arrival at school prior to the designated time for the beginning of the school day.

			128.Schedule classroom activities by the principal.

			129.Prohibit the wearing of jeans by teachers.

			130.Involve a teacher administering corporal punishment to another teacher’s student.

			131.Require the presence of teachers with students in the cafeteria.

			132.Prohibit a teacher from being employed in another job.

			133.Provide an individual teacher personnel file in the office.

			134.Suggest an explanation by the teacher of personal life activities.

			Scoring: 1 = A directive you would comply with without question; 2 = A directive you would comply with but mentally question the authority of the administrator to issue; 3 = A directive issued by the administrator that you mentally question the authority of, but alter the application more in keeping with what you think should be done; and 4 = A directive issued by the administrator that you question mentally and refuse compliance with unless forced to do so.

			Principal Evaluation

			Principal Evaluation Instrument

			Condon, E. J., III. (2009). Principal evaluation and student achievement: A study of public elementary schools in DuPage, Will, and Lake Counties, Illinois. PhD dissertation, Loyola University of Chicago.

			Comments: This instrument consists of 10 items (the first matrix) that refer to various evaluative methods that could be used to formally evaluate principal performance. There are eleven items (the second matrix) that refer to various objectives of evaluation that could be achieved through the evaluation process. In addition, there are four open-ended questions. The first open-ended question asks principals to share their beliefs about evaluation and principal performance. The second open-ended question asks principals to share their beliefs about evaluation and their own professional development. The third open-ended question asks principals to share their beliefs about the impact of principal evaluation on pupil performance. The fourth open-ended question asks principals about their beliefs regarding the impact of principal evaluation on their own professional development.

			Sample: The sample consisted of 130 K–8 public school principals. Detailed demographic information is provided.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient (Cronbach) for the first matrix is 0.70. The alpha coefficient (Cronbach) for the second matrix is 0.88. Inter-rater reliability for the four open-ended questions is established by using the Kappa Measure of Agreement.

			Validity: Content validity was established in a three-step approach. The dissertation committee provided input regarding the wording of the instrument questions in relation to the instrument constructs. The instrument was pretested with a small group of respondents. Finally, the instrument was piloted with an independent group of respondents who were not in the instrument participation group, but had like backgrounds.

			Data Analysis: Descriptive statistics were used for the two matrices. Means and standard deviations are provided as well as information about skewness and kurtosis. In addition, Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were included.

			References

			Catano, N., and Stronge, J. (2006). What are principals expected to do?: Congruence between principal evaluation and performance standards. National Association of Secondary Schools Principals Bulletin, 90:221–37.

			Kaplan, L. S., Owings, W. A., and Nunnery, J. (2005). Principal quality: A Virginia study connecting interstate school leaders licensure consortium standards with student achievement. National Association of Secondary Schools Principals Bulletin, 89(643):28–44.

			Kearney, K. (2005). Guiding improvements in principal performance. Leadership, 35:18–21.

			Thomas, D. W., Holdaway, E. A., and Ward, K. L. (2000). Policies and practices involved in the evaluation of school principals. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, 14:215–40.

			Principal Evaluation Instrument

			To what extent, if at all, have the following methods been used to formally evaluate your performance as principal?

			 1. Narrative self-evaluation

			 2. Portfolio/dossier

			 3. Checklist/rating system

			 4. Supervisor observation

			 5. Narrative evaluation by supervisor

			 6. Data-based evaluation

			 7. Survey data from teachers, parents, or students

			 8. Peer supervision/review

			 9. Anecdotal evidence.

			10.Perception feedback from stakeholders

			Scoring: A seven-point scale ranging from Not At All = 1 to Very Much = 7. Scores range from a low of 10 to a high of 70.

			To what extent, if at all, do you perceive principal evaluation accomplishing the following objectives?

			11.Satisfy district accountability requirements

			12.Increase standardized assessment scores

			13.Provide principals with professional growth

			14.Document substandard principal performance

			15.Identify the needs for principal professional development

			16.Provide incentive for performance improvement

			17.Reward exemplary principal performance

			18.Ensure adherence to policies and procedures

			19.Support the maintenance of the instructional program

			20.Improve pupil achievement

			21.Foster positive school climate

			Scoring: A seven-point scale ranging from Not At All = 1 to Very Much = 7. Scores range from a low of 11 to a high of 77.

			22.What effect, if any, has your experience with evaluation had on your beliefs about principal performance? Please explain.

			23.What effect, if any, has your experience with evaluation had on your beliefs about your own professional development? Please explain.

			24.Do you believe that the principal evaluation process has an impact on pupil performance? Please explain.

			25.Do you believe that the principal evaluation process has an impact on your own professional development? Please explain.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Professional Performance

			Professional Orientation Scale

			Corwin, R. G. (1963). The development of an instrument for examining staff conflicts in the public schools. U.S. Office of Education, Dept. of Health Education and Welfare, Contract No. 1934.

			Comments: The scale originally contained 45 items as developed by Corwin. Corwin’s scales were designed to analyze staff conflict in public schools. Later work by Kuhlman modified the original Corwin 45-item scale into a 24-item instrument. Fifteen items comprise the Bureaucratic Orientation Scale and nine items comprise the Professional Orientation Scale.

			Sample: The scale was administered to a sample of 322 prospective elementary and secondary school teachers from four New Jersey colleges in spring of the year at the completion of their undergraduate teacher preparation training. A follow-up of the same sample was made one year later after they completed their first year of teaching.

			Reliability: A split-half reliability estimate for the entire scale was 0.83. Individual subscale reliabilities for the five factors are not provided.

			Factor Analysis: The 15-item BOS scale was factor analyzed, yielding a five-factor solution that measures five aspects of bureaucratic orientation. The factors were named organizational control, subordination-standardization, rule orientation, community orientation, and organizational loyalty. The author indicates that a total BOS score, across the 15 Likert-type items, provides an overall index of bureaucratic orientation.
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			Bureaucratic and Professional Orientation Scales

			Form B-P

			 1. Teachers should subscribe to and diligently read the standard professional journals.

			 2. Rules stating when the teachers should arrive and depart from the building should be strictly enforced.

			 3. Unless he/she is satisfied that it is best for the student, a teacher should not do what he/she is told to do.

			 4. Personnel who openly criticize the administration should be encouraged to go elsewhere.

			 5. Teachers should be active members of at least one professional teaching association and should attend most conferences and meetings of the association.

			 6. Teachers should be obedient, respectful and loyal to the principal.

			 7. Teachers should be completely familiar with the written descriptions of the rules, procedures, manuals and other standard operating procedures for running the class.

			 8. The criterion of a good school should be one that serves the needs of the local community.

			 9. A teacher should consistently practice her ideas of the best educational practices even though the administration prefers other views.

			10.There should be definite rules specifying the topics that are not appropriate for discussion in a classroom.

			11.It should be permissible for the teacher to violate a rule if he/she is sure that the best interests of the students will be served in doing so.

			12.Teachers should not publicly advocate a position on the place of religion in the school which differs greatly from the majority of the community.

			13.A good teacher should not do anything that he/she believes may jeopardize the interests of the students regardless of who tells him or what the rule states.

			14.In case of a dispute in the community over whether a controversial textbook or controversial speaker should be permitted in the school, the teacher should look primarily to the judgment of the administration for guidance.

			15.A good teacher should put the interests of his/her school above everything else.

			16.Teachers should not attempt to discuss any controversial issue (such as abolishing the House Un-American Activities Committee) which may jeopardize the school’s public relations.

			17.Schools should hire no one to teach unless he/she holds at least a four-year bachelor’s degree.

			18.Teachers of the same subject throughout the system should follow the same kind of lesson plan.

			19.The ultimate authority over the major educational decisions should be exercised by professional teachers.

			20.Teachers should take into account the opinions of their community in guiding what they say in class and in their choice of teaching materials.

			21.It should be permissible to hire teachers trained at nonaccredited colleges.

			22.When a controversy arises about the interpretation of school rules, a teacher should not “stick her neck out” by taking a definite position.

			23.The school should have a manual of rules and regulations which are actually followed.

			24.Teachers should not allow themselves to be influenced by other teachers whose opinions and thinking are different than the administration’s.

			Scoring: SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Undecided; D = Disagree; SD = Strongly Disagree; Items 1, 3, 5, 9, 11, 13, 17, 19, 21 are reverse scored.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Diagnostic Assessment of School and Principal Effectiveness

			Ebmeier, H. (1988). Reference Manual for the Diagnostic Assessment of School and Principal Effectiveness. Topeka, KS: KanLEAD Educational Consortium.

			Comments: There are five instruments that were designed to assess school and principal effectiveness. In each instrument, some of the questions are identical, while others are specific to each of the following five groups: the principal, the principal’s supervisor, teachers, students, and parents. The staff instrument examines the staff’s view of himself or herself (morale scale, commitment scale, and job satisfaction scale); the staff’s view of the school (maintenance scale, adaptation scale, goal attainment scale, and integration scale); and the staff’s view of the principal (principal maintenance behaviors scale, principal adaptation behaviors scale, principal goal attainment behaviors scale, and principal integration behaviors scale). The principal instrument examines the principal’s view of the school (same as teacher’s, except principal’s perception instead of the teachers’ perception) and the principal’s view of himself or herself (same as staff’s, except principal’s perception instead of the staff’s perception).

			Scale Construction: The instruments for the staff, principal, and principal’s supervisor are almost identical except for small changes in wording for each of the groups. Each instrument contains three sections (one section requests demographic information). The other two sections were described previously. In order to develop these instruments, over 1,500 articles were reviewed by graduate students, university professors, and school administrators in an attempt to identify the attitudes, behaviors, and skills that are associated with effective leadership. The 150 competencies that were agreed upon were then examined by state and national experts who further reduced the list to 60 competencies. These competencies comprise the view of the school section of the instrument. Detailed information about instrument development.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 23 schools in Kansas.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficients for the eleven scales of the staffs’ instrument (423 teachers) ranged from 0.76 (staff satisfaction) to 0.97 (principal behavior-maintenance, principal behavior-adaptation, principal behavior-goal attainment, and principal behavior-integration). The alpha coefficients for the eight scales of the principal’s instrument (23 principals) ranged from 0.73 (building integration) to 0.92 (principal behavior-adaptation). In addition, the alpha coefficients are presented for the parents, students, and supervisors.

			Validity: Content validity was established through the procedure for identifying items. Construct validity for the staff instrument was determined by means of an oblique factor analysis. Interscale and intrascale correlations were also examined. Predictive validity was established by using the known-groups technique. Evidence for all three forms of validity is presented.

			Factor Analysis: An oblique factor analysis of the staff instrument confirmed three factors: principal behavior-goal attainment, principal behavior-adaptation, and principal behavior-integration.

			Data Analysis: A reference manual is available that includes detailed information about the technical development of the instruments, the administration of the instruments, understanding the results (comparing scores between groups and comparing to other schools using percentile ranks), and planning for improvement.
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			Diagnostic Assessment of School and Principal Effectiveness

			Principal Version: School Effectiveness

			 1. I am concerned with faculty working conditions.

			 2. Teachers at this school do not have a great deal of confidence in each other’s abilities.

			 3. Teachers in this school are encouraged to implement new teaching techniques.

			 4. As students move from one grade level to the next or from one course to another, teachers generally can be assured that the students were soundly prepared in the previous course.

			 5. Teachers in this school are open to changes that will improve the school.

			 6. Student achievement is rewarded in this school.

			 7. The workload is adequately balanced among the faculty members of this school.

			 8. Teachers in my school have respect for professional competence of other teachers, departments, or levels.

			 9. Student creativity is encouraged and rewarded in this school.

			10.I am not proud of this school.

			11.In spite of limited financial resources, this school is able to get the money and equipment we need to conduct an effective educational program.

			12.Teachers have a pretty good idea how the various departments or grade levels within our school function.

			13.Teachers in this school work closely with the community.

			14.Teachers derive professional satisfaction from their jobs in this school.

			15.This school seems to be more effective than other schools in our district in obtaining adequate resources to support the educational program.

			16.The development of student self-confidence is stressed at this school.

			17.It is not clear to teachers what each department or level is supposed to do.

			18.There are open lines of communication between faculty and the building administrators.

			19.This school is an excellent organization.

			20.The development of individual student self-concept is not emphasized in this school.

			21.Before a decision is made in my school, there is a good deal of communication between teachers.

			22.Teachers are satisfied with the amount of work they are expected to do.

			23.Administrative policies are available to the faculty in printed form.

			24.Before a decision which would affect everyone is made in my school, there is a good deal of communication between grade levels or departments.

			25.Teachers in this school are trying hard to promote student achievement.

			26.Some teachers would leave this school for any other.

			27.Our school staff works together to jointly write grants or requests to secure resources from outside agencies.

			28.The quality of teaching in my school is very high.

			29.The staff in my school respect each other and work well together.

			30.Teachers are not satisfied with the amount of money they make.

			31.There is general faculty confidence in the building administrators.

			32.There are often conflicts between teachers in this school.

			33.Teachers tell their friends that I would stay in this school for many years to come.

			34.Teachers are satisfied with the fringe benefits in this school district.

			35.There are sufficient social activities for the faculty.

			36.Productivity is high in this school.

			37.If offered a better salary, most teachers would move to another school.

			38.Teachers are satisfied with the trust they have in building administrators.

			39.This school is effective in gaining community support for our programs.

			40.The social contact between students and faculty is adequate.

			41.Conflict between staff members in this school is rare.

			42.Teachers at this school are not very loyal to the school and staff.

			43.Teachers believe in the goals and objectives of this school.

			44.In this school, the workload among teachers is pretty evenly distributed.

			45.This school has activities to help us keep in touch with the wants and desires of the community.

			46.In this school, all students are treated with respect—even those from poor backgrounds or those of limited intellectual ability.

			47.Teachers are satisfied with the professional competence and leadership of their building administrator.

			48.In this school, everything is arranged to facilitate the achievement of our goals.

			49.Most of my teachers’ interests lie outside their job at school.

			50.The size of classes is satisfactory.

			51.Teachers at this school respect parents and attempt to work with them whenever possible.

			 52. Each year in this school we make an extra effort to identify problems and set school-wide improvement goals.

			 53. Unlike this school, most of the teachers would like to work in a school that holds the same values as they do.

			 54. This school seems especially effective in adopting new and innovative instructional techniques.

			 55. Teachers in this school do not hold each other in high regard.

			 56. Teachers are satisfied with the opportunities provided to discuss problems with building administrators.

			 57. This school uses pretty standard curriculum material and does not generally seek out new or updated material on a systematic basis.

			 58. This school has a clear mission.

			 59. Faculty members are friendly to one another.

			 60. The values of this school are inconsistent with my own values.

			 61. This school is especially effective in seeking out new programs or practices in response to changes in the community or the pedagogical knowledge.

			 62. Teachers are not satisfied with the goals and objectives emphasized by this school.

			 63. The building administrators encourage suggestions from their faculty.

			 64. This school is efficient in how it uses material and how it organizes the staff.

			 65. Teachers in this school work closely with parents.

			 66. This school seems to be very innovative in comparison to other schools.

			 67. Teachers feel that others in this school value their ideas and suggestions.

			 68. Many teachers at this school are actively experimenting with new teaching methods or curriculum material.

			 69. Administrators and teachers in this school work together toward making the school run effectively.

			 70. There is a systematic effort in this school for teachers to share new curriculum material.

			 71. The climate in this school is poor.

			 72. Teachers tend to identify with this school and strongly support it when it is attacked.

			 73. The staff of this school can easily handle unusual or nonroutine problems that may come up.

			 74. The communications in this school are good.

			 75. Teachers enjoy their school work very much.

			 76. The staff of this school are very supportive of each other in their attempt to try new techniques or methods.

			 77. The staff of this school are very interested in trying new teaching techniques or curriculum material.

			 78. I have a lot of very good friends at this school.

			 79. The staff at this school is not very interested in promoting their own professional development.

			 80. The staff at this school engage in peer observations and peer study groups to improve their own instruction and try new techniques.

			 81. This school is especially good in efficiently organizing students into groups that maximize learning.

			 82. Supplies and equipment are readily available when needed.

			 83. This school is especially good at anticipating problems with parents or students and preventing them before they become major problems.

			 84. The goals of this school are not clearly spelled out and communicated to all parties.

			 85. The staff at this school are well informed about educational issues that could affect their work.

			 86. Teachers sometimes are not sure what this school expects—one time the administration says one thing, the next time a different goal is emphasized.

			 87. When changes are made at this school, the faculty adjusts quickly.

			 88. Teachers in this school are given the freedom to make professional decisions.

			 89. Teachers in this school actively seek grants and other resources.

			 90. Teachers in this school are flexible and can change easily when necessary.

			 91. Teachers are expected to grow as professional staff members in this school.

			 92. Teachers in this school stay abreast of current technology in the classroom.

			 93. In this school, attention is focused on improvement of instruction.

			 94. Teachers in this school are unwilling to share ideas and techniques.

			 95. Professional development in this school is designed to meet the needs of the community.

			 96. Teachers in this school work harmoniously with community health and social agencies.

			 97. Teachers in this school encourage each other to try new techniques and strategies.

			 98. Teachers in this school provide training for other teachers when they have a successful program to share.

			 99. Teachers in this school have difficulty getting the necessary resources to successfully implement new programs.

			100.Professional development activities in this school are oriented toward meeting future needs of the school.

			Principal Behavior

			To what extent do you . . .

			 1. demonstrate understanding of the staff’s desires.

			 2. keep abreast of current technology.

			 3. work to establish peer improvement groups.

			 4. provide sound internal communications.

			 5. effectively deal with political changes that impact the building.

			 6. effectively diagnose and prioritize needs to achieve goals.

			 7. recognize the needs and concerns of parents.

			 8. engage in activities to promote staff development.

			 9. make yourself accessible to others.

			10.provide continuous development opportunities for others.

			11.participate in professional associations and community groups.

			12.promote discussions of issues, problems, and recommendations pertaining to education.

			13.articulate the school’s mission to the community.

			14.describe the school’s mission to the school’s staff and students.

			15.cooperate with community agencies.

			16.involve the community in school affairs.

			17.maintain a good public relations program.

			18.garner resources from the community.

			19.effectively cope with disruptions in the normal school routine.

			20.support new and innovative projects.

			21.encourage the staff to assume new roles and responsibilities.

			22.effectively utilize the existing skills of the staff.

			23.alleviate difficult conflicts among the staff.

			24.promote staff cohesion.

			25.actively encourage the staff to use different institutional techniques.

			26.entrust and support others.

			27.understand how the school really works.

			28.engage in coaching of teachers.

			29.model different instructional techniques for the staff.

			30.anticipate and react to community problems as they influence the school.

			31.consider how your decisions might affect the school as a whole.

			32.appropriately allocate time and resources.

			33.protect the instructional time from interruptions.

			34.appropriately delegate responsibility.

			35.urge group involvement in decision making.

			36.efficiently use the school facilities.

			37.acquire outside funding to support innovative projects.

			38.understand and respect employee rights typically found in the teacher-board contract.

			39.explain to the staff why each part of the school organization is important and how they work together.

			40.distribute workloads appropriately.

			41.use different techniques and methods when working with individual staff members to help them improve their instruction.

			42.hold high performance expectations for the staff.

			43.conduct effective evaluation conferences.

			44.show consideration for the students and staff.

			45.actively promote school spirit and morale.

			46.conduct frequent evaluation conferences.

			47.provide useful feedback that can be used to improve instruction.

			48.select quality new teachers to fill vacancies.

			49.effectively deal with societal changes that impact the building.

			50.share decision making with others.

			51.schedule appropriate and meaningful meetings.

			52.recognize the needs and concerns of students.

			53.actively coordinate the curricular program.

			54.display a detailed understanding of the instructional program in your school.

			55.provide appropriate structure within the school organization.

			56.support high professional standards.

			57.set improvement goals.

			58.systematically evaluate the educational program.

			59.encourage cooperation rather than competition among the staff.

			60.emphasize the importance of each part of the school organization.

			61.maintain a high visibility in the building.

			62.clearly understand what are important school problems.

			63.place a high priority on student academic achievement.

			64.make decisions based on information rather than personal opinion.

			65.place a high priority on student emotional development.

			66.support the staff.

			67.write concisely and correctly.

			68.emphasize production and getting things done on time.

			69.demonstrate skills in problem resolution and decision making.

			70.use effective oral communication skills.

			71.support nonconventional activities.

			72.assist the staff with personal and professional concerns.

			73.understand diverse ethnic and multicultural backgrounds of staff and students.

			74.actively help the staff achieve their goals.

			75.place a high priority on student social development.

			76.provide positive reinforcement to students and staff.

			77.provide sound leadership.

			78.provide social leadership within the building.

			79.show an employee centered orientation.

			80.expect staff loyalty to the school.

			81.serve as a symbol of the building.

			82.assign staff to positions in which they are most comfortable.

			83.arrange the school to promote employee job satisfaction.

			Diagnostic Assessment of School and Principal Effectiveness

			Staff Version: School Effectiveness

			 1. The principal is concerned with faculty working conditions.

			 2. Teachers at this school do not have a great deal of confidence in each other’s abilities.

			 3. Teachers in this school are encouraged to implement new teaching techniques.

			 4. As students move from one grade level to the next or from one course to another, teachers generally can be assured that the students were soundly prepared in the previous course.

			 5. Teachers in this school are open to changes that will improve the school.

			 6. Student achievement is rewarded in this school.

			 7. The workload is adequately balanced among the faculty members of this school.

			 8. Teachers in this school have respect for the professional competence of other teachers, departments, or levels.

			 9. Student creativity is encouraged and rewarded in this school.

			10.I am not proud of this school.

			11.In spite of limited financial resources, this school is able to get the money and equipment we need to conduct an effective educational program.

			12.I have a pretty good idea how the various departments or grade levels within this school function.

			13.Teachers in this school work closely with the community.

			14.My job gives me professional satisfaction.

			15.This school seems to be less effective than other schools in our district in obtaining adequate resources to support the educational program.

			16.The development of student self-confidence is stressed at this school.

			17.It is not clear to me what each department or level is supposed to do.

			18.There are open lines of communication between the faculty and the building administrators.

			19.This school is an excellent organization.

			20.The development of individual student self-concept is not emphasized in this school.

			21.Before a decision is made in this school, there is a good deal of communication among teachers.

			22.I am satisfied with the amount of work I am expected to do.

			23.Administrative policies are available to faculty in printed form.

			24.Before a decision which would affect everyone is made in this school, there is a good deal of communication among grade levels or departments.

			25.Teachers in this school are trying hard to promote student achievement.

			26.I would leave this school for any other.

			27.Our school staff works together to jointly write grants or requests to secure resources from outside agencies.

			28.The quality of teaching in this school is very high.

			29.The staff in this school respects each other and work well together.

			30.I am not satisfied with the amount of money I make.

			31.There is general faculty confidence in the building administrators.

			32.There are often conflicts between teachers in this school.

			33.I tell my friends that I will stay at this school for many years to come.

			34.I am satisfied with the fringe benefits in this school district.

			35.There are sufficient social activities for the faculty.

			36.Productivity is high in this school.

			37.If offered a better salary, I would move to another school.

			38.I am satisfied with the trust I have in building administrators.

			39.Our school is not very effective in gaining community support for our programs.

			40.The social contact between students and faculty is friendly.

			41.Conflict between staff members in this school is rare.

			42.Teachers at this school are not very loyal to the school and staff.

			43.I believe in the goals and objectives of this school.

			44.In this school, the workload among teachers is pretty evenly distributed.

			45.This school has activities to help us keep in touch with the wants and desires of the community.

			46.In this school, all students are treated with respect—even those from poor backgrounds or those of limited intellectual ability.

			47.I am satisfied with the professional competence and leadership of my building administrator.

			48.In this school, everyone is arranged to facilitate the achievement of our goals.

			49.Most of my interests lie outside my job at school.

			50.The size of classes is satisfactory.

			51.Teachers at this school respect parents and attempt to work with them whenever possible.

			52.Each year in this school we make an effort to identify problems and set school-wide improvement goals.

			53.Unlike this school, I would like to work in a school that holds the same values I do.

			54.This school seems especially effective in adopting new and innovative instructional techniques.

			55.Teachers in this school do not hold each other in high regard.

			56.I am satisfied with the opportunities provided to discuss problems with building administrators.

			57.This school uses standard curriculum material and does not generally seek out new or updated material on a systematic basis.

			58.This school has a clear mission.

			59.Faculty members are friendly to one another.

			60.The values of this school are inconsistent with my own values.

			 61. This school is especially effective in seeking out new programs or practices in response to changes in the community or the pedagogical knowledge.

			 62. I am not satisfied with the goals and objectives emphasized by this school.

			 63. The building administrators encourage suggestions from the faculty.

			 64. This school is efficient in how it uses materials and how it organizes the staff.

			 65. Teachers in this school work closely with parents.

			 66. This school seems to be more innovative than other schools.

			 67. I feel that others in this school value my ideas and suggestions.

			 68. Few teachers at this school are actively experimenting with new teaching methods or curriculum material.

			 69. Administrators and teachers in this school work together to make the school run effectively.

			 70. There is a systematic effort in this school for teachers to share new curriculum material.

			 71. The climate in this school is poor.

			 72. I tend to identify with this school and strongly support it when it is attacked.

			 73. The staff of this school could easily handle unusual or nonroutine problems that may come up.

			 74. The communications in this school are good.

			 75. I enjoy my school work very much.

			 76. The staff of this school is very supportive of each other in their attempts to try new techniques or methods.

			 77. The staff at this school is very interested in trying new teaching techniques or curriculum material.

			 78. I have a lot of very good friends at this school.

			 79. The staff at this school is not very interested in promoting their own professional development.

			 80. The staff at this school engage in peer observations and peer study groups to improve their own instruction and try new techniques.

			 81. This school is especially good in efficiently organizing students into groups that maximize learning.

			 82. Supplies and equipment are rarely available when needed.

			 83. This school is especially good at anticipating problems with parents or students and preventing them before they become major problems.

			 84. The goals of this school are not clearly spelled out and communicated to all parties.

			 85. The staff at this school are well informed about educational issues that could effect their work.

			 86. I sometimes am not sure what this school expects of me—one time they say one thing, the next time a different goal is emphasized.

			 87. When changes are made at this school, the faculty adjusts very slowly.

			 88. As a teacher in this school, I am given the freedom to make professional decisions.

			 89. Teachers in this school actively seek grants and other resources.

			 90. Teachers in this school are flexible and can change easily when necessary.

			 91. I am expected to grow as a professional staff member at this school.

			 92. Teachers in this school stay abreast of current technology in the classroom.

			 93. In this school, attention is focused on improvement of instruction.

			 94. Teachers in this school are unwilling to share ideas and techniques.

			 95. Professional development in this school is designed to meet the needs of the community.

			 96. Teachers in this school work harmoniously with community health and social agencies.

			 97. Teachers in this school encourage each other to try new techniques and strategies.

			 98. Teachers in this school provide training for other teachers when they have a successful program to share.

			 99. Teachers in this school have difficulty getting the necessary resources to successfully implement new programs.

			100.Professional development activities in this school are oriented toward meeting future needs of the school.

			Principal Behavior

			To what extent does your principal . . .

			 1. demonstrate understanding of the staff’s desires.

			 2. keep abreast of current technology.

			 3. work to establish peer improvement groups.

			 4. provide sound internal communications.

			 5. effectively deal with political changes that “impact” the building.

			 6. effectively diagnose and prioritize needs to achieve goals.

			 7. recognize the needs and concerns of parents.

			 8. engage in activities to promote your development.

			 9. make himself/herself accessible to others.

			10.provide continuous development opportunities for others.

			11.participate in professional associations.

			12.promote discussions of issues, problems, and recommendations pertaining to education.

			13.articulate the school’s mission to the community.

			14.describe the school’s mission to the school’s staff and students.

			15.cooperate with community agencies.

			16.involve the community in school affairs.

			17.maintain a good public relations program.

			18.garner resources from the community.

			19.effectively cope with disruptions in the normal school routine.

			20.support new and innovative projects.

			21.encourage the staff to assume new roles and responsibilities.

			22.effectively utilize the existing skills of the staff.

			23.resolve difficult conflicts among the staff.

			24.promote staff cohesion.

			25.actively encourage the staff to use different instructional techniques.

			26.entrust and support others.

			27.understand the informal structure and operations of the school.

			28.engage in coaching of teachers.

			29.model different instructional techniques for the staff.

			30.anticipate and react to community problems as they influence the school.

			31.consider how his/her decisions might affect the school as a whole.

			32.appropriately allocate time and resources.

			33.protect the instructional time from interruptions.

			34.appropriately delegate responsibility.

			35.involve the school staff in decision making.

			36.efficiently use the school facilities.

			37.acquire outside funding to support innovative projects.

			38.understand and respect employee rights typically found in the teacher-board contract.

			39.explain to the staff why each part of the school organization is important and how they work together.

			40.distribute workloads appropriately.

			41.use individualized techniques and methods when working with different staff members to help them improve their instruction.

			42.hold high performance expectations for the staff.

			43.conduct effective evaluation conferences.

			44.show consideration for the students and staff.

			45.actively promote school spirit and morale.

			46.conduct frequent evaluation conferences.

			47.provide useful feedback that can be used to improve instruction.

			48.select quality new teachers to fill vacancies.

			49.effectively deal with societal changes that “impact” the building.

			50.share decision making with others.

			51.schedule appropriate and meaningful meetings.

			52.recognize the needs and concerns of students.

			53.actively coordinate the curricular program.

			54.display a detailed understanding of the instructional program in your school.

			55.provide appropriate structure within the school organization.

			56.support high professional standards.

			57.set improvement goals.

			58.systematically evaluate the educational program.

			59.encourage cooperation rather than competing among the staff.

			60.emphasize the importance of each part of the school organization.

			61.maintain high visibility in the building.

			62.clearly understand what are important school problems.

			63.place a high priority on student academic achievement.

			64.make decisions based on information rather than personal opinion.

			65.place a high priority on student emotional development.

			66.support the staff.

			67.write concisely and correctly.

			68.emphasize production and getting things done on time.

			69.demonstrate skill in problem resolution and decision making.

			70.use effective oral communication skills.

			71.support unconventional activities.

			72.assist the staff with personal and professional concerns.

			73.understand diverse ethnic and multicultural backgrounds of staff and students.

			74.actively help the staff achieve their goals.

			75.place a high priority on student social development.

			76.provide positive reinforcement to students and the staff.

			77.provide sound leadership.

			78.provide social leadership within the building.

			79.show an employee-centered orientation.

			80.expect staff loyalty to the school.

			81.serve as a symbol of the building.

			82.assign staff to positions in which they are most comfortable.

			83.arrange the school to promote employee job satisfaction.

			84.participate in community groups.

			Scoring: For school effectiveness: Strongly Agree = A; Agree = B; Neutral = C; Disagree = D; and Strongly Disagree = E. For principal behavior: Never = A; Almost Never = B; Sometimes = C; Often = D; Almost Always = E; and Always = F.

			Reprinted with the permission of M. Katherine Weickert, Director of Administrator Services. (© United School Administrators of Kansas.)

			Principal Performance Rating Scale

			Weiss, K. (1989). Evaluating principal performance. PhD dissertation, New York University.

			Comments: The instrument was developed to assess a principal’s performance, as well as to be utilized by a principal in self-improvement. The assessment tool is based on basic administrative competencies such as organizational skills, leadership, decision-making, staffing, staff evaluation, and the like. The instrument can be used to determine areas of strength and weakness in a principal’s performance. The information obtained can be used as the basis of an administrative appraisal process in which goals and objectives can be cooperatively established by the superintendent, or some other supervisor, and the principal.

			Scale Construction: The initial item pool consisted of 229 items. These were submitted to a panel of judges for clarification and content analysis. Seventy-nine items survived this process.

			Sample: Thirty-seven principals (19 elementary, nine middle, and nine high school) from eight school districts in Nassau and Suffolk Counties in New York participated in the initial study. These districts were chosen because the principals had diversified characteristics in years of service as administrators, degrees earned, sex, and age.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients were obtained for the total instrument of 0.98 and for each subscale, which ranged from 0.89 to 0.96.

			Validity: Content, criterion-related, and construct validity are provided for the instrument, and five factors were produced from this process: educational, leadership, interpersonal, professional, and managerial.

			Factor Analysis: A known-groups techniques was used for determining criterion and construct validity.

			References

			Baehr, M. (1975). A national occupational analysis of the school principalship. Chicago: Industrial Relations Center and Consortium for Educational Leadership. ERIC ED 116 340.

			Human Synergistics. (1982). Educational Administrator Effectiveness Profile. Plymouth, MI: Author.

			Lamberti, M. (2003). Elementary administrator and teacher perceptions of the role of the elementary school principal. EdD dissertation, Dowling College.

			Principal Performance Rating Scale

			Leadership

			 1. Encourages and emphasizes teamwork and staff participation.

			 2. Encourages staff to use their own.

			 3. Effectively shares decision-making responsibilities with staff when appropriate.

			 4. Develops and disseminates goals and objectives of the school.

			 5. Seeks relevant input from staff in the planning process.

			 6. Shares responsibilities and authority with other staff members.

			 7. Is able to inspire and challenge staff.

			 8. Encourages staff initiative and innovation.

			 9. Delegates authority effectively.

			10.Delegates tasks in order to assist staff in improving their skills.

			11.Provides clear and consistent direction.

			12.Utilizes committees in sharing responsibility for certain policy decisions.

			13.Ensures that the authority and responsibility of each subordinate are clearly understood.

			14.Uses appropriate support personnel effectively.

			Educational

			 1. Works toward articulation between grades and school.

			 2. Observes and evaluates all members of the teaching staff on a regular basis.

			 3. Systematically evaluates the instructional program and uses the results for continuous program improvement.

			 4. Actively evaluates curriculum.

			 5. Supervises the instructional staff in the development and implementation of curriculum.

			 6. Seeks way to support and strengthen the teaching/learning process.

			 7. Initiates instructional improvement efforts based on educational research and proven methods.

			 8. Visits classrooms regularly to supervise and evaluate the instructional program.

			 9. Establishes and maintains expectations for student achievement.

			10.Provides systematic and effective supervision to improve instruction.

			11.Ensures that curriculum content is related to established goals and objectives.

			12.Monitors effective use of classroom time.

			13.Is actively involved in the development of curricula.

			14.Provides for organizing, collecting and analyzing data to be used to identify curriculum needs.

			15.Is continuously involved with the evaluation of the curriculum.

			Interpersonal

			 1. Counsels teachers regarding their personal problems.

			 2. Works with the community to determine its expectations for the school.

			 3. Establishes good working relationships with members of the school board.

			 4. Establishes good working relationships with local news media.

			 5. Encourages members of the community to participate in school activities.

			 6. Effectively gives and receives cues to/from the staff and school community.

			 7. Effectively counsels and advises students and parents.

			 8. Works supportively with the board of education in recommending and implementing policy.

			 9. Uses effective techniques in establishing and maintaining good relations with the students.

			10.Uses effective techniques in establishing and maintaining good relations with the community.

			11.Demonstrates concerns and openness in the consideration of teacher and/or student problems.

			12.Has the ability to listen, understand and appreciate others.

			Professional

			 1. Views keeping up with new techniques and developments as important.

			 2. Attends professional meetings and seminars outside of the school district.

			 3. Behaves in an appropriate manner.

			 4. Keeps abreast of current and innovative trends in education.

			 5. Keeps informed and up-todate regarding new developments in curriculum and instruction.

			 6. Participates in activities to improve personal knowledge and skills.

			 7. Maintains a regular program of reading and study in the professional field.

			 8. Achieves success and honors in the areas of scholarship or other areas relevant to the job.

			 9. Belongs to and participates in professional organizations directly related to job tasks.

			10.Pursues a planned program of professional growth.

			11.Creates a favorable impression by dressing and grooming appropriately.

			12.Sets personal professional goals on a yearly basis.

			13.Is punctual to work, meetings and appointments.

			14.Participates actively in workshops and conferences.

			Managerial

			 1. Efficiently prepares, monitors, and implements budget requests.

			 2. Demonstrates knowledge of finance and budget.

			 3. Schedules instructional space to provide for maximum utilization and minimum disruption.

			 4. Accounts for budget expenditures.

			 5. Effectively plans and implements transportation procedures and resolves related problems.

			 6. Establishes procedures for maintenance and accountability of facilities, equipment and inventory.

			 7. Plans for beautification of building and grounds.

			 8. Maintains and monitors records required by law.

			 9. Provides for availability of supplies and equipment.

			10.Supervises cafeteria programs.

			11.Inspects physical plant on a regular basis.

			12.Ensures that student records are systematically and accurately maintained.

			13.Allocates funds based upon fair, predetermined, and well-understood criteria.

			14.Effectively schedules and utilizes school facilities.

			15.Establishes a system of control for the inventory of materials and supplies.

			16.Identifies, proposes, and plans construction needs.

			17.Develops and implements fiscal procedures with input from staff members.

			18.Develops master schedule to optimize utilization of personnel and facilities.

			19.Ensures the safety of the physical plant and of the personnel.

			Scoring: Unsatisfactory Performance = 1; Marginal Performance = 2; Satisfactory Performance = 3; Above Average = 4; and Outstanding = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Role

			Teacher Role Survey

			Maes, W. R., and Anderson, D. E. (1985). A measure of teacher locus of control. Journal of Educational Research 79:27–32.

			Comments: The revised 24-item Teacher Role Survey (TRS) assesses control expectancies for elementary and secondary school teachers’ roles.

			Scale Construction: The original item pool consisted of 75 items in 14 categories. There were eight items in each of the following primary categories: work with students; relations with teachers; sense of achievement; curriculum and program freedom; responsibility; recognition; and attitudes of society and parents. One to five items were written for each of the following remaining categories: administration, personnel policies, salary, working conditions, workload, security, and social service. Each item consisted of two statements. One statement represented an external belief and the other an internal belief. Five forms of the TRS were constructed, by positioning the items in various sequences. The original results indicated that item position influenced responses. Thirty-two items were retained based on item correlations that ranged from 0.30 to 0.50.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 321 teacher volunteers who were enrolled in graduate education courses or who were teaching.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient for the 32-item TRS was 0.86 (with a cross-validation sample of 166 teachers). Test-retest reliability over a two-week period was 0.75 (43 graduate students) and 0.62 over a three-week period (34 student teachers and student teacher supervisors).

			Validity: Content validity was established by the procedures used to develop the survey. Factor analytic procedures were conducted to establish construct validity.

			Factor Analysis: Twelve factors were identified using a principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation. However, only the first four factors had factor loadings of at least 0.35 or higher and fit within the logical framework for the construction of the survey. The four factors are recognition, teaching/learning process, relations with teachers, and attitudes of parents and society.

			References

			Anderson, D. E., and Maes, W. R. (1986). Teacher locus of control and teacher characteristics. Unpublished manuscript.

			Guskey, T. R. (1981). Measurement of the responsibility teachers assume for academic successes and failures in the classroom. Journal of Teacher Education 32:44–51.

			Maes, W. R., and Anderson, D. E. (1983). The Teacher Role Survey: A measure of teacher locus of control. ERIC ED 240 153.

			Teacher Role Survey

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							a. 

						
							
							Teachers will never be able to negotiate for satisfactory personnel policies.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							It appears that teachers are just now on the brink of a period of improved negotiations over personnel policies.

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Teachers are given recognition in proportion to the quality of their performance.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Given society’s attitude toward teaching, there is really very little a teacher can do to gain the recognition deserved.

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							If I work hard and perform effectively, administrators are very supportive of my work.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							I find that principals and superintendents base their support of a teacher more on whim and hearsay than on quality of work.

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Parents will cooperate with teachers if teachers put forth skillful effort.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Teachers have reason to be pessimistic about getting parents “on their side.”

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							One of the rewards of teaching is the chance to put one’s abilities to work.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							School systems seem to invent obstacles to keep teachers from doing their best.

						
					

					
							
							6.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							In this day and age, teachers are deprived of a strong sense of personal responsibility.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Teaching is a profession that enables one to develop a strong sense of personal responsibility.

						
					

					
							
							7.

						
							
							a. 

						
							
							The more one teaches effectively, the more one is delegated responsibility for classroom management.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							With all the “snoopervisors” in schools, teachers are watched over regardless of their competence level.

						
					

					
							
							8.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							To get duly recognized, a teacher needs only exert the effort to perform well.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							One of the problems with teaching is that there is little recognition even when it is earned.

						
					

					
							
							9.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Teachers touch the lives of pupils and parents in effective ways, and a natural by-product is personal and professional recognition.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							One certainly does not choose teaching for the professional recognition it offers.

						
					

					
							
							10.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							It is clear that a teacher can take delight in creative development of learning experiences.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							More and more learning experiences are “canned” and mandated for the teacher.

						
					

					
							
							11.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Schools have been and perhaps always will be rather uninteresting, oppressive places in which to work.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							The fact that teachers are so influential at the building level enables them to greatly affect their working conditions.

						
					

					
							
							12.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							All about that is required of a teacher is the ability to follow directions from above.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							The longer I stay in teaching, the more I feel that my presence in the classroom makes a difference.

						
					

					
							
							13.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							The long-term negative attitude of our society toward teachers need not persist into the future.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							The negative attitude of society toward teaching is something that just has to be endured.

						
					

					
							
							14.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Students are becoming increasingly independent and unruly.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							If teachers really put themselves into the task, it is possible for them to exert meaningful influence on students.

						
					

					
							
							15.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							There is always more work to be done by a teacher than can possibly be finished.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Careful planning and scheduling of time makes the job of teaching more manageable.

						
					

					
							
							16.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							I feel that I am delegated the responsibility to do my job as I see fit.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							I feel that my responsibility as a teacher is eroded by too many guidelines and supervisors.

						
					

					
							
							17.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Because a teacher’s best efforts go unobserved behind closed doors, it is natural that due recognition is not received.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							In spite of the criticism leveled at schools, effective teachers receive due recognition from within and outside of schools.

						
					

					
							
							18.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Teachers will be treated as responsible professionals to the degree that they earn such treatment.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							There is too great a tendency to treat teachers like children.

						
					

					
							
							19.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Teaching is a profession in which a sense of achievement is often missing because it is difficult to know the effect of one’s work.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							One of the advantages of teaching is that one is the “manager of the classroom” and thus can arrange things so as to get a clear sense of what has been accomplished.

						
					

					
							
							20.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Being “a part of the group” of teachers in a building depends on one’s behavior.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Every school has its pecking order which determines those teachers who are accepted and those who are not.

						
					

					
							
							21.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Teaching is one of the last remaining job fields that permits genuine giving to others.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							It is increasingly difficult for teachers to realize the joy of giving to others when they receive so little in return.

						
					

					
							
							22.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							Parents are easily incited to discontent toward teachers.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							I have never met a parent who couldn’t be won over by a sincere approach.

						
					

					
							
							23.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							It seems inevitable that parents are quick to give negative feedback to teachers, but reluctant to dispense praise.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Parents appreciate teachers for work well done.

						
					

					
							
							24.

						
							
							a. 

						
							
							School administrators are highly responsive to directives “from above” but not very responsive to influence from teachers.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Teachers are heard and responded to by administrators to the degree that they effectively plead their case.

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: Each of the following statements receives a score of one: 1a, 2b, 3b, 4b, 5b, 6a, 7b, 8b, 9b, 10b, 11a, 12a, 13b, 14a, 15a, 16b, 17a, 18b, 19a, 20b, 21b, 22a, 23a, 24a. Scores range from 0 to 24.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Role Conflict/Role Ambiguity Questionnaire

			Rizzo, R. J., et al. (1970). Role conflict and ambiguity in complex organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly 15:150–63.

			Comments: The role conflict scale was designed to measure the role ambiguity and role conflict of individuals within an organization. Role ambiguity is defined as the extent to which an individual is unclear about the role expectations of others, as well as the degree of uncertainty associated with one’s role performance. It is often noted in the literature that role ambiguity leads to role conflict. Role conflict is the degree to which expectations of a role are incompatible, or incongruent, with the reality of the role. This incompatibility may be due to conflicts between organizational demands and one’s own values, problems of personal resource allocation, or conflicts between obligations to several different people.

			Scale Construction: The questionnaire originally consisted of 30 items, 15 dealt with role ambiguity and 15 with role conflict. Of the role conflict items, 10 were stress worded and five were comfort worded. The role ambiguity items consisted of six that were stress worded and nine were comfort worded.

			Reliability: The six items of the role ambiguity scale had an alpha coefficient of 0.73, and the eight items on the role conflict scale was 0.88.

			Factor Analysis: The 30 items were factor analyzed using an image covariance method with a varimax rotation. Only 14 items were retained on two factors, which accounted for 56 percent of the common variance. A high score on role ambiguity indicates feelings of comfort with a role; however, scoring on these items is usually done in the reverse to indicate ambiguity or discomfort with the role. Items 1, 3, 5, 8, 10, 13 provide a measure of role ambiguity (RA), while the remaining items are used to score role conflict (RC).

			References

			Lane, T., and Johnson, T. W. (1981). What do role conflict and role ambiguity scales measure? Journal of Applied Psychology 66:464–69.

			Violanti, L. M. (2003). The relationship of job satisfaction to role ambiguity and role conflict among school counselors. EdD dissertation, University of Nevada, Las Vegas.

			Wilson, S. M. (1979). Role conflict, role ambiguity, and job satisfaction among fulltime principals and teaching principals in Maine. EdD dissertation, George Peabody College.

			Role Conflict/Role Ambiguity

			 1. I have clear, planned goals and objectives for my job.

			 2. I have to do things that should be done differently.

			 3. I know I have divided my time properly.

			 4. I receive an assignment without the assistance to complete it.

			 5. I know what my responsibilities are.

			 6. I have to buck a rule or policy in order to carry out an assignment.

			 7. I work with two or more groups who operate quite differently.

			 8. I know exactly what is expected of me.

			 9. I receive incompatible requests from two or more people.

			10.I feel certain about how much authority I have.

			11.I do things that are apt to be accepted by one person and not by others.

			12.I receive an assignment without adequate resources and materials to complete it.

			13.Explanation is clear of what has to be done.

			14.I work on unnecessary things.

			Scoring: A Likert-type scale was used ranging from Definitely not true of my job = 1 to Extremely true of my job = 7.

			Reprinted with permission from R. J. House.

			Parent-School Communities Questionnaire

			Wiener, W. K. (1975). Measuring school boundary permeability. Paper presented at the New England Educational Research Association. ERIC ED 125 052.

			Comments: The 50-item Parent-School Communities Questionnaire (PSCQ) was designed to measure the permeability of school boundaries. The concept of permeability assumes that any social system, such as a school, is surrounded by a psychological boundary that insulates it from its environment. The degree to which this boundary is permeable to input from outside the system is directly proportional to the openness of the system.

			Scale Construction: Originally, the PSCQ consisted of 50 descriptive statements that respondents were asked to rate on a five-point Likert scale. The original factor analysis yielded dimensions dealing with the process parents used to contact school personnel; attempts by school personnel to contact parents; parental perceptions of the character of the school organization; and a dimension relevant to the quality and nature of parent-teacher interactions.

			Sample: The first analysis was based on a sample of 500 parents taken from three elementary schools. The feedback from this study prompted a second factor analysis with 278 parent responses.

			Validity: Interviews were conducted with a known-group of parents to determine the degree of correspondence between the parents interview comments and those items coded on the questionnaire.

			Factor Analysis: The result of the second factor analysis—a principal axis analysis with a varimax rotation—produced three interpretable factors. The criterion for acceptance of items on a given factor was 0.500.

			Definition of Factors: The three factors are: Teacher-parent interactions, which deals with the quality of interactions between parent and teacher; Parent-principal interactions, which is concerned with the quality of interactions between the parent and the school administration; and Accessibility, which refers to parents perceptions of the mechanics involved in making contact with the school.

			Reference

			Wiener, W. K., and Blumberg, A. (1973). The Parent School Communications Questionnaire: A measure of school boundary permeability. Paper presented at American Educational Research Association. ERIC ED 075 916.

			The Parent-School Communications Questionnaire: A Measure of School Boundary Permeability

			Factor I: Mechanical

			 1. If my youngster is having a problem in school, the best way to contact the teacher is in writing rather than by phone.

			 2. Before talking with a teacher, I feel that I must first contact the principal.

			 3. It is difficult to get in touch with a teacher on the phone.

			 4. It is difficult to get in touch with the principal on the phone.

			 5. In order for me to see my youngster’s teacher, I need only stop in at the school office without prior contact and ask.

			 6. In order for me to see the principal, I need only stop in at the school office without prior contact and ask.

			 7. The school secretary will forward my message to the principal or the teacher.

			Factor II: Outreach

			 8. My youngster’s teacher contacts me personally when something goes wrong with his work.

			 9. My youngster’s teacher contacts me personally when his work has been progressing particularly well.

			10.The principal takes initiative in contacting parents about school matters.

			11.The principal encourages parents to contact teachers about their children’s school activities.

			12.Teachers resist attending parentteacher functions.

			13.Teachers cooperate willingly with the parent group in discussing school issues.

			14.Parent nights at school are events which I feel are useful and instructive.

			15.Parents have a standing invitation to visit their youngster’s classes with a few days notice.

			16.After I have met with my youngster’s teacher concerning a problem, the teacher contacts me with the follow-up information about the situation.

			17.Ample notice is given by the school to inform me about parent organizational functions.

			18.Most communications from the school are impersonal in tone.

			Factor III: Organizational Climate

			19.Teachers see parents as a nuisance.

			20.Teachers seem threatened by parents who ask questions.

			21.Teachers are friendly and warm in their communications with parents.

			22.When I walk into my youngster’s classroom, I feel uncomfortable.

			23.When I walk into the school, I sense a friendly warm atmosphere.

			24.Teachers in the school like parents to contact them about their child.

			25.Teachers do not think highly of the parent organization of the school.

			26.The atmosphere at parentteacher gatherings is strained and tense.

			27.Teachers in the school are willing to listen to negative things I have to say about what is going on in school.

			28.The principal is a limiting force on parent organization activities.

			29.The principal actively supports the parent organization.

			Factor IV: Interpersonal Climate

			30.I like to talk about my youngster’s work with his teacher.

			31.My youngster likes me to see his teacher on his behalf.

			32.The principal sees parents as being a nuisance.

			33.When I get a notice from a teacher that he wants to see me about my youngster, I feel tense.

			34.When I talk with my youngster’s teacher, I feel he is holding back information I would like to have.

			35.When I talk to the principal, I feel that he is evasive.

			36.I have no hesitancy at all about contacting a teacher about my youngster’s work in school.

			37.The principal is willing to listen to negative things I have to say about what’s going on in the school.

			38.If I complain to a teacher about my youngster’s negative reaction to his teaching, I am afraid that teacher will act negatively toward my youngster.

			39.The principal sees parents as a source to help him.

			40.I feel free to stop and chat with teachers in the school.

			41.The school secretary is helpful to me when I visit the school.

			Factor V: Influences

			42.Parent groups have no real influence on the school.

			43.I feel that when I talk with the principal, I make an impact on him.

			44.I feel that when I talk with my youngster’s teacher, it makes an impression on him.

			45.I trust the principal to communicate parental concerns to the teachers.

			46.The principal only responds to pressure from a group of parents, not individuals.

			47.Teachers seem to pay attention to parents.

			48.The principal pays attention to parents.

			49.The principal actively uses the parent organization to help in solving school problems.

			50.I am made to feel that I as a parent, and not the school, must make all the changes to solve a problem.

			Scoring: A five-point Likert scale ranging from “this is always true” = 5, to “this is never true” = 1.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			School Boards

			National School Board Survey

			Chen, J. A. (2008). The role of school boards, their governance practices and sense of effectiveness in suburban, urban, and rural settings in the United States. EdD dissertation, Dowling College.

			Comments: The survey, developed by a group of faculty (L. Bishop and R. Manley) and doctoral students at Dowling College in 2003, contains 73 Likert-type items that focus on the level of participation of school board members in nine areas of governance. Two open-ended questions (qualitative) focus on the changing role of school board members.

			Sample: The participants consisted of 247 school board members (from a pool of 300) who were either appointed or elected from each of the 50 states. The school board members represented K–12 school districts. From each state, two city and two neighboring suburban and rural districts were chosen.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients are 0.97 (teamwork), 0.73 (financial planning), 0.82 (policy orientation), 0.79 (academic assessment), 0.77 (financial management), 0.69 (curriculum evaluation), 0.65 (technology investment), 0.67 (curriculum investment), 0.65 (financial analysis), and 0.88 (board effectiveness).

			Validity: Construct validity was obtained through factor analysis.

			Factor Analysis: A 10-factor equamax solution was accepted with eigenvalues ranging from 1.33 to 23.0. Nine factors relate to the dimensions of governance and the tenth factor relates to board effectiveness. The 10 factors are: 12 items on teamwork (18, 19, 32, 43, 44, 46, 47, 49, 70, 71, 72, and 73); six items on financial planning (12, 20, 21, 26, 40, and 48); seven items on policy orientation (5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, and 17); five items on academic assessment (51, 52, 53, 54, and 61); seven items on financial management (23, 34, 36, 38, 39, 41, and 69); four items on curriculum evaluation (1, 3, 6, and 10); three items on technology investment (15, 27, and 60); four items on curriculum investment (55, 56, 64, and 65); four items on financial analysis (37, 57, 62, and 63); and 10 items on the dependent variable of board effectiveness (9, 16, 24, 25, 30, 35, 42, 66, 67, and 68). Factor loadings, communalities, eigenvalues, etc., are reported.

			Data Analysis: Descriptive statistics reported the means and frequencies for the nine components of school board governance. An item analysis was performed to determine any distinctive patterns or discrepancies for each item. An analysis of variance was performed to determine any differences in attitudes among suburban, urban, and rural school board members and the nine dimensions of governance and board effectiveness. A Pearson Product-Moment correlation matrix was used to analyze the relationships among school board members and governance, board effectiveness, gender, age, and years of board experience. A regression analysis was performed to determine what, if any of the dimensions of governance among the boards of education predict their effectiveness. A content analysis was conducted to identify similarities and differences in the patterns of responses among the three types of districts for male and female board members.
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			Hawkins, R. (2003). The relationship of team learning and the four components of governance practices among school board members in Suffolk County, Long Island. EdD dissertation, Dowling College.

			National School Board Survey

			 1. Our board requires instructional leaders to present an evaluation of the literacy/reading curriculum for our primary grades.

			 2. Our board provides leadership for the financial plan of the district.

			 3. Our board requires instructional leaders to present an evaluation of the math curriculum.

			 4. Our board members evaluate policies about hiring of staff.

			 5. Our board has a policy that defines the purpose of education.

			 6. Our board requires administration to compare curriculum programs with those of other districts.

			 7. Our board matches district-wide policies with the mission and objectives of the district.

			 8. Our board allows for community participation.

			 9. Our board has training and educational programs to promote its own growth and development.

			10.Our board uses an assessment of student needs to verify that the curriculum is aligned to these needs.

			11.Our board has formal reports about student achievement.

			12.Our board focuses on its role in policy making.

			13.Our board provides policy to develop the district’s mission statement.

			14.Our board is attentive to the ethnic and multicultural needs of the school district.

			15.Our board provides sufficient funds for staff to receive appropriate staff development.

			16.Our board president advises trustees on their responsibilities as board members.

			17.Our board uses demographic trends in its planning.

			18.Our board has respectful communications with the superintendent.

			19.In public session, our board members exhibit respect for each other.

			20.Our board reviews the financial impact of state aid projections.

			21.Our board has a process to gather information from a variety of sources.

			22.Our board considers current research during the process of decision making.

			23.Our board routinely asks questions at the monthly meeting on the treasurer’s report, which includes the investment report and cash reconciliation report.

			24.Our board committee assignments are based upon the expertise of board members.

			25.I have participated in board discussions about the effectiveness of our performance.

			26.Our board creates policies to achieve district goals.

			27.Our board ensures that current technology equipment is accessible to students.

			28.Our board has a structured method for analyzing data in the process of making decisions.

			29.Our board assesses progress toward its goals.

			30.Our board conducts an orientation program for new members.

			31.Our board has designed a method to solicit community input.

			32.Our board works together for a common purpose.

			33.Our board has created policy to guide negotiations with bargaining units.

			34.Our board matches revenues against planned expenditures on a monthly basis.

			35.When a new member joins the board, we make sure someone serves as a mentor to help the person learn the ropes.

			36.Our board considers the financial impact on all community groups in the development of its financial multiyear plan.

			37.I can recall an occasion when the board acknowledged its responsibility for making an imprudent decision.

			38.Our board routinely asks for justification at the monthly meeting when a transfer of appropriations between codes is requested.

			39.Our board reviews fund balance projections at least twice a year to anticipate modifications in the current year’s spending plan.

			40.Our board compares the cost of instructional school-wide programs with regional standards for future improvements.

			41.Most people on the board learn about their roles and responsibilities through explicit discussion and training.

			42.Our board works together with respect and trust.

			43.Our board uses individual skills to help each other.

			44.Our board provides leadership by requesting data concerning issues facing the school district.

			45.Our board makes a real effort to understand each other’s perspectives.

			46.Our board reviews alternative financing plans for capital projects in order to project costs and select the best option.

			47.Our board acts according to shared beliefs.

			48.Our board examines the annual budget to determine the impact on educational programs.

			49.Our board recognizes our interdependence and enjoys working together.

			50.Our board reviews census and enrollment projections to forecast future budgetary needs.

			51.Our board requires an analysis of those students who fail to meet curriculum standards.

			52.Our board identifies that current curriculum guides are aligned with state standards.

			53.Our board annually conducts hearings on our students’ academic performance.

			54.Our board requires administrators to evaluate the impact of staff development activities on teaching.

			55.Our board funds a variety of electives for students on the high school level.

			56.Our board funds a science research program for high school students.

			57.Our board funds music programs in all of our schools.

			58.Our board funds art programs in all of our schools.

			59.Our board financially supports the students wishing to take advanced placement courses.

			60.Our board requires assessments of the use of technology in the classroom.

			61.Our board requires a review of teacher surveys regarding their satisfaction with the district’s technology for instruction.

			62.Our board requires administration to participate in cooperative bidding programs to reduce costs.

			63.Our board requests an analysis of ongoing costs of proposed projects before committing taxpayer dollars to any project.

			64.Our board supports competitive salaries to recruit highly qualified teachers.

			65.Our board endorses a low student teacher ratio in the classroom to promote learning.

			66.I have participated in discussions with new members of this board about the roles and responsibilities of membership.

			67.I have received helpful feedback on my performance as a member of this board.

			68.This board has conducted an explicit examination of our roles and responsibilities.

			69.I have participated in board discussions about what we should do differently as a result of a mistake the board made.

			70.Our board cooperates with each other to achieve the board’s vision.

			71.Our board assumes good faith in its members.

			72.Our board enjoys working as a team.

			73.Our board uses constructive criticism to help each other.

			74.Please describe how your perceptions of what it means to serve on a local board of education have changed since you were first elected.

			75.Since you were elected, has the role of a school board member changed? If so, how?

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Slightly Agree = 3; Agree = 4; and Strongly Agree = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			School Board Development Questionnaire

			Shoulders, D. K. (2004). The perceived role of the superintendent in school board member development. EdD dissertation, University of Kentucky.

			Comments: The 35-item School Board Development Questionnaire (SBDQ) measures the perceptions of superintendents and school board chairs regarding the role that superintendents play in board member development.

			Sample: A pilot study was conducted with 30 former school board chairs and 30 former superintendents in Kentucky (17 completed surveys were returned). The actual study had a response rate of 86.9 percent for superintendents and 65.3 percent for school board chairs (superintendents and school board chairs from 176 public school districts were contacted).

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient (Cronbach) for the entire scale is 0.98.

			Validity: The literature on superintendents’ relations with boards as well as the literature on their respective roles provided the content for the questionnaire items. The items focused on school board member responsibilities identified in the literature. In addition, the items were reviewed by a panel of five experts. Then, the pilot study was conducted.

			Factor Analysis: A factor analysis was not completed because of a low response rate and because of the high internal consistency suggesting a single factor.

			Data Analysis: Means and standard deviations were calculated. In addition, a t-test was conducted to determine the statistical significance of the differences in Perception scores. Since the results were significant, chi-squares were calculated for each item. Twenty-two of the 35 items differed significantly.
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			School Board Development Questionnaire

			 1. A significant role of the superintendent is to provide professional development to board members related to their roles and responsibilities.

			 2. Conflict between superintendents and school boards is due to a lack of understanding in the responsibilities of each position.

			 3. The superintendent facilitated board training in the establishment of board policy.

			 4. Individuals who fit the norms, values, and beliefs of the school district are hired for the superintendency.

			 5. Poor understanding of board member and superintendent roles leads to superintendent job turnover.

			 6. The superintendent facilitated board training in academic standards and assessment.

			 7. Development of board policy is the school boards responsibility.

			 8. The superintendent facilitated board training in the board’s role of being advocates for students and schools to the community.

			 9. The superintendent facilitated board training in the evaluation process of the superintendent.

			10.Superintendent evaluation practices are intended to reward effective practices

			11.The superintendent facilitated board training in the development of a board team.

			12.The superintendent facilitated board training in developing and implementing a communications plan for handling complaints.

			13.As a superintendent, I have assisted board members in understanding policy development.

			14.As a superintendent, I have assisted board members in understanding the importance of a district vision.

			15.As a superintendent, I have assisted board members in understanding the district’s organizational structure.

			16.As a superintendent, I have assisted board members in understanding the assessment and accountability system.

			17.As a superintendent, I have assisted board members in planning programs to support at-risk students.

			18.As a superintendent, I have assisted board members in developing positive image for the schools in the community.

			19.Superintendent evaluation practices reward apolitical norms of behavior.

			20.As a superintendent, I have assisted board members in planning employee salary and benefits to retain good teachers.

			21.As a superintendent, I have assisted board members in handling parent complaints by using the board policy for communications.

			22.As a superintendent, I have assisted board members in achieving good relationships with fellow board members.

			23.Governance is the shared responsibility of the school board and the superintendent.

			24.As superintendent, I have assisted board members in understanding the board’s role in promoting student achievement.

			25.As superintendent, I have assisted board members in developing working relationships with other board members.

			26.I believe that politics do not fit within accepted superintendent norms of behavior.

			27.As superintendent, I have assisted board members in understanding the board’s role in attracting and retaining teachers.

			28.As superintendent, I have assisted board members in understanding the board’s role in minority recruitment for personnel.

			29.As superintendent, I have assisted board members in understanding the legal relationship between the school board and school-based decision-making councils.

			30.Board-superintendent conflict has resulted in a shortage of applicants for superintendent vacancies.

			31.As superintendent, I have assisted board members in understanding the state’s testing program (CATS).

			32.High-stakes testing such as CATS and NCLB have resulted in increased superintendent turnover.

			33.As superintendent, I have assisted board members in understanding the relationships of the board to other agencies such as cooperatives and government agencies.

			34.Exposure to effective school board members as role models influences how I practice school administration.

			35.My school district has a formal training program for school board members.

			Please provide short answers for the following:

			From what person or agency do school board members receive the majority of their training?

			If you were giving advice to a new superintendent about working with board members on issues, what would you say?

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2, Agree = 3; Strongly Agree = 4.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Self-Actualization

			Index of Self-Actualization

			Jones, A., and Crandall, R. (1986). Validation of a short Index of Self-Actualization. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 12:63–73.

			Comments: The 15-item ISA discriminates between self-actualizing and non-self-actualizing individuals. Evidence of its reliability and validity are provided in the research.

			Scale Development: The basis for this index was the Personal Orientation Inventory (Shostrom, 1964). Half of each of the 150 two-choice POI items were rewritten using an agree-disagree format. These new items as well as the POI were given to 73 college students. The 10 items that had the highest item-total correlation with the total score (one from each of the 10 subscales) on the POI were selected. Four additional items from the POI were selected (highest correlation without regard to subscale) as well as five items (highest factor loadings on various subscales) from the Personal Orientation Dimensions (Shostrom, 1975). The original 19-item index was reduced to 15 items based on Cronbach’s alpha.

			Sample: Approximately 500 people took part in validating the index. In general, classes of students in psychology, sociology, and business programs in two senior and three junior colleges in Texas participated. In addition, 73 college students from Illinois and 22 people from North Carolina participated.

			Reliability: Test-retest reliability for a 12-day interval (67 students) was 0.69 using the original four-point scale. Test-retest reliability for a two-week interval (67 students) was 0.81 using a six-point scale. The correlation between the original four-point scale and the six-point scale was 0.91 (84 students). The coefficient alpha for the index with a four-point scale was 0.65. The new alpha was 0.72 (274 students).

			Validity: The index was correlated with Eysenck’s Personality Inventory (Eysenck and Eysenck, 1968); the Rational Behavior Inventory (Whiteman and Shorkey, 1978); Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965); Budner’s Tolerance of Ambiguity Scale (Budner, 1962); Slivken and Crandall’s Leisure Ethic Scale (Crandall and Slivken, 1980); and the Personal Orientation Inventory (Shostrom, 1964).

			Factor Analysis: A principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation yielded five factors. The five factors are five items on autonomy or self-direction (2, 5, 9, 10, and 11); three items on self-acceptance and self-esteem (6, 8, and 14); two items on acceptance of emotions and freedom of expression of emotions (1 and 4); three items on trust and responsibility in interpersonal relations (3, 13, and 15); and two items on the ability to deal with undesirable aspects of like rather than avoiding them (7 and 12).
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			Short Index of Self-Actualization

			 1. I do not feel ashamed of any of my emotions.

			 2. I feel I must do what others expect of me.

			 3. I believe that people are essentially good and can be trusted.

			 4. I feel free to be angry at those I love.

			 5. It is always necessary that others approve what I do.

			 6. I don’t accept my own weaknesses.

			 7. I can like people without having to approve of them.

			 8. I fear failure.

			 9. I avoid attempts to analyze and simplify complex domains.

			10.It is better to be yourself than to be popular.

			11.I have no mission in life to which I feel especially dedicated.

			12.I can express my feelings even when they may result in undesirable consequences.

			13.I do not feel responsible to help anybody.

			14.I am bothered by fears of being inadequate.

			15.I am loved because I give love.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree = 6; Agree = 5; Somewhat Agree = 4; Somewhat Disagree = 3; Disagree = 2; and Strongly Disagree = 1. For items 2, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11, 13, and 14 the scoring is reversed. Self-actualizing responses receive a score of 6, while non-self-actualizing responses receive a score of 1.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Personal Orientation Inventory

			Shostrom, E. L. (1966). Manual for the Personal Orientation Inventory. San Diego, CA: Educational and Industrial Testing Service.

			Comments: The 150-item POI discriminates among self-actualized, normal, and non-self-actualized individuals.

			Scale Construction: Although the Personal Orientation Inventory (POI) is based on Maslow’s theory of self-actualization, items were also taken from the following humanistic, existential, or gestalt therapy writers Perls, May, Angel, Ellenberger, Fromm, Horney, Rogers, Riesman, Watts, and Ellis. Items were also chosen from observed value judgments of clinically healthy and troubled patients. Scores of relative time competence and relative inner—and other—directedness.

			Sample: One validation study was conducted using 650 freshmen at Los Angeles State College, 150 patients in therapy, 75 members on the Sensitivity Training Program at UCLA, and 15 school psychologists.

			Reliability: Test-retest reliability coefficients of 0.91 and 0.93 were reported. Coefficients of reliability ranged from 0.55 (acceptance of aggression) to 0.85 (existentiality), with a median of 0.74.

			Validity: The POI and the MMPI were correlated in one validation study. Significant relationships (0.01 level) between two groups were found on four of the MMPI scales (D, Pd, Pt, and Sc) and all 12 POI scales. The POI and the Eysenck Personality Inventory were correlated in another study. Significant relationships were found. The POI possesses predictive validity because it is able to differentiate between healthy and unhealthy groups. The POI is also able to differentiate between self-actualized, normal, and non-self-actualized groups.

			Scales: The POI contains 10 subscales: 26 items on self-actualizing values, 32 items on existentiality, 23 items on feeling reactivity, 17 items on spontaneity, 26 items on self-acceptance, 16 items on nature of man, 16 items on self-regard, nine items on synergy, 25 items on acceptance of aggression, and 28 items on capacity for intimate contact.

			Definitions of Subscales: Self-actualizing values refer to values held by self-actualizing people. Existentiality refers to the ability to react to situations without rigid adherence to principles. Feeling reactivity refers to the sensitivity of responsiveness to one’s own needs and feelings. Spontaneity refers to the ability to be oneself or react spontaneously. Self-acceptance refers to acceptance of oneself in spite of weaknesses. Nature of man refers to the view of man, masculinity and femininity. Self-regard refers to self-worth. Synergy refers to the ability to surpass dichotomies. Acceptance of aggression refers to the ability to tolerate aggression. Capacity for intimate contact refers to the ability to cultivate intimate relationships.
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			Scoring: A forced-choice format is used so that each item is written twice (items represent both ends of the continuum).

			Sample Items

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							39.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							I trust my ability to size up a situation.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							I do not trust my ability to size up a situation.

						
					

					
							
							60.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							It is important that others accept my point of view.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							It is not necessary for others to accept my point of view.

						
					

					
							
							80.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							For me, work and play are the same.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							For me, work and play are opposites.

						
					

					
							
							127.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							I like to participate actively in intense discussions.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							I do not like to participate actively in intense discussions.

						
					

					
							
							150.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							I can overcome any obstacles as long as I believe in myself.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							I cannot overcome every obstacle even if I believe in myself.

						
					

				
			

			Reprinted with permission of EdITS. (Shostrom, E.V., Personal Orientation Inventory. Copyright 1973 EdITS San Diego, CA. Reproduced with permission.)

			Personal Orientation Dimensions

			Shostrom, E. L. (1977). Manual for the Personal Orientation Dimensions. San Diego, CA: Educational and Industrial Testing Service.

			Comments: The 260-item Personal Orientation Dimensions (POD) is a refinement and extension of the POI. It contains 13 scales with 20 items in each scale that represent an aspect in the actualizing individual.

			Scale Construction: The POD is based on item analyses and construct validation studies that were conducted on the POI. Items were written based on the development of the POI and the theoretical model of the actualizing individual. An item pool of 370 items was created and several samples participated in the development of the POD. Items are stated both in the positive and in the negative. Scales from the POI that had predictive and factorial validity were utilized by either adding new items or rewriting old items.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 402 college freshmen.

			Reliability: Test-retest reliability coefficients over a one-week period ranged from 0.53 (weakness) to 0.79 (potentiation), and over a three-month period ranged from 0.55 (strength) to 0.72 (weakness).

			Validity: In order to establish the predictive validity of the POD, it was administered to a group of actualizing individuals and a group of non-actualizing individuals. Significant differences were found for all scales. Concurrent validity was established by correlating the POD with the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire and the Clinical Analysis Questionnaire.

			Factor Analysis: First order and second order analyses were performed. The POI scale of Time Competence became the POD scale of Time Orientation; Self-Regard became Strength; Self-Acceptance became Weakness; Existentiality became Potentiation; Nature of Man-Constructive became Trust in Humanity; Synergy became Synergistic Integration; and Acceptance of Aggression became Anger. The POD scales of Creative Living, Mission, and Manipulation Awareness are new scales.

			Definition of Scales: Time Orientation refers to living in the present instead of blaming the past or relying on the future. Core Centeredness refers to believing in one’s feelings. Strength refers to power, security, worth, adequacy, or competence. Weakness refers to humanness, vulnerability, hurt or helplessness. Anger refers to feelings and experiences of anger. Love refers to feelings and experiences of warmth, tenderness, or affection. Synergistic Integration demonstrates that opposites or polarities are not necessarily opposites. Potentiation views life as a gestalt. Being refers to expressing feelings or thoughts. Trust in Humanity refers to viewing human nature as basically good. Creative Living refers to effectiveness and innovation. Mission refers to commitment to a life task. Manipulation Awareness refers to manipulative or controlling actions.

			Data Analysis: Intercorrelations among the POD scales are reported as well as intercorrelations between the POD and the POI, and between the POD, the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire, and the Myer Briggs Type Indicator. Scale means, standard deviations, and reliabilities are presented. In addition, significant relationships between the POD and the Clinical Analysis Questionnaire are documented.
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			Scoring: A forced-choice format is used so that each item is written twice (items represent both ends of the continuum). Machine scoring is available.

			Sample Items: (not actual item numbers)

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							I feel that I have a right to expect others to do what I want of them.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							I do not feel that I have a right to expect others to do what I want of them.

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							I fear failure.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							I don’t fear failure.

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							I follow diligently the motto, “Don’t waste your time.”

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							I do not feel bound by the motto, “Don’t waste your time.”

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							I feel that people are more basically good than bad.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							I feel that people are more basically bad than good.

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							a.

						
							
							I feel dedicated to my work.

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							I do not feel dedicated to my work.

						
					

				
			

			Reprinted with permission of EdITS. (Shostrom, E.V., Personal Orientation Dimensions. Copyright 1977 EdITS San Diego, CA. Reproduced with permission.)

			Self Concept

			Tennessee Self-Concept Scale

			Fitts, W. H. (1965). Manual: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale. Los Angeles, CA: Western Psychological Services.

			Comment: The 100-item Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS) examines self concept as a multidimensional construct that measures internal and external aspects of self concept. Western Psychological Services provides a detailed Test Report for the TSCS. A revised manual (1988) includes information on administration, scoring, norms, psychometric properties, and a review of the literature that includes references to studies using the TSCS. Although questions have been raised about the factor structure of the TSCS, it is the most frequently cited instrument to measure self concept.

			Scale Construction: A large pool of items from other self-concept instruments and self-descriptions was the basis for the internal/external categories of the TSCS. Seven clinical psychologists matched items into each of 15 areas. When all the psychologists agreed on an item, it was included in the appropriate category. There were six items selected for each of the 15 areas. Ten items were selected from the L-Scale of the MMPI.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 626 individuals ranging in age from 12 to 68 and from diverse economic, social, and educational levels.

			Reliability: The split-half reliability for the total score on the TSCS was 0.91. The results of additional reliability studies are presented in the manual. Test-retest reliabilities ranged from 0.60 (row variability) to 0.92 (total score and psychosis) over a two-week interval with a sample of 60 university students. Test-retest reliability of the major TSCS scores are provided.

			Factor Analysis: Numerous factor analytic studies have been conducted on the TSCS. A detailed description and summary is presented. Overall, factor analysis yielded eight factors: three internal self (row) subscales (identity, behavior, and self-satisfaction) and five external self (column) subscales (moral-ethical, social, personal, physical, and family). Factor loadings from the confirmatory rotation of internal (row) and external (column) factors are reported.

			Validity: Content validity was established by the representativeness of the TSCS items and the use of facet-design. In order to establish its convergent and discriminant validity, the TSCS has been correlated with the MMPI, the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, and other personality scales. The results of the correlations are reported in the manual. Statistically significant correlations are highlighted. Although factor analytic studies support the internal and external aspects of self concept, the 15 facets of self-concept are not supported. Several studies examined the relationship between the TSCS and various outcome variables to establish criterion validity.

			Definition of Scales: Physical Self refers to body, health, physical appearance, skills, and sexuality. Moral-Ethical Self refers to moral worth, relationship to God, satisfaction with religion, and feelings of being a good or bad individual. Personal Self refers to personal worth, feelings of adequacy, and self-evaluation of the personality. Family Self refers to worth and value as a member of a family. Social Self refers to adequacy and worth with others in social interactions. In addition to these five external aspects of self concept, the TSCS also provides scores on six empirical scales: Defensive Positive (29 items); General Maladjustment (24 items); Psychosis (23 items); Personality Disorder (27 items); Neurosis (27 items); and Personality Integration (25 items). In addition, scores are obtained for Total Conflict, and Number of Deviant Signs. The Total Score is considered to be the most important score because it represents overall self-esteem.

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, and internal consistency reliability for the WPS Test Report Sample are provided.
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			Scoring: Completely False = 1; Mostly False = 2; Partly False and Partly True = 3; Mostly True = 4; and Completely True = 5. The TSCS has two scoring modes: the Counseling mode, which includes 14 scores and the Clinical Research mode, which includes 20 scores. Computer scoring is available as well as profiles.

			Sample Items

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							8.

						
							
							I am a calm and easygoing person.

						
					

					
							
							24.

						
							
							I have a lot of self-control.

						
					

					
							
							48.

						
							
							I try to please others, but I don’t overdo it.

						
					

					
							
							60.

						
							
							I wish I didn’t give up as easily as I do.

						
					

					
							
							64.

						
							
							I am satisfied with the way I treat other people.

						
					

					
							
							66.

						
							
							I ought to get along better with other people.

						
					

					
							
							73.

						
							
							I try to change when I know I’m doing things that are wrong.

						
					

					
							
							76.

						
							
							I take the blame for things without getting mad.

						
					

					
							
							81.

						
							
							I try to understand the other fellow’s point of view.

						
					

					
							
							89.

						
							
							I sometimes use unfair means to get ahead.

						
					

				
			

			(Items from the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale copyright © 1983 by Western Psychological Services, copyright © 1964 by William H. Fitts. Reprinted with permission of the publisher, Western Psychological Services, 12031 Wilshire Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90025. No additional reproduction may be made without the expressed, written consent of Western Psychological Services. All rights reserved.)

			Wallace Self-Concept Scale

			Wallace, G. R. (1980). WSCS technical manual. St. Louis: University of Missouri, St. Louis, Dept. of Behavioral Studies.

			Comments: The Wallace Self-Concept Scale (WSCS) is a 15-item bipolar adjective scale that measures an individual’s perception of “Myself as a Person.” It is a global measure of the self. There are two forms (A and B) in English and one form (A) in Spanish.

			Scale Development: Based upon a review of the literature, an initial item pool consisting of 75 bipolar adjectives was developed. A panel of three judges rated the adjectives using a three-point scale. Thirty-four items were retained and administered to the original sample. The 15 items that were included in the final version of the WSCS met the following criteria: the item scores correlated equal to or greater than 0.40 with the total WSCS and the item scores correlated equal to or less than 0.23 with the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. Form B was constructed by making the top half of Form A the bottom of Form B and vice versa. All the bipolar items were also reversed. Forms A and B are considered alternate forms.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 100 people (teachers, college students, and businessmen). Descriptive statistics are provided for four groups: adults (1,257), adolescents (771), college students (287), and a total sample (2,301). Normative data (raw scores, frequencies, cumulative frequencies, NCEs, standardized T scores, and the normalized Z scores) are included for each of the four groups.

			Validity: Two types of validity are reported for Form A. Convergent validity is reported between the WSCS and the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (0.45), the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (0.60), the Personal Orientation Inventory (0.51), and the Piers-Harris Self-Esteem Concept Scale (0.64). Discriminant validity with the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale is 0.23.

			Reliability: Three types of reliability estimates are reported for Form A. Coefficient alpha for Form A was 0.81. Test-retest reliabilities ranged from 0.72 to 0.81 over a two-week period. Alternate form reliabilities between Form A and B ranged from 0.71 to 0.80 over a three-week period.
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			Wallace Self-Concept Scale (Form A)

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							 1. Eager

						
							
							Indifferent

						
					

					
							
							 2. Passive

						
							
							Active

						
					

					
							
							 3. Rigid

						
							
							Flexible

						
					

					
							
							 4. Participating

						
							
							Avoiding

						
					

					
							
							 5. Lethargic

						
							
							Energetic

						
					

					
							
							 6. Powerful

						
							
							Powerless

						
					

					
							
							 7. Negative

						
							
							Positive

						
					

					
							
							 8. Hardworking

						
							
							Lazy

						
					

					
							
							 9. Repulsive

						
							
							Attractive

						
					

					
							
							10.Sharp

						
							
							Dull

						
					

					
							
							11.Unpleasant

						
							
							Pleasant

						
					

					
							
							12.Useless

						
							
							Useful

						
					

					
							
							13.Happy

						
							
							Sad

						
					

					
							
							14.Pessimistic

						
							
							Optimistic

						
					

					
							
							15.Ugly

						
							
							Beautiful

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: Each bipolar adjective item is scored on a scale from 1 to 7. The six reverse scored adjectives are: eager, participating, powerful, hardworking, sharp, and happy.

			Reprinted with permission of Gaylen R. Wallace, EdD Department of Behavioral Studies, University of Missouri at St. Louis, St. Louis, MO 63121.

			Teacher Self-Concept Inventory

			Zinnerstrom, K. H. (1988). The development and validation of a teaching self-concept inventory for student teachers. PhD dissertation, State University of New York at Buffalo.

			Comments: The 50-item Teacher Self-Concept Inventory (TSCI) assesses the self-concept of student teachers in relation to their teaching performance. There are 15 items on the role of planner, nine items on the role of instructor, 11 items on the role of administrator/manager, and 15 items on the role of evaluator.

			Scale Construction: In order to develop the TSCI, four major roles (planner, instructor, administrator/manager, and evaluator) connected with teaching were identified by looking at several competency-based teacher preparation programs. Then each of these roles was studied in terms of the tasks, skills, and knowledge associated with teaching. As a result, about 100 items were written. Teachers and professors evaluated these items. Based upon the Comments of the teachers and professors, 50 items were retained. A pilot study was conducted with nine student teachers. A shortened form of the TSCI (20 items) was distributed to student teachers, cooperating teachers, and university supervisors. Minor revisions were made after analyzing the results of the pilot study. Once again, the TSCI was evaluated by a panel of experts.

			Sample: A total of 82 student teachers from the State University responded to the inventory over a two-year period.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient for the inventory (82 student teachers) was 0.90.

			Validity: Content validity was established by the steps taken to develop the inventory. Evidence is provided to support the construct validity of the TSCI.

			Data Analysis: Means and standard deviations are reported.
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			Self-Efficacy

			Teacher Efficacy Scale

			Gibson, S. (1984). Teacher Efficacy Scale. Journal of Educational Psychology 76:569–82.

			Comments: The 30-item rating scale is designed to allow teachers to evaluate their degree of personal efficacy or their conviction that they can successfully execute behavior necessary to produce desired outcomes. Self-efficacy beliefs would indicate that teachers’ evaluations of their abilities can bring about positive student change.

			Sample: The sample consisted of 208 teachers from 13 elementary schools within two neighboring school districts in California.

			Validity: A multitrait-multimethod technique was employed to establish both convergent and discriminant validity on three traits—teacher efficacy, verbal ability, and flexibility.

			Factor Analysis: A principal factoring solution was used with both orthogonal and oblique rotations. Two factors were produced suggesting that the two factors were relatively independent. One factor was named personal teaching efficacy; the second was teaching efficacy.

			Data Analysis: Classroom observations related to academic focus and teacher feedback behaviors indicated differences between high- and low-efficacy teachers in time spent in whole class versus small group instruction, teacher use of criticism, and teacher lack of persistence in failure situations.
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			Teacher Efficacy Scale

			 1. When a student does better than usual, many times it is because I exerted a little extra effort.

			 2. The hours in my class have little influence on students compared to the influence of their home environment.

			 3. If parents comment to me that their child behaves much better at school than he/she does at home, it would probably be because I have some specific techniques of managing his/her behavior which they may lack.

			 4. The amount that a student can learn is primarily related to family background.

			 5. If a teacher has adequate skills and motivation, he/she can get through to the most difficult students.

			 6. If students aren’t disciplined at home, they aren’t likely to accept any discipline.

			 7. I have enough training to deal with almost any learning problem.

			 8. My teacher training program and/or experience has given me the necessary skills to be an effective teacher.

			 9. Many teachers are stymied in their attempts to help students by lack of support from the community.

			10.Some students need to be placed in slower groups so they are not subjected to unrealistic expectations.

			11.Individual differences among teachers account for the wide variations in student achievement.

			12.When a student is having difficulty with an assignment, I am usually able to adjust it to his/her level.

			13.If one of my new students cannot remain on task for a particular assignment, there is little that I could do to increase his/her attention until he/she is ready.

			14.When a student gets a better grade than he usually gets, it is usually because I found better ways of teaching that student.

			15.When I really try, I can get through to most difficult students.

			16.A teacher is very limited in what he/she can achieve because a student’s home environment is a large influence on his/her achievement.

			17.Teachers are not a very powerful influence on student achievement when all factors are considered.

			18.If students are particularly disruptive one day, I ask myself what I have been doing differently.

			19.When the grades of my students improve, it is usually because I found more effective teaching approaches.

			20.If my principal suggested that I change some of my class curriculum, I would feel confident that I have the necessary skills to implement the unfamiliar curriculum.

			21.If a student masters a new math concept quickly, this might be because I knew the necessary steps in teaching that concept.

			22.Parent conferences can help a teacher judge how much to expect from a student by giving the teacher an idea of the parents’ values toward education, discipline, etc.

			23.If parents would do more with their children, I could do more.

			24.If a student did not remember information I gave in a previous lesson, I would know how to increase his/her retention in the next lesson.

			25.If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, I feel assured that I know some techniques to redirect him quickly.

			26.School rules and policies hinder my doing the job I was hired to do.

			27.The influences of a student’s home experiences can be overcome by good teaching.

			28.When a child progresses after being placed in a slower group, it is usually because the teacher has had a chance to give him/her extra attention.

			29.If one of my students couldn’t do a class assignment, I would be able to accurately assess whether the assignment was at the correct level of difficulty.

			30.Even a teacher with good teaching abilities may not reach many students.

			Scoring: 1 = Strongly Disagree to 6 = Strongly Agree.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Principal Self-Efficacy Instrument and Teacher Self-Efficacy Instrument

			Hillman, S. J. (1986). Measuring self-efficacy: Preliminary steps in the development of a multi-dimensional instrument. Paper presented at American Educational Research Association. ERIC ED 271 505.

			Comments: Two parallel 16-item questionnaires were designed to measure either teachers or principals self efficacy, that is, the extent to which they feel positive or negative concerning their achievement and productivity in the classroom or in the school. Both instruments are the same except principal items relate to the achievement of the school, while teacher items have a focus on the classroom.

			Scale Construction: Half of the items presented positive situations that might occur in the classroom or school. Each item has four possible responses: (1) the first attributed the situation to either the teacher’s ability or inability to teach; (2) this attributed the situation to either their effort or lack of effort; (3) placed responsibility on materials—test or subject content not the teacher; (4) this assigned responsibility to either luck or lack of luck.

			Sample: As part of a larger study, 758 fourth-grade students, 35 teachers, and 19 principals completed their respective version of the self-efficacy instruments. They were taken from 20 public schools—10 from high achieving schools and 10 from low achieving schools with the state of Michigan.

			Reliability: Each instrument has alpha coefficients that ranged from 0.81 to 0.93 on each of the four subscales.

			Validity: Only content validity is discussed. Because of the relatively high alpha estimates for the total instrument and for each subscale, it was assumed that sufficient homogeneity existed among the items and scales to assume that a measure of construct validity was provided.

			Factor Analysis: Apparently, correlations were used to form the four subscales. There is no evidence of any other (i.e., factor analysis) procedures being used to form the subscales. The four subscales were labeled positive and negative internal and positive and negative external.
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			Principal Self-Efficacy Instrument

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							If the achievement level of your school is high, it would be because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you possess a natural ability to be an effective instructional leader.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							as a principal, you put a great deal of effort into emphasizing academic achievement.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the achievement test used to measure the achievement level of your students was too easy.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky to get a good school.

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							If your school appeared to be strong in a particular skill such as “Language-Spelling Skills,” it would be because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you possess a natural ability to be an effective instructional leader.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							as a principal, you emphasize the importance of students acquiring this skill.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the materials used in the classroom covering this skill area were too much like the items on the achievement test.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky to get a good school.

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							If very few of the students in your school by the end of the year are able to master the basic statewide objectives established for their grade level it would be because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to be an instructional leader.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you lack of effort in emphasizing the importance of all students mastering the basic objectives.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the statewide objectives are unrealistic and too difficult to attain.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were not lucky enough to get assigned to one of the better schools.

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							If your school, which has a history of being a low-achieving school, increases its achievement level this year to above the norm, this would be because of

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							your natural ability to be an instructional leader.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							your effort in supporting and emphasizing the importance of students’ achievement.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							a change in the achievement testing, making it easier for your students to succeed.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							your being lucky. Recent redistricting brought brighter students to your school.

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							If the achievement level of your school is below the norm, it would be because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to be an instructional leader.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you did not put in the effort needed to emphasize high achievement.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the materials used in the classroom did not emphasize the areas tested by the achievement measure.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were not lucky enough to get a school of high achievers.

						
					

					
							
							6.

						
							
							If you received a negative evaluation from your superintendent in the area of instructional leadership, this would be because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to be an instructional leader.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you do not feel this is an important part of your job; therefore, you do not emphasize it.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the evaluation was not fair with the standards by which you were measured being too difficult for anyone to attain.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							your superintendent just happened to be in a critical mood the day he/she wrote the evaluation.

						
					

					
							
							7.

						
							
							If a new science program is initiated in your school and the students’ achievement in this area increases significantly, this would be due to

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							your natural ability to be an effective instructional leader.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							the effort you put into promoting the program and assisting teachers in working with it.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							a good match between the objectives emphasized in the new science program and the achievement test.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							your being lucky. Recent redistricting brought brighter students to your school, particularly those having a high aptitude for science.

						
					

					
							
							8.

						
							
							Twenty-five percent of the students in grades 1–3 were retained and not promoted to the next grade. This rate is higher than any other school in the area. This would be due to:

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							your lacking natural ability in being an effective instructional leader.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							your lack of effort in emphasizing the need for all students to achieve.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							your school’s standards for retention are more rigid than other schools.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							your not being lucky enough to get assigned to one of the better schools.

						
					

					
							
							9.

						
							
							If students do well in your classes, it would be because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you have the natural ability to be an instructional leader.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you put a great deal of effort into emphasizing the importance of academic achievement.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the basic material covered is designed so that even the slowest of students can get some right.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky to get a bunch of kid this year who are smart and self-motivated.

						
					

					
							
							10.

						
							
							Suppose your superintendent commended you on doing a fine job as evidenced by the high level of achievement demonstrated by your students. This would mean

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							a great deal, because you feel you have a natural ability as an instructional leader in your school.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							a great deal, because you have put in a lot of effort and time into promoting and insuring a high level of achievement for all students.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							very little, because you suspect the test used to measure the academic achievement of your students was very easy and most should pass it anyway.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							very little, because you were simply lucky to be in a school where the majority of your students have a high enough IQ which enables them to achieve independently of anything you really do.

						
					

					
							
							11.

						
							
							If your school scores very low in a particular subject area such as math on an achievement test, it would be because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to be an instructional leader, particularly in the area.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you did not emphasize the importance of achieving in this subject area as much as the other subjects.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the math section of the achievement test did not test what was taught.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you happened to get a school whose students don’t have the ability to achieve in this area.

						
					

					
							
							12.

						
							
							If 95 percent of the students in your school are mastering the basic objectives established for their grade level, this would be because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you possess a natural ability to be an instructional leader.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you have emphasized the importance of all students achieving at least the basic objectives before the end of the school year.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the basic objectives were established at such minimum level as to enable even the slowest of students to succeed in mastering them.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky to get a school whose student body tends to be very academically able.

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: Strongly Agree = 5; Agree = 4; Unsure = 3; Disagree = 2; and Strongly Disagree = 1.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. (Copyright ©1983 by S. J. Hillman. No part may be reproduced or transmitted without permission from the author.)

			Teacher Self-Efficacy Instrument

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							If a student does well in your class, it is probably because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							of your natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							of the effort you put into teaching.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the assignments are easy.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky to get at least a few good students.

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							When your class is having trouble understanding something you have taught, it is usually because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you did not put in enough effort.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the material you are teaching is difficult to comprehend.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were unlucky in getting a particularly slow class this year.

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							When most of your students do well on a test, it is more likely to be because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							of your natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							of the effort you put into teaching.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the test was easy.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky to get a class composed of generally good students.

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							When students in your class forget something that you had already explained, it is usually because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you did not put in enough effort in explaining the topic.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the topic area is particularly difficult.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were unlucky in getting a particularly slow class this year.

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							Suppose your principal says you’re doing a fine job. This is likely to happen because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							of your natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							of the effort you put into teaching.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the material you are teaching is quite basic and easy to learn.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky to get a good academically able class this year.

						
					

					
							
							6.

						
							
							If most of the students in your class are doing very well, it is probably because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							of your natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							of the effort you put into teaching.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the material you are teaching is quite basic and easy to learn.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky to get a good class academically to begin with.

						
					

					
							
							7.

						
							
							If you are working with a student who can’t understand a concept and he suddenly “gets it,” it is likely to happen because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							of your natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							of the effort you put into teaching.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the material takes a while to understand anyway.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky at that moment.

						
					

					
							
							8.

						
							
							If few of your students by the end of the year are able to master the basic objectives established for their grade level, it is most likely because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you did not put in enough effort.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the objectives were established unrealistically high.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were unlucky in being assigned a particularly slow class this year.

						
					

					
							
							9.

						
							
							When a large percent of the students in your class are doing poorly, it usually happens because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you did not put in enough effort.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the topic area is particularly difficult.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were unlucky in being assigned a particularly slow class this year in understanding and learning.

						
					

					
							
							10.

						
							
							Suppose you present some new material to your students and most of them remember it. This is likely to be because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							of your natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							of the effort you put into teaching.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the material is quite basic and easy to learn.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky to have a good class academically to begin with.

						
					

					
							
							11.

						
							
							When your students do poorly on a test, it is because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you did not put in enough effort in teaching the material covered on the test.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the test was too difficult.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were unlucky in being assigned a particularly slow class this year.

						
					

					
							
							12.

						
							
							If a child does not do well in your class it is probably because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you did not put in enough effort in helping this child.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the material is particularly difficult.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you happened to get some poor students this year who started off way below the others.

						
					

					
							
							13.

						
							
							When you are having a hard time getting your students interested in a lesson, it is usually because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you are not putting in enough effort.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the lesson is particularly boring.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were unlucky in getting a group of students who generally are difficult to motivate.

						
					

					
							
							14.

						
							
							If all of your students by the end of the school year are mastering the basic objectives established for their grade level, it is most likely because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							of your natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							of the effort you put into teaching.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the objectives are a minimum and easy for all to obtain.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky to get students who, on the whole, are particularly bright.

						
					

					
							
							15.

						
							
							When your students seem interested in your lesson right from the beginning, it is because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							of your natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							of the effort you put into teaching the lesson.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the topic is one which students generally find interesting.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							you were lucky to get students who are generally highly motivated to learn.

						
					

					
							
							16.

						
							
							On those days when you are depressed and feel you are not doing as good a job as you would like, it is because

						
					

					
							
							
							A.

						
							
							you do not possess a natural ability to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							B.

						
							
							you do not put in enough effort.

						
					

					
							
							
							C.

						
							
							the material you are covering is very difficult to teach.

						
					

					
							
							
							D.

						
							
							it is one of those unlucky days when everything goes wrong.

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: See previous scoring.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. (Copyright ©1983 by S. J. Hillman. No part may be reproduced or transmitted without permission from the author.)

			Self-Esteem

			Texas Social Behavior Inventory

			Helmreich, R., and Stapp, J. (1974). Short forms of the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (TSBI), an objective measure of self-esteem. Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society 4:473–75.

			Comments: The 32-item long form of the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (TSBI) measures self-esteem or social competence. Based on the results of factor and item analyses with over 1,000 people, two short forms each with 16 items were developed.

			Sample: Over 8,000 students at the University of Texas at Austin have completed the TSBI.

			Reliability: Based on a sample of 238 male and 262 female undergraduate students at the University of Texas at Austin, the following Alpha coefficients were reported. On Form A, they ranged from 0.85 (men) to 0.86 (women) and from 0.85 (men) to 0.88 (women) on Form B. The alpha coefficients on the original 32-item TSBI ranged from 0.92 (men) to 0.93 (women). Forms A and B are highly correlated with the original scale. The criteria for the two 16-item short forms were equivalence of part-whole correlations, equivalence of means between forms and between sexes, equivalence of score distributions, and parallel factor structures.

			Validity: Factor analysis and part-whole correlations confirmed the similarity of the two forms. The TSBI has been correlated with the Personal Attributes Questionnaire. Correlations of 0.81 and 0.83 are reported with the masculinity subscale for men and women, and correlations of 0.42 and 0.44 are reported with the femininity subscale for men and women.

			Factor Analysis: Principal axis rotation produced only one factor, whereas an oblique rotation yielded four factors: confidence, dominance, social competence, and social withdrawal (male) or relations to authority figures (female).
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			Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Form A)

			 1. I am not likely to speak to people until they speak to me.

			 2. I would describe myself as self-confident.

			 3. I feel confident of my appearance.

			 4. I am a good mixer.

			 5. When in a group of people, I have trouble thinking of the right things to say.

			 6. When in a group of people, I usually do what the others want rather than make suggestions.

			 7. When I am in disagreement with other people, my opinion usually prevails.

			 8. I would describe myself as one who attempts to master situations.

			 9. Other people look up to me.

			10.I enjoy social gatherings just to be with people.

			11.I make a point of looking other people in the eye.

			12.I cannot seem to get others to notice me.

			13.I would rather not have very much responsibility for other people.

			14.I feel comfortable being approached by someone in a position of authority.

			15.I would describe myself as indecisive.

			16.I have no doubts about my social competence.

			Scoring: (a) Not at all characteristic of me; (b) Not Very; (c) Slightly; (d) Fairly; (e) Very much characteristic of me. The lower self-esteem response receives a score of 0, while the higher self-esteem response receives a score of 4. The following items on Form A receive a 0: (1e, 2a, 3a, 4a, 5e, 6e, 7a, 8a, 9a, 10a, 11a, 12e, 13e, 14a, 15e, 16a). The following items on Form B receive a 0: (1e, 2e, 3a, 4a, 5a, 6a, 7a, 8a, 9a, 10a, 11a, 12e, 13e, 14a, 15a, 16a).

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Institutional Ethical Practices and Faculty Professional Self-Esteem Survey

			O’Hara, L. F. (1991). Institutional Ethical Practices and Faculty Professional Self-Esteem: Survey Report. ERIC ED 331 543.

			Comments: The 10-item survey provides individual institutions with faculty perceptions about the following nine aspects that impact on faculty self-esteem: administrative commitment, faculty input, information sharing, honesty, budget, classroom control, support services, professional development, and goal setting. The tenth item is open-ended.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 1,286 full-time faculty from 25 community college campuses representing 20 institutions of higher education in 13 states as well as the 25 chief executive officers for each institution.

			Data Analysis: Based on site location, means are reported for each of the nine variables.

			Reference

			O’Hara, L. F. (1991). Institutional Ethical Practices and Faculty Professional Self-Esteem Survey Report. Community/Junior College Quarterly 18:319–27.

			Institutional Ethical Practices and Faculty Professional Self-Esteem Survey

			 1. The administration of this college has stated, formally and/or informally, its commitment to promoting the professional self-esteem of the faculty.

			 2. Faculty are influential in ensuring that issues which will enhance their professional self-esteem are addressed.

			 3. All pertinent information dealing with college issues is openly and freely exchanged.

			 4. Faculty are dealt with in an honest and consistent manner.

			 5. Faculty have power in determining the institutional budget.

			 6. Faculty have control over all appropriate classroom-related matters.

			 7. The institution demonstrates sensitivity to the faculty need to devote the proper amount of time and attention to instructional matters.

			 8. The institution supports opportunities for faculty professional growth and renewal.

			 9. Faculty are meaningfully involved in institutional planning.

			10.List any other institutional variable that is significant to the quality of the teaching-learning environment at this institution. Explain.

			Scoring: A 10-point scale ranges from 0 = Does not describe to 10 = Describes.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. (Instrument may not be used without the expressed, written permission of the author.)

			Sex Roles (Gender Identification)

			Women as Managers Scale

			Peters, L. H., et al. (1974). Women as Managers Scale (WAMS): A measure of attitudes toward women in management positions. JSAS Catalog of Selected Documents in Psychology, Ms. No. 585.

			Comments: The authors suggest using the Women as Managers Scale (WAMS) in field settings. It might be interesting to adapt the WAMS to an educational setting.

			Scale Construction: The original 55-item WAMS included general descriptive traits of managers and female-specific stereotypic traits that could impede their obtaining managerial positions. Based on the results of item analysis and a principal components analysis, the new scale contained 21 items (11 worded positively and 10 worded negatively).

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 541 advanced undergraduates from four universities in the Midwest and South. The validation sample consisted of 180 men and 100 women who worked for an international distributing company.

			Reliability: The corrected split-half (odd-even) reliability was 0.91.

			Validity: To establish the validity of the WAMS, six predictions were tested. Four out of six predictions were supported at the 0.05 level. One prediction was supported at the 0.10 level, while one prediction was not supported (work history of female participants’ mothers). In addition, part of the sample was used in a cross-validation study.

			Factor Analysis: Although a principal components factor analysis yielded three factors, additional analysis suggested a single factor.

			Data Analysis: Descriptive statistics for the sample are provided. One-way ANOVAs were used to test the six predictions. A step-wise regression of attitudes on personal data and organizational data are reported.

			References
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			Women as Managers Scale

			 1. It is less desirable for women than men to have a job that requires responsibility.

			 2. Women have the objectivity required to evaluate business situations properly.

			 3. Challenging work is more important to men than it is to women.

			 4. Men and women should be given equal opportunity for participation in management training programs.

			 5. Women have the capability to acquire the necessary skills to be successful managers.

			 6. On the average, women managers are less capable of contributing to an organization’s overall goals than are men.

			 7. It is not acceptable for women to assume leadership roles as often as men.

			 8. The business community should someday accept women in key managerial positions.

			 9. Society should regard work by female managers as valuable as work by male managers.

			10.It is acceptable for women to compete with men for top executive positions.

			11.The possibility of pregnancy does not make women less desirable employees than men.

			12.Women would no more allow their emotions to influence their managerial behavior than would men.

			13.Problems associated with menstruation should not make women less desirable than men as employees.

			14.To be a successful executive, a woman does not have to sacrifice some of her femininity.

			15.On the average, a woman who stays at home all the time with her children is a better mother than a woman who works outside the home at least half time.

			16.Women are less capable of learning mathematical and mechanical skills than are men.

			17.Women are not ambitious enough to be successful in the business world.

			18.Women cannot be assertive in business situations that demand it.

			19.Women possess the self-confidence required of a good leader.

			20.Women are not competitive enough to be successful in the business world.

			21.Women cannot be aggressive in business situations that demand it.

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Slightly Disagree = 3; Neither Disagree nor Agree = 4; Slightly Agree = 5; Agree = 6; and Strongly Agree = 7. The scoring is reversed for the following items: 1, 3, 6, 7, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, and 21.

			Reprinted with permission of the Academy of Management Journal.

			Personal Attributes Questionnaire

			Spence, J. T., et al. (1974). The Personal Attributes Questionnaire: A measure of sex-role stereotypes and masculinity-femininity. JSAS Catalog of Selected Documents in Psychology 4:42.

			Comments: The 24-item Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ) measures attributes that differentiate between the sexes. In addition, Spence et al. developed the 55-item Attitudes toward Women Scale (the short form has 15 items), which has items that describe the privileges, rights, and roles that women should have or be allowed to have.

			Scale Construction: The original 55-item PAQ contains three scales: a masculine scale (M) with 23 items, a feminine scale (F) with 18 items, and a masculine-feminine scale (M-F) with 13 items. One item could not be classified. The PAQ is based on over 130 items generated by students as characteristics that differentiate between males and females. The 55 items not only describe characteristics that differentiate between males and females, but also represent the actual ratings of university males and females. The current 24-item PAQ contains the same three scales with eight items in each scale.

			Sample: One set of normative data is available based on the rounded mean of the medians of the men and women in the high school sample. Another set of normative data derived by using the same procedure (rounded mean of the medians of the men and women) is available based on 715 university students.

			Reliability: Cronbach alpha reliabilities were 0.78 (M-F scale), 0.82 (F scale), and 0.85 (M scale). Correlations between the short form and the original scale were 0.91 (M-F scale) and 0.93 (M and F scales).

			Validity: Factor analytic procedures confirmed the unidimensionality of the M and F scales. Information about concurrent and predictive validity is reported.

			Definition of Scales: The Masculinity Scale consists of items that are socially desirable for both sexes, although men possess these characteristics more than women. The Femininity Scale consists of items that are socially desirable for both sexes, although women possess these characteristics more than men. The Masculinity-Femininity Scale consists of items whose social desirability varies between the sexes.

			Data Analysis: Two samples of university students yielded significant differences between the means of men and women on every item of the PAQ. Males scored higher on the M and M-F items, and scored lower on the F items. In addition, part-whole correlations were computed between each of the item scores and each of the three scales.
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			Personal Attributes Questionnaire

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Not at all aggressive

						
							
							Very aggressive

						
					

					
							
							Very whiny

						
							
							Not at all whiny

						
					

					
							
							Not at all independent

						
							
							Very independent

						
					

					
							
							Not at all arrogant

						
							
							Very arrogant

						
					

					
							
							Not at all emotional

						
							
							Very emotional

						
					

					
							
							Very submissive

						
							
							Very dominant

						
					

					
							
							Very boastful

						
							
							Not at all boastful

						
					

					
							
							Not at all excitable in a major crisis

						
							
							Very excitable in a major crisis

						
					

					
							
							Very passive

						
							
							Very active

						
					

					
							
							Not at all egotistical

						
							
							Very egotistical

						
					

					
							
							Not at all able to devote self completely to others

						
							
							Able to devote self completely to others

						
					

					
							
							Not at all spineless

						
							
							Very spineless

						
					

					
							
							Very rough

						
							
							Very gentle

						
					

					
							
							Not at all complaining

						
							
							Very complaining

						
					

					
							
							Not at all helpful to others

						
							
							Very helpful to others

						
					

					
							
							Not at all competitive

						
							
							Very competitive

						
					

					
							
							Subordinates oneself to others

						
							
							Never subordinates oneself to others

						
					

					
							
							Very home oriented

						
							
							Very worldly

						
					

					
							
							Very greedy

						
							
							Not at all greedy

						
					

					
							
							Not at all kind

						
							
							Very kind

						
					

					
							
							Indifferent to others’ approval

						
							
							Highly needful of others’ approval

						
					

					
							
							Very dictatorial

						
							
							Not at all dictatorial

						
					

					
							
							Feelings not easily hurt

						
							
							Feelings easily hurt

						
					

					
							
							Doesn’t nag

						
							
							Nags a lot

						
					

					
							
							Not at all aware of feelings of others

						
							
							Very aware of feelings of others

						
					

					
							
							Can make decisions easily

						
							
							Has difficulty making decisions

						
					

					
							
							Very fussy

						
							
							Not at all fussy

						
					

					
							
							Gives up very easily

						
							
							Never gives up easily

						
					

					
							
							Very cynical

						
							
							Not at all cynical

						
					

					
							
							Never cries

						
							
							Cries very easily

						
					

					
							
							Not at all self-confident

						
							
							Very self-confident

						
					

					
							
							Does not look out only for self; principled

						
							
							Looks out only for self; unprincipled

						
					

					
							
							Feels very inferior

						
							
							Feels very superior

						
					

					
							
							Not at all hostile

						
							
							Very hostile

						
					

					
							
							Not at all understanding of others

						
							
							Very understanding of others

						
					

					
							
							Very cold in relations with others

						
							
							Very warm in relations with others

						
					

					
							
							Very servile

						
							
							Not at all servile

						
					

					
							
							Very little need for security

						
							
							Very strong need for security

						
					

					
							
							Not at all gullible

						
							
							Very gullible

						
					

					
							
							Goes to pieces under pressure

						
							
							Stands up well under pressure

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: A bipolar scale is used. Each item receives a score of 0 to 4.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Stress/Burnout

			Work Stress Inventory

			Barone, D. F., et al. (1988). The Work Stress Inventory: Organizational stress and job risk. Educational and Psychological Measurement 48:141–54.

			Comments: The 40-item Work Stress Inventory (WSI) assesses work stress. The inventory can be used to examine employee satisfaction, organizational development, organizational climate, and differences among occupations.

			Scale Construction: Study 1 involved the development of the WSI. After a review of the literature, 99 items that represented work stressors (overload, role conflict, role ambiguity, nonparticipation, and interpersonal relationships) were generated. Based on the results of factor analysis, only 25 items were retained. Study 2 provided support for the validity of the WSI. Study 3 involved the development of a second scale for the WSI. After a review of the literature, 58 items that represented threats or risks (emergency responding, prolonged attention to detail, adverse conditions in the work environment, safety, and job security) were generated. Based on the results of factor analysis, only 20 items were retained. Study 4 provided additional support for the validity of the WSI.

			Sample: The sample for Study 1 consisted of 300 workers (administrators/managers, nurses, police, teachers, social workers, counselors, and air traffic controllers). The sample for Study 2 consisted of 100 workers. The sample for Study 3 consisted of 231 workers. The sample for Study 4 consisted of 182 workers.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient for Study 1 was 0.94 and using a cross-validation sample (25 items), the alpha coefficient was 0.92. The alpha coefficient for Study 3 was 0.91. Test-retest reliabilities for the organizational stress scale in Study 4 were 0.88 (intensity), 0.83 (frequency), and 0.84 (composite). Test-retest reliabilities (over a one-month period) for the job risk scale in Study 4 were 0.90 (intensity), 0.91 (frequency), and 0.90 (composite).

			Validity: Evidence for the construct and predictive validity of the WSI is provided in Study 2. The WSI was compared to questionnaires that assessed job satisfaction, anxiety, and daily stressors. Study 4 provides further evidence for validity by comparing the two scales of the WSI to questionnaires that assessed job satisfaction, anxiety, absenteeism/turnover and daily stressors.

			Factor Analysis: A principal components factor analysis was conducted in Study 1 and one factor was identified (organizational stress). A principal components factor analysis was conducted in Study 3 and one factor was identified (job risk). A varimax rotation yielded two factors: organizational stress (OS) contains 20 items (1, 3, 4, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 16, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 29, 30, 31, 34, 38, and 40) and job risk (JR) contains 20 items (2, 5, 6, 7, 10, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 21, 24, 27, 28, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, and 39).

			Data Analysis: Correlation matrices (Study 2 and Study 4) are reported.

			References

			Lee, R. T., and B. E. Ashforth. (1993). A longitudinal study of burnout among supervisors and managers: Comparisons between the Leiter and Maslach (1988) and Golembiewski, et al. (1986) models. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 54:369–398.

			Page, R. A. (1988). Changing stressful work environments: Supervisory interventions with minority service workers. PhD dissertation, Nova University.

			Sarason, I. G., et al. (1983). Assessing social support: The Social Support Questionnaire. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 44:127–39.

			Simons, Y., and Barone, D. F. (1994). The relationship of work stressors and emotional support to strain in police officers. International Journal of Stress Management 1:223–34.

			Work Stress Inventory

			 1. Not knowing what superiors expect of you.

			 2. Having to respond on an “emergency basis.”

			 3. Disagreeing with superiors.

			 4. Not knowing how much authority you have.

			 5. Being injured as a result of the mistakes of others.

			 6. Having to deal with injury or death as part of your job.

			 7. Having to make decisions that will dramatically affect other peoples’ lives.

			 8. Finding that rewards are not based on performance (e.g., promotions, raises).

			 9. Having to deal with several pressing problems at once.

			10.Working in a “high crime area.”

			11.Not knowing what supervisors think of you.

			12.Not having the opportunity to participate in decision making.

			13.Having conflicting job responsibilities.

			14.Working without adequate safety standards.

			15.Having inadequate personnel or equipment to respond in an emergency situation.

			16.Feeling there is no clear chain of command.

			17.Having periods of inactivity separated by periods of emergency response.

			18.Having to physically restrain others.

			19.Potential for being injured on the job.

			20.Being held responsible for too many different activities.

			21.Knowing that your error may harm another person.

			22.Failing to receive recognition of achievement by superiors.

			23.Having to do things on the job that are against your better judgment.

			24.Never knowing when a potentially dangerous event might occur.

			25.Feeling that your work ability is under rated.

			26.Not being permitted to make decisions on your own.

			27.Working for long periods of time without rest.

			28.Performing duties that are potentially dangerous to others.

			29.Receiving criticism from superiors.

			30.Receiving conflicting requests.

			31.Finding a lack of assistance or support from superiors.

			32.Working in excess of eight hours per day.

			33.Working with dangerous materials.

			34.Having ideas considerably different from those of your superior.

			35.Doing another person’s job in addition to yours.

			36.Having to maintain prolonged vigilance to protect the safety of others.

			37.Potential for being the victim of a crime while on the job.

			38.Being held responsible for mistakes made by coworkers.

			39.Working while fatigued or tired.

			40.Working under inconsistent policies and guidelines.

			Scoring: Intensity (amount of stress) is scored as: 0 = None; 1 = A little; 2 = Moderate amount; 3 = Much; and 4 = Very much. Frequency is scored as: 0 = Never; 1 = Rarely (annually); 2 = Sometimes (at least monthly); 3 = Often (at least weekly); and 4 = Daily.

			Reprinted with permission of the authors.

			Dworkin Teacher Burnout Scale (Alienational Burnout)

			Dworkin, G. A., et al. (1986). The effects of tokenism on work alienation among urban public school teachers. Work and Occupations 13:399–420.

			Comments: The 10-item scale is based on the work by Seeman (1959). There are two items for each of the following five areas of alienation identified by Seeman: powerlessness, normlessness, meaninglessness, isolation, and estrangement.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 3,277 public school teachers from Texas in 1977. These teachers were surveyed prior to the implementation of any school reform initiatives. The second sample consisted of 1,060 public school teachers after the implementation of reform initiatives (1986–1987).

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient was 0.83.

			Validity: Factor analytic procedures confirmed the unidimensionality of the WSI. In addition, the WSI has been compared to the Maslach Burnout Inventory.

			Factor Analysis: Although a principal factor analysis yielded two factors, the first factor accounted for 90 percent of the total variance. Another factor analysis was conducted and the results of this oblique factor analysis yielded one factor.

			References

			Caram, D. F. (1982). An analysis of factors associated with job dissatisfaction and quitting behavior among urban public school teachers. EdD dissertation, University of Houston.

			Coughlin, R. J. (1970). Dimensions of teacher morale. American Education Research Journal 7:221–33.

			Jackson, S. E., et al. (1986). Toward an understanding of the burnout phenomenon. Journal of Applied Psychology 71:630–40.

			Maslach, C., and Jackson, S. E. (1981). The measurement of experienced burnout. Journal of Occupational Behavior 2:99–113.
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			Dworkin Teacher Burnout Scale

			 1. Those who make the ultimate decisions in the school system really pay attention to my ideas and suggestions.

			 2. The longer I am in school, the more I realize how little control I have over things that happen here.

			 3. Teachers can get what they want without breaking the rules.

			 4. Many of the school rules are so rigid and/or absurd that a good teacher must defy regulations.

			 5. My experiences in school have proven that public school teaching is a rewarding career.

			 6. I see my job as contributing very little to the betterment of the world.

			 7. The people I work with and my students make me feel like I’m of vital importance to the school.

			 8. Sometimes I think a teacher could drop dead or quit and nobody would know or care.

			 9. I cannot imagine my choosing any other career than teaching.

			10.I am seriously planning to leave the field of education.

			Scoring: A five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = Strongly agree to 5 = Strongly disagree, is used for the first item in each of the five categories. The scoring is reversed for the second item in each of the five categories. A low score indicates low alienation or burnout.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Teacher Stress Inventory

			Fimian, M. J., and Fastenau, P. S. (1990). The validity and reliability of the Teacher Stress Inventory: A re-analysis of aggregate data. Journal of Organizational Behavior 11:151–57.

			Comments: The 49-item Teacher Stress Inventory (TSI) assesses occupational stress in teachers. It contains 10 factors; the first five represent sources of stress, whereas the remaining five represent manifestations of teacher stress. The TSI presents evidence of validity and reliability. A Media Specialist Stress Inventory is also available.

			Scale Construction: After reviewing the literature on teacher stress, a list of 135 items was written. Content analyses and editing reduced the number to 63 items. Additional content validation procedures, factor analyses, and tests of internal consistency were conducted, thereby reducing the number to 30 items. Twelve items were added, and then the TSI was administered to four samples. The TSI contained two dimensions: frequency and strength. The revised 41-item TSI was factor analyzed. An oblique six-factor solution was accepted. The number of items remaining was reduced to 38. Alpha coefficients ranged from 0.70 to 0.90.

			Sample: The total sample consisted of 3,401 teachers from seven states in the eastern United States. These teachers represent 21 different samples. Overall, there were 962 regular education teachers and 2,352 special education teachers. Eighty-seven teachers did not identify themselves as either regular or special education teachers.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients (Cronbach) for the 10 factors were: 0.75 (professional investment); 0.82 (behavioral manifestations); 0.83 (time management); 0.86 (discipline and motivation); 0.87 (emotional manifestations); 0.80 (work-related stressors); 0.88 (gastronomical manifestations); 0.78 (cardiovascular manifestations; 0.82 (fatigue manifestations); and 0.82 (professional distress). All alpha coefficients were greater than 0.75, and the alpha for the entire inventory was 0.93. Means and standard deviations are presented.

			Validity: This study reexamined the factor structure and internal consistency of the TSI. Content validity was accomplished by having 92 experts in the field examine the TSI. Factor analyses were conducted to further refine the TSI.

			Factor Analysis: Principal components factor analyses were conducted as well as oblique and varimax rotations. The results of these analyses yielded 10 factors. The factors are: four items on professional investment (11, 13, 14, and 15); four items on behavioral manifestations (29, 28, 31, and 27); eight items on time management (47, 45, 44, 46, 48, 49, 43, and 42); six items on discipline and motivation (17, 16, 19, 18, 20, and 21); five items on emotional manifestations (22, 24, 23, 25, and 26); six items on work-related stressors (1, 3, 5, 4, 2, and 6); three items on gastronomical manifestations (35, 34, and 39); three items on cardiovascular manifestations (32, 33, and 30); five items on fatigue manifestations (40, 41, 38, 36, and 37); and five items on professional distress (7, 8, 9, 12, and 10). Factor loadings, communalities, alpha reliabilities, means and standard deviations are presented.

			Definition of Factors: Professional investment refers to the feeling of distance that teachers feel on their jobs; it refers to a minimum investment in teaching careers for a variety of reasons. Behavioral manifestations refer to the variety of inappropriate ways that teachers deal with their stress. Time management refers to the “balancing act” features related to teaching. Discipline and motivation refer to two aspects of the teacher-student relationship. Emotional manifestations refer to the different ways that teachers respond emotionally to stress. Work-related stressors refer to a variety of environment-specific events that are sources of teacher stress. Gastronomical manifestations refer to a variety of stomach ailments related to teacher stress. Cardiovascular manifestations refer to different cardiovascular problems associated with stress. Fatigue manifestations refer to a variety of fatigue problems associated with stress. Professional distress refers to the ways that teachers see themselves as professionals; it is like a “professional self-concept” scale.
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			Teacher Stress Inventory

			 1. There is little time to prepare for my lessons/responsibilities.

			 2. My personal priorities are being shortchanged due to time demands.

			 3. I have too much work to do.

			 4. My caseload/class is too big.

			 5. The pace of the school day is too fast.

			 6. There is too much administrative paperwork in my job.

			 7. I lack promotion and/or advancement opportunities.

			 8. I am not progressing in my job as rapidly as I would like.

			 9. I need more status and respect on my job.

			10.I lack recognition for the extra work and/or good teaching I do.

			11.My personal opinions are not sufficiently aired.

			12.I receive an inadequate salary for the work I do.

			13.I lack control over decisions made about classroom/school matters.

			14.I am not emotionally/intellectually stimulated on the job.

			15.I lack opportunities for professional improvement.

			I feel frustrated . . .

			16.. . . having to monitor pupil behavior.

			17.. . . because of discipline problems in my classroom.

			18.. . . attempting to teach students who are poorly motivated.

			19.. . . because some students would do better if they tried harder.

			20.. . . because of inadequate/poorly defined discipline policies.

			21.. . . when my authority is rejected by pupils/ administration.

			I respond to stress . . .

			22.. . . by feeling insecure.

			23.. . . by feeling unable to cope.

			24.. . . by feeling vulnerable.

			25.. . . by feeling depressed.

			26.. . . by feeling anxious.

			27.. . . by calling in sick.

			28.. . . by using prescription drugs.

			29.. . . by using over-the-counter drugs.

			30.. . . with rapid and/or shallow breath.

			31.. . . by using alcohol.

			32.. . . with feeling increased blood pressure.

			33.. . . with feelings of heart pounding or racing.

			34.. . . with stomach pain of extended duration.

			35.. . . with stomach cramps.

			36.. . . with physical exhaustion.

			37.. . . with physical weakness.

			38.. . . by becoming fatigued in a very short time.

			39.. . . with stomach acid.

			40.. . . by sleeping more than usual.

			41.. . . by procrastinating.

			42.I rush in my speech.

			43.There isn’t enough time to get things done.

			44.I have to try doing more than one thing at a time.

			45.I become impatient if others do things too slowly.

			46.I have little time to relax and enjoy the time of day.

			47.I easily overcommit myself.

			48.I think about unrelated matters during conversations.

			49.I feel uncomfortable wasting time.

			Scoring: No Strength; not noticeable; not applicable = 1; Mild Strength; barely noticeable = 2; Medium Strength; moderately noticeable = 3; Great Strength; very noticeable = 4; and Major Strength; extremely noticeable = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of the publisher. (Fimian, M. J., and P. S. Fastenau. 1990. The validity and reliability of the Teacher Stress Inventory: A re-analysis of aggregate data. Journal of Organizational Behavior 11:151–57. Reprinted by permission of John Wiley & Sons.)

			Student Stress Inventory

			Fimian, M. J., et al. (1989). The measure of classroom stress and burnout among gifted and talented students. Psychology in the Schools 26:139–53.

			Comments: Over 90 percent of the experts concluded that the items on the SSI were related to student stress. Interrater reliability was high. Factor analysis yielded five interpretable factors. The factors found in the Student Stress Inventory (SSI) are similar to those found in the Teacher Stress Inventory. The authors suggest further work on content validation and adding items to two of the scales to increase their reliability.

			Scale Construction: Based on a review of the literature, a pilot form of the SSI was created and completed by 311 gifted students. At the same time, a group of 14 experts assessed the content validity of the SSI by determining the relevancy between each item and student stress. Items with 60 percent agreement were retained. Relevancy mean scores were studied. Nineteen items were deleted because they had factor loadings of less than 0.35. Additional factor and reliability analyses were conducted to further refine the SSI. The final version contains 41 items.

			Sample: The sample consisted of 311 gifted students from Florida, North and South Carolina, and Virginia who attended summer camp at Appalachian State University in North Carolina.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients (Cronbach) were 0.85 (student distress); 0.63 (social/academic problems); 0.83 (emotional manifestations; 0.76 (behavioral manifestations); and 0.80 (physiological manifestations). The total scale alpha was 0.80.

			Validity: Items were written after a review of the observational and conceptual literature, thereby establishing face validity. Fourteen experts assessed the content validity of the SSI by comparing the items to the construct of student stress. A relevancy mean score for each subscale was computed. Expert ratings, means, percentages, and interrater reliabilities are reported. The concurrent validity of the SSI was determined by correlating student stress with student burnout (Maslach Burnout Inventory), student stress with tedium (the Tedium Measure), and student stress with Quality of School Life (Epstein and McPortland, 1978).

			Factor Analysis: Principal components factor analyses were conducted with oblique and varimax rotations. The results of the oblique rotation yielded five factors. The five factors are: 14 items on student distress (27, 22, 28, 23, 3, 16, 13, 11, 4, 25, 15, 7, 1, and 10); six items on social/academic problems (20, 24, 26, 31, 18, and 21); 10 items on emotional manifestations (37, 43, 36, 52, 55, 41, 47, 32, 49, and 35); six items on behavioral manifestations (56, 59, 53, 42, 48, and 60); and six items on physiological manifestations (45, 44, 57, 34, 50, and 54). Component loadings, means, and standard deviations are reported.

			Definition of Factors: Student distress refers to negative feelings about school, including not having enough time to relax and enjoy the day and feeling unimportant in school. Social/academic problems refer to various social and academic problems in school that contribute to stress such as having to do the same things in school week after week. Emotional manifestations refer to the emotional ways students react to stress such as feeling cranky. Behavioral manifestations refer to the techniques that students use to respond to stress such as acting defensively with others. Physiological manifestations refer to reactions such as eating more or less than usual and breaking out in a cold sweat.
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			Student Stress Inventory

			 1. I have enough time to relax and enjoy the school day.

			 2. I have to deal with too many people each day.

			 3. I am important in school.

			 4. I am excited about the things I learn in school.

			 5. There are too many interruptions in my daily classroom routine.

			 6. I am all alone when I am at school.

			 7. I know exactly what is expected of me in school.

			 8. The school day seems to go either too fast or too slow for me.

			 9. My teacher(s) doesn’t have enough time for me.

			10.How well I did before in school really matters to my teacher(s) today.

			11.It is easy for me to talk to my teachers.

			12.Everyone else in my class gets the “lucky breaks.”

			13.I feel physically comfortable in my classroom or school.

			14.My grades are good enough.

			15.I feel comfortable with the different ways in which my teachers teach.

			16.My teacher(s) likes me.

			17.I am helpless or hopeless.

			18.We seem to do the same things in my classes week after week.

			19.I feel no pressure to get my school work done.

			20.I don’t remember everything that I learn in school.

			21.Some of my classmates get better treatment than I do.

			22.I easily make friends and follow up interests out of school.

			23.The information my teacher(s) gives me helps me do better in school.

			24.Some of my teachers have too much power over me.

			25.I am learning a lot in school.

			26.My parents expect too much of me in school.

			27.I am accepted by the other students.

			28.My classmates really care about what I think and feel.

			29.Tests and quizzes make me nervous.

			30.I am not progressing in my studies rapidly enough.

			31.I have too much information to deal with on a daily basis.

			I respond to stress at school by/with . . .

			32.feeling insecure.

			33.not being able to sit still.

			34.rapid breathing.

			35.putting things off to another day.

			36.feeling scared.

			37.feeling worried.

			38.crying.

			39.feeling dizzy.

			40.becoming tired in a very short time.

			41.feeling anxious.

			42.acting defensively with others.

			43.feeling pressured.

			44.stomach pain of extended duration.

			45.stomach acid.

			46.sleeping more than usual.

			47.feeling unable to cope with school.

			48.allowing my friendships to fall apart.

			49.feeling vulnerable.

			50.feeling of increased blood pressure.

			51.feeling physically exhausted.

			52.feeling depressed.

			53.“bad mouthing” certain classmates, teachers, or school staff.

			54.feeling my heart pounding or racing.

			55.feeling angry.

			56.picking on someone else.

			57.getting stomach cramps.

			58.not talking to anybody.

			59.talking back to teachers.

			60.calling in sick.

			Scoring: No Strength; not noticeable = 1; Of Mild Strength; barely noticeable = 2; Of Medium Strength; moderately noticeable = 3; Of Great Strength; very noticeable = 4; and Of Major Strength; extremely noticeable = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of the Clinical Psychology Publishing Company, Inc. Brandon, VT.

			School Principal Burnout Scale

			Friedman, I. A. (1995). School principal burnout: The concept and its components. Journal of Organizational Behavior 16:191–98.

			Comments: The 23-item School Principal Burnout Scale (SPB-R) is a revised version of School Principal Burnout Scale, which assesses exhaustion, depersonalization, and accomplishment.

			Scale Construction: Sixty elementary and secondary school principals described feelings and behaviors of burned-out principals. Their responses generated 228 items, which were field tested with a random sample of 571 principals. A second random sample of 410 principals completed a questionnaire with four major categories: exhaustion, aloofness, deprecation, and unaccomplishment. Response patterns, item-total correlations, and semantic content were examined before a 30-item scale was generated.

			Sample: The final validation sample consisted of 502 elementary principals, 266 junior high and high school principals, and 53 principals who did not indicate school level.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients were 0.90 (exhaustion and depersonalization) and 0.84 (accomplishment). Test-retest reliability over a two-week interval was 0.83 with a sample of 37 principals.

			Validity: Construct validity was established by conducting factor analytic procedures.

			Factor Structure: A three-factor solution was accepted. The first factor, exhaustion (1–9) contains items related to “feelings of experienced cognitive, emotional, and physical fatigue.” The second factor, depersonalization (10–16) contains items related to “negative, callous or excessively detached response to care service recipients.” The third factor, accomplishment (17–23), contains items related to a “decline in ones feelings of competence and successful achievement in work, reduced productivity or capability, low morale, withdrawal, and inability to cope.”
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			School Principal Burnout Scale

			 1. I feel tired of running the school to the extent that I wish to quit.

			 2. I feel burned out by my work as school principal.

			 3. I think I am no longer interested in running a school.

			 4. I feel emotionally worn out by running the school.

			 5. I feel that I would like a break from the problems brought to me.

			 6. I feel that my work as a principal gives me a lot of pleasure.

			 7. I feel it is difficult for me to always solve problems at school.

			 8. I feel full of energy and readiness to promote school matters.

			 9. I feel quite fresh at the end of a day’s work at school.

			10.I feel that in contrast with the past I care less about teachers’ problems.

			11.I feel that in contrast with the past I am less supportive or appreciative of my teachers.

			12.I feel impatient with teachers and students at school.

			13.I feel that my relationships with teachers and students are less personal than in the past.

			14.I think that ideas and suggestions raised by teachers and staff members are not as interesting and good as they were in the past.

			15.In contrast to the past, I tend to ignore things at school that I don’t like.

			16.I think that I am not as open to suggestions and ideas raised by teachers as I was in the past.

			17.I feel I have to assist in solving problems at school and I do not find enough time for that.

			18.During a day’s work I find the time to encourage a teacher having problems and to assist him or her in solving them.

			19.During a day’s work I find the time to quietly think and plan future activities.

			20.Teachers refer problematic students to me and I cannot find time to take care of them.

			21.I find enough time to meet students during the day.

			22.I find sufficient time to meet with the school counselor or psychologist to discuss issues of special interest to me personally.

			23.I sit in on teachers’ classes to an extent that seems to me most satisfactory and desirable.

			Scoring: Never = 1; Very rarely = 2; Rarely = 3; Often = 4; Very often = 5; and Always = 6.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Administrative Stress Index

			Gmelch, W. H., and Swent, B. (1982). Management team stressors and their impact on administrators’ health. Paper presented at American Educational Research Association. ERIC ED 218 761.

			Comments: The 35-item Administrative Stress Index (ASI) identifies major sources of administrators’ stress by establishing clear categories of occupational stressors (stress-inducing situations). Comparisons were made among sources of stress and various administrative positions. In addition, the relationship between sources of stress and administrator physical health was examined.

			Sample: All 1,211 participants in the study were members of the Confederation of Oregon School Administrators. Three hundred fifty-four were elementary administrators, 397 were junior high and high school administrators, 151 were superintendents or superintendents/principals, 254 were assistant superintendents and central office staff, and 89 were curriculum directors, transportation supervisors, and athletic directors.

			Validity: The ASI is comprised of the 15 items from the Job-Related Index (Indik, Seashore, and Slesinger, 1964) and 23 items developed from stress logs and a review of the literature that examined sources of administrator stress. The items were then placed in one of the five stress categories. The index was piloted using 25 school administrators. After the initial pilot study, the index was revised and piloted on another group of 20 administrators. The development of the ASI provides evidence for its content validity.

			Factor Analysis: Each of the five factors contains seven items. The items have been rank ordered from 1 (highest) to 35 (lowest). For convenience, the rank order has been used as the item number. Administrative constraints consists of items 1, 2, 3, 8, 10, 17, and 23; administrative responsibilities 4, 6, 16, 18, 19, 22, and 29; interpersonal relations 5, 12, 14, 15, 20, 26, and 31; intrapersonal conflict 7, 9, 13, 24, 28, 31, and 34; and role expectations 11, 21, 24, 27, 30, 33, and 35.

			Definition of Factors: Administrative constraints refer to inadequate time, meetings, and rules. Administrative responsibilities refer to the managerial tasks of evaluation, supervision and negotiation. Interpersonal relations refer to resolving differences among and between supervisors and colleagues. Intrapersonal conflict refers to conflicts between one’s performance and one’s internal beliefs and expectations. Role expectations refer to the difference in expectations of self and the various publics served.

			Data Analysis: Mean scores for each of the 35 items and the five factors are provided. In addition, analysis of variance tests for significant differences between the factors and administrative position as well as mean scores and analysis of variance for the top seven stressors by administrative position are reported.
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			Administrative Stress Index

			 1. Complying with state, federal, and organizational rules and policies

			 2. Feeling that meetings take up too much time

			 3. Trying to complete reports and other paperwork on time

			 4. Trying to gain public approval and/or financial support for school programs

			 5. Trying to resolve parent/school conflicts

			 6. Evaluating staff members’ performance

			 7. Having to make decisions that affect the lives of individual people that I know (colleagues, staff members, students, etc.)

			 8. Feeling that I have too heavy a workload, one that I cannot possibly finish during the normal workday

			 9. Imposing excessively high expectations on myself

			10.Being interrupted frequently by telephone calls

			11.Feeling I have to participate in school activities outside of the normal working hours at the expense of my personal time

			12.Handling student discipline problems

			13.Feeling that the progress on my job is not what it should or could be

			14.Feeling staff members don’t understand my goals and expectations

			15.Trying to resolve differences between/among staff members

			16.Being involved in the collective bargaining process

			17.Writing memos, letters and other communications

			18.Administering the negotiated contract (grievances, interpretation, etc.)

			19.Supervising and coordinating the tasks of many people

			20.Trying to resolve differences between/among students

			21.Thinking that I will not be able to satisfy the conflicting demands of those who have authority over me

			22.Preparing and allocating budget resources

			23.Having my work frequently interrupted by staff members who want to talk

			24.Knowing I can’t get information needed to carry out my job properly

			25.Feeling pressure for better job performance over and above what I think is reasonable

			26.Trying to influence my immediate supervisor’s actions and decisions that affect me

			27.Not knowing what my supervisor thinks of me, or how he/she evaluates my performance

			28.Feeling that I have too little authority to carry out responsibilities assigned to me

			29.Speaking in front of groups

			30.Being unclear on just what the scope and responsibilities of my job are

			31.Attempting to meet social expectations (housing, clubs, friends, etc.)

			32.Trying to resolve differences with my superiors

			33.Feeling that I have too much responsibility delegated to me by my superiors

			34.Feeling that I am not fully qualified to handle my job

			35.Feeling not enough is expected of me by my superiors

			Scoring: A five-point Likert-type is used.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Teacher Burnout Scale

			Seidman, S. A., and Zager, J. (1986–87). The Teacher Burnout Scale. Educational Research Quarterly 11:26–33.

			Comments: The 21-item Teacher Burnout Scale (TBS) was designed specifically to measure teacher burnout.

			Scale Construction: A 65-item scale was administered to 217 elementary and secondary school teachers from southern Indiana. The results were factor analyzed using a varimax rotation. Five factors emerged. The revised 23-item scale was administered to a sample of 365 teachers from northern Texas. The results were factor analyzed using a varimax rotation. Four factors emerged. The final version of the TBS contains 21 items.

			Sample: The TBS was administered to 490 public school teachers from Fort Worth, Texas.

			Reliability: Coefficients of internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) were 0.89 for career satisfaction, 0.84 for perceived administrative support, 0.80 for coping with job-related stress, and 0.72 for attitudes toward students. Test-retest reliability coefficients over a six- to eight-week interval (89 public school teachers) were 0.82 for career satisfaction, 0.78 for perceived administrative support, 0.56 for coping with job-related stress, and 0.76 for attitudes toward students. All reliability coefficients were significant at the 0.001 level.

			Validity: The factor analysis on the 490 teachers from Fort Worth established the existence of four orthogonal factors that are consistent with the literature. In addition, teachers who scored high on the four scales reported that they were more burned out than teachers who scored lower. The scores on the TBS were also correlated with the Maslach Burnout Inventory (frequency dimension). The correlations were low to moderately high (construct validity). The predictive validity of the TBS was determined by using an ANOVA to test whether or not the burnout scores of teachers in low-stress/burnout schools would be lower than the teachers in high-stress/burnout schools. Significant main effects were found on all four scales. A Tukey HSD was then performed indicating that all four comparisons were statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

			Factor Analysis: A four-factor orthogonal varimax solution was accepted using criterion of eigenvalues greater than 1.0 and factor loading above 0.40. The four factors are: five items on career satisfaction (1, 5, 10, 12, and 19); six items on perceived administrative support (3, 8, 11, 15, 18, and 20); six items on coping with job-related stress (2, 4, 7, 9, 13, and 14); and four items on attitudes toward students (6, 16, 17, and 21).

			Definition of Factors: Career satisfaction refers to the selection of teaching as a career. Perceived administrative support refers to whether or not teachers believe they receive adequate encouragement and assistance from their supervisors. Coping with job-related stress refers to feelings of lethargy, depression, and other negative manifestations of stress. Attitudes toward students refer to positive and negative teacher attitudes.
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			Teacher Burnout Scale

			 1. I look forward to teaching in the future.

			 2. I feel depressed because of my teaching experiences.

			 3. I get adequate praise from my supervisors for a job well done.

			 4. The teaching day seems to drag on and on.

			 5. I am glad that I selected teaching as a career.

			 6. The students act like a bunch of animals.

			 7. My physical illnesses may be related to my stress in this job.

			 8. I feel that the administrators are willing to help me with classroom problems, should they arise.

			 9. I find it difficult to calm down after a day of teaching.

			10.Teaching is more fulfilling than I had expected.

			11.I believe that my efforts in the classroom are unappreciated by the administrators.

			12.If I had to do it all over again, I would not become a schoolteacher.

			13.I feel that I could do a much better job of teaching if only the problems confronting me were not so great.

			14.The stresses in this job are more than I can bear.

			15.My supervisors give me more criticism than praise.

			16.Most of my students are decent people.

			17.Most students come to school ready to learn.

			18.I feel that the administrators will not help me with classroom difficulties.

			19.I look forward to each teaching day.

			20.The administration blames me for classroom problems.

			21.Students come to school with bad attitudes.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree, Moderately Agree, Slightly Agree, Slightly Disagree, Moderately Disagree, and Strongly Disagree.

			Reprinted with permission of Joanne Zager and Steven A. Seidman.

			Supervisory/Managerial Behavior

			School Principals’ Perceptions of Evaluation/Compensation Factors

			Cunningham, R. A. (1993). Principals’ perceptions of evaluation/compensation factors. EdD dissertation, Temple University.

			Comments: The SPPECF examines administrator preparation (nine items), personal traits (14 items), conceptual skills (11 items), position characteristics (17 items), administrative processes (11 items), and performance/results achieved (10 items) in terms of whether or not they should be included in a district’s evaluation/compensation program. Originally, administrators were also asked to rank the importance of the items on a five-point scale. However, this was not done and may be considered as a recommendation for future research.

			Sample: The sample consisted of 265 elementary and secondary principals from four counties outside of Philadelphia.

			Reliability: Test-retest reliability for the pilot study over a 10-day period is reported as number of response agreements at percentage ranges.

			Validity: The original survey was critiqued by the author’s advisor. Then a panel of seven experts in the field examined the modified survey. The revised survey was pilot tested on 10 elementary and 10 secondary principals.

			Data Analysis: Frequency distributions, percentages, means, standard deviations, and standard or z scores are provided.
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			School Principals’ Perceptions of Evaluation/Compensation Factors

			Part II: Administrative Competencies

			Preparation:

			 1. Academic degrees held

			 2. In-service attended

			 3. In-service conducted

			 4. Professional growth

			 5. Certifications

			 6. Awards of distinction

			 7. Professional affiliations

			 8. Teaching experience

			 9. Administrative experience

			Personal Traits:

			10.Creativity

			11.Consistent attendance

			12.Ability to use judgment

			13.Sensitivity

			14.Motivation

			15.Personal interests

			16.Health

			17.Appearance

			18.Enthusiasm

			19.Intelligence

			20.Energy level

			21.Self-control

			22.Initiative

			23.Technical skills-methods and procedures

			Conceptual Skills:

			24.Ability to work with people

			25.Problem solving

			26.Judgment

			27.Personal stress management

			28.Imagination

			29.Cooperativeness

			30.Integrity

			31.Loyalty

			32.Time management

			33.Ability to adopt to change

			34.Ability to resolve conflict

			Position Characteristics:

			35.Level of authority

			36.Degree of responsibility

			37.Span of control

			38.Amount of fiscal responsibility

			39.Enrollment

			40.Degree of interpersonal conflicts

			41.Number of assigned tasks

			42.Frequency of public contracts

			43.Nature and composition of student body and community

			44.Position expectations

			45.Consequence of errors

			46.Scope and complexity of skills required for the position

			47.Number of special services provided by the school

			48.Adequacy of staff performances

			49.Staff turnover rate

			50.Length of work year

			51.Amount of additional time required beyond the regular workday

			Part III: Administrative Performance Indicators

			Administrative Processes:

			52.Develop and execute plans

			53.Organize work

			54.Coordinate service

			55.Implement policies

			56.Attends to administrative routine

			57.Ability to motivate

			58.Decision-making capabilities

			59.Instructional leadership

			60.Supervision of staff and students

			61.Delegate responsibilities

			62.Manage the administrative processes: finance, plant personnel, scheduling, etc.

			Performance/Results Achieved:

			63.Attainment of goals

			64.Contributions to the total effort

			65.Performance objectives set by principals

			66.Observations of evidence to measure productivity

			67.Duties performed

			68.Behaviors executed

			69.Performance in a position as compared to a set of prior achievements accomplished by other principals

			70.Performance of duties that exceed responsibilities (merit or incentive plans)

			71.Accomplishments as compared to average performances

			Scoring: For the first part of the item (Where should these factors be included in a district’s evaluation/compensation process) A = Evaluation; B = Compensation; C = Evaluation and Compensation; and D = None of the Above. For the second part of the item (To what degree do you recommend the use of these factors in a district’s evaluation/compensation process) A = (1) Of No Importance; B = (2) Of Little Importance; C = (3) Moderately Important; D = (4) Important; and E = (5) Critical.

			Reprinted with the permission of the author, Dr. Richard A. Cunningham. (Temple University Dissertation 1993 Principals’ Perceptions of Evaluation/Compensation Factors.)

			Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale

			Hallinger, P., and Murphy, J. (1995). Assessing the instructional management behavior of principals. Elementary School Journal 86:217–47.

			Comments: The 71-item PIMRS measures the instructional leader behavior of elementary and secondary school principals. Each item focuses on a specific job-related behavior of the principal, and according to the authors, is useful for school evaluation, staff development, research, and district policy analysis. Thus, the instrument may indirectly become a useful tool for the evaluation of a school’s effectiveness. The design of the instrument attempted to remedy earlier measurement shortcomings by isolating the curriculum and instructional management functions from other managerial duties.

			Sample: Teachers, principals, and central office supervisors from one school district with 10 elementary schools in California responded to the initial development of the instrument.

			Reliability: The lowest alpha coefficient for the 11 subscales was 0.75.

			Validity: Content, discriminant, and construct validation of the instrument are provided and ample evidence of each procedure provided.

			Factor Analysis: A factor analysis of the 71-item instrument yielded 11 interpretable factors, or subscales. The principal’s behavior/performance can be evaluated separately on each of the following 11 subscales, which were named as follows: framing goals, communicating goals, monitoring student progress, supervising/evaluating instruction, coordinating the curriculum, protecting instructional time, maintaining high visibility, providing incentives for teachers, promoting professional development, enforcing academic standards, and providing incentives for learning.

			Data Analysis: The data analysis indicated that individual principal profiles were obtained that discriminated substantially among principals as to their instructional management behavior. Principal and supervisory ratings generally supported those ratings provided by teachers.
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			Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale

			To what extent does your principal . . . ?

			Framing The School Goals

			1.Develop goals that seek improvement over current levels of academic performance.

			2.Frame academic goals with target dates.

			3.Frame the school’s academic goals in terms of staff responsibilities for meeting them.

			4.Use needs assessment or other questionnaires to secure staff input on goal development.

			5.Use data on student academic performance when developing the school’s academic goals.

			6.Develop goals that are easily translated into classroom objectives by teachers.

			Communicating the School Goals

			 7. Communicate the school’s academic goals to people at school.

			 8. Refer to the school’s academic goals in informal settings with teachers.

			 9. Discuss the school’s academic goals with teachers at faculty meetings.

			10.Refer to the school’s academic goals when making curricular decisions with teachers.

			11.Ensure that the school’s goals are reflected in highly visible displays in the school (e.g., posters or bulletin boards indicating the importance of reading or math).

			12.Refer to the school’s goals in student assemblies.

			Supervising and Evaluating Instruction

			13.Conduct informal observations in classrooms on a regular basis (informal observations are unscheduled, last at least five minutes, and may or may not involve written feedback or a formal conference).

			14.Ensure that the classroom objectives of teachers are consistent with the stated goals of the school.

			15.Meet with teachers and aides to ensure that they are working toward the same objectives.

			16.Review student work products when evaluating classroom instruction.

			17.Evaluate teachers on academic objectives directly related to those of the school.

			18.Point out specific strengths in teacher instructional practices in postobservation conferences.

			19.Point out specific weaknesses in teacher instructional practices in post observation conferences.

			20.Note specific strengths of the teacher’s instructional practices in written evaluations.

			21.Note specific weaknesses of the teacher’s instructional practices in written evaluations.

			22.Note student time on-task in feedback to teachers after classroom observations.

			23.Note specific instructional practices related to the stated classroom objectives in written evaluations.

			Coordinating the Curriculum

			24.Make clear who is responsible for coordinating the curriculum across grade levels (e.g., the principal, vice principal, or a teacher).

			25.Ensure that the school’s academic goals are translated into common curricular objectives.

			26.Draw on the results of school-wide testing when making curricular decisions.

			27.Ensure that the objectives of special programs are coordinated with those of the regular classroom.

			28.Monitor the classroom curriculum to see that it covers the school’s curricular objectives.

			29.Assess the overlap between the school’s curricular objectives and the achievement test(s) used for program evaluation.

			30.Participate actively in the review and/or selection of curricular materials.

			Monitoring Student Progress

			31.Meet individually with teachers to discuss student academic progress.

			32.Discuss the item analysis of tests with the faculty to identify strengths and weaknesses in the instructional program.

			33.Use test results to assess progress toward school goals.

			34.Distribute test results in a timely fashion.

			35.Inform teachers of the school’s performance results in written form (e.g., in a memo or newsletter).

			36.Inform students of the school’s performance results.

			37.Identify students whose test results indicate a need for special instruction such as remediation or enrichment.

			38.Develop or find the appropriate instructional program(s) for students whose test results indicate a need.

			Protecting Instructional Time

			39.Ensure that instructional time is not interrupted by public-address announcements.

			40.Ensure that students are not called to the office during instructional time.

			41.Ensure that truant students suffer specified consequences for missing instructional time.

			42.Ensure that tardy or truant students make up lost instructional time.

			43.Visit classrooms to see that instructional time is used for learning and practicing new skills and concepts.

			Maintaining High Visibility

			44.Take time to talk with students and teachers during recess and breaks.

			45.Visit classrooms to discuss school issues with teachers and students.

			46.Attend or participate in cocurricular or extracurricular activities.

			47.Cover classes for teachers until a late or substitute teacher arrives.

			48.Tutor or provide direct instruction to students.

			Providing Incentives for Teachers

			49.Reinforce superior performance by teachers in staff meetings, newsletters, or memos.

			50.Compliment teachers privately for their efforts or performance.

			51.Acknowledge special effort or performance by teachers in memos for their personal files.

			52.Reward special efforts by teachers with opportunities for professional development (e.g., new roles or inservice training).

			Promoting Professional Development

			53.Inform teachers of opportunities for professional development.

			54.Select inservice activities that are consistent with the school’s academic goals.

			55.Support teacher requests for inservice that is directly related to the school’s academic goals.

			56.Distribute journal articles to teachers on a regular basis.

			57.Actively support the use of skills acquired during inservice training in the classroom.

			58.Ensure that instructional aides receive appropriate training to help students meet instructional objectives.

			59.Arrange for outside speakers to make presentations on instruction at faculty meetings.

			60.Provide time to meet individually with teachers to discuss instructional issues.

			61.Sit in on teacher inservice activities concerned with instruction.

			62.Set aside time at faculty meetings for teachers to share ideas on instruction or information from inservice activities.

			Developing and Enforcing Academic Standards

			63.Set high standards for the percentage of students who are expected to master important instructional objectives.

			64.Encourage teachers to start class on time and to teach to the end of the period.

			65.Make known what is expected of students at different grade levels.

			66.Enforce a promotion standard requiring mastery of grade-level expectations.

			67.Support teachers when they enforce academic policies (e.g., on grading, homework, promotion, or discipline).

			Providing Incentives for Learning

			68.Recognize students who do superior academic work with formal rewards such as the honor roll or mention in the principal’s newsletter.

			69.Use assemblies to honor students for their academic work and/or behavior in class.

			70.Recognize superior student achievement or improvement by seeing students in the office with their work products.

			71.Contact parents to communicate improved student performance in school.

			Scoring: 5 = Almost Always; 4 = Frequently; 3 = Sometimes; 2 = Seldom; and 1 = Almost Never.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. (Developed and published by Philip Hallinger, 1983.)

			Management Inventory on Modern Management

			Kirkpatrick, D. L. (1989). Management Inventory on Modern Management. Brookfield, WI: Elm Grove.

			Comments: The 80-item Management Inventory on Modern Management (MIMM) examines eight areas of modern management. Each area has 10 items that deal with philosophy, principles, and approaches of effective managers. According to the author, the MIMM has the following uses: “to determine the need for training; as a tool for conference discussion, to evaluate the effectiveness of a training course; to provide information for on-the-job coaching; and to assist in the selection of managers.”

			Categories: The eight management categories are: leadership styles (1–10); selecting and training (11–20); communicating (21–30); motivating (31–40); managing change (41–50); delegating (51–60); decision-making (61–70); and managing time (71–80).

			Data Analysis: Mean scores are reported for 67 personnel/training managers and for 232 line managers.
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			Management Inventory on Modern Management

			Leadership Styles

			 1. In order to be effective, a manager must be able to perform all the jobs in the department.

			 2. “Management by Objectives,” means that a manager sets objectives for subordinates and measures their results against those objectives.

			 3. Every manager should have the dual objectives of contributing to the effectiveness of the organization and maintaining high morale among subordinates.

			 4. Managers who are “employee-centered” are always more effective than those who are “job-centered.”

			 5. According to Blake and Mouton in describing the “Managerial Grid,” a manager who has high concern for both productivity and people is most apt to be successful in most situations on a long-term basis.

			 6. According to McGregor, Theory “X” managers are more oriented to controls than are Theory “Y” managers.

			 7. According to Batten, an example of a “Tough-Minded Manager” is one who is “as hard as granite.”

			 8. All employees prefer a manager who uses a democratic rather than an autocratic style.

			 9. “Quality Circles” and “Performance Circles” are practical examples of participative management.

			10.In order to be effective a manager must have the same leadership style as his/her boss.

			Selecting and Training

			11.The person with the highest intelligence, best personality and most experience should always be selected for a job.

			12.Performance, seniority, and cooperation are the three most important factors when considering a nonsupervisory employee for promotion to first-level supervisor.

			13.One of the most important qualifications for promoting a doer to a supervisor is the person’s desire to be a supervisor.

			14.Employees who have performed their job in an outstanding manner should be rewarded by being promoted.

			15.There is some truth to the “Peter Principle” which states that employees tend to rise to their level of incompetence.

			16.Managers are responsible for the growth and development of their subordinates.

			17.If classroom supervisory training is to be effective, it must be supported by the managers to whom the supervisors report.

			18.A performance appraisal system is primarily for the benefit of the personnel department.

			19.An effective performance appraisal program must include a requirement that subordinates know what is expected of them by their manager.

			20.Many of the practices used by successful athletic coaches can be used by managers.

			Communicating

			21.Good working relationships between manager and subordinate are an important foundation for effective communication.

			22.The misunderstanding of an order or instruction can have serious results in terms of safety, production, and cost.

			23.A manager has failed to communicate unless the receiver understands the message the way the manager intended it.

			24.In order to have an effective company communication program, top management must take an active part.

			25.Significant organizational changes should be communicated to all employees.

			26.When it is important that a new policy be understood by all employees, the best way to communicate is through channels of authority in the organization.

			27.If employees do not understand, they will usually indicate lack of understanding by asking questions or by saying they don’t understand.

			28.The best way to get feedback is to ask, “Do you have any questions?”

			29.It is worthwhile to conduct employee meetings in which employees are encouraged to ask questions, offer suggestions, and air their complaints.

			30.If a manager is busy, it is best to tell a subordinate who wants to talk, “I’m busy right now, contact me later.”

			Motivating

			31.Most employees are interested in doing work of which they can be proud.

			32.It is possible for managers to motivate their subordinates.

			33.Positive reinforcement is important not only for an outstanding job but also for any improvement in performance.

			34.“Expect the best” from subordinates is good advice for managers.

			35.When subordinates do not perform up to their potential, it is frequently because they encounter obstacles over which they have no control.

			36.Very few employees will offer suggestions for improvement unless they are financially rewarded.

			37.Money never motivates.

			38.Freedom to make decisions is one of the highest forms of reward that can be given to outstanding performers.

			39.According to Herzberg, the best way to increase the motivation of an employee is to enrich the job.

			40.According to Maslow, the need to be accepted by peers is usually stronger than the needs for recognition and self-satisfaction.

			Managing Change

			41.If you are promoted to a management job, you should make the job different than it was under your predecessor.

			42.Empathy is one of the most important concepts in managing change.

			43.Managers should welcome suggestions from all sources including subordinates and people from other departments.

			44.If your boss tells you to implement an idea you think is a mistake, you should challenge it.

			45.If your boss says “no” to an idea you’ve presented, you should not give up but should try to figure out a different approach to sell the idea.

			46.Frequently, employees resist change because they think they will lose something.

			47.Once you’ve decided on a change, you should implement it immediately.

			48.It is better to communicate with a group concerning a change than to talk to each person individually.

			49.A manager should encourage subordinates to try out any changes that they feel should be made.

			50.“Ne Stupefaciamus” is good advice.

			Delegating

			51.Delegation means the same as job assignment.

			52.Delegation should always include the results to be achieved as well as the activities to be performed.

			53.Delegation should be accompanied by a clear explanation of the degree of authority that the subordinate is given by the manager.

			54.When delegating to a subordinate, a manager should make it clear the reporting he/she wants from the subordinate.

			55.Delegation should always provide frequent points of control so that progress can be monitored.

			56.Delegation should always save time for a manager.

			57.When delegating, a manager should always be sure that the person can do the job.

			58.Before deciding to whom to delegate, the reason for delegation should first be determined.

			59.Activities can be delegated upward in an organization as well as downward.

			60.Final accountability for the work cannot be delegated to a subordinate.

			Decision Making

			61.Decisions should be based on opinions as well as facts.

			62.In making decisions, a manager should carefully consider the quality of the decision as well as the level of acceptance on the part of those who will be affected.

			63.When conflict arises between manager and subordinate, it is almost impossible for both of them to “win.”

			64.When there is conflict between manager and subordinate, the manager must make the final decision or else lose face.

			65.Brainstorming is a practical tool for use in group problem solving.

			66.Group problem solving meetings are usually an exercise in frustration and a waste of time.

			67.In making a decision that involves a group, it is important to decide “what is right” rather than “who is right.”

			68.A group decision is always better than a decision made by one person.

			69.Subordinates who are asked for their ideas and opinions regarding a decision are more likely to accept the final decision than those who aren’t asked.

			70.Reasons for a decision should always be communicated along with the decision itself.

			Managing Time

			71.Managers should be judged and rewarded on the basis of the amount of time and energy they devote to the organization.

			72.A wise use of time for a manager is to tour the department and informally talk with employees.

			73.All managers should know how to say “no” to bosses, subordinates, and all other members of management.

			74.A manager should always do the most important things first.

			75.It is all right for a manager to set his/her own working hours rather than adhere to the working hours of subordinates.

			76.Proper planning can reduce the amount of time spent on crises and emergencies.

			77.Finding more discretionary time should be a goal of a manager.

			78.When a subordinate comes to a manager with a problem which he/she can’t immediately solve, it’s a good policy to say, “I’ll look into it and let you know.”

			79.Nonproductive meetings are one of the biggest time robbers.

			80.It’s a good idea to handle each piece of paper only once.

			Scoring: Agree or Disagree. A separate answer booklet is provided. There is no incorrect answer for items 48, 49, and 75. The raw score is the total number of correct answers.

			Reprinted with permission of Dr. Donald L. Kirkpatrick, 1929 Hawthorne Drive, Elm Grove, WI.

			Principal Perceived Autonomy Questionnaire

			Lucas, S., Brown, G. C., and Markus, F. W. (1991). Principals’ perceptions of site-based management and teacher empowerment. NASSP Bulletin 75:56–62.

			Comments: The 10-item questionnaire examines who is responsible in schools and measures the perceptions of principals regarding their ability to make decisions.

			Sample: Elementary and secondary school principals from 11 states in the southeast participated in this study. Responses were received from 542 principals. The participants were randomly selected.

			Categories: The eight areas identified in this study were: perceived autonomy of self; perceived teacher autonomy; perceived teacher effectiveness qualities; perceived acceptance of student achievement levels; school climate; increased support for teacher autonomy; degree of external pressure to instructional personnel; and use of standardized tests as a measure of teacher performance.

			Data Analysis: Mean scores for each of the eight categories listed here are presented for the total group, by ethnicity, and by size of school district. In addition, percentages of agreement are presented for the total group and by ethnicity for principal perceived autonomy, principal perceived teacher autonomy, principal view of effectiveness, and principal perceived need to increase teacher autonomy.

			Principal Perceived Autonomy Questionnaire

			 1. I have sufficient autonomy over the following to create the best learning environment in my school:

			•district allocated funds

			•influencing educational reform activities

			•subject matter and methods of instruction

			•student personnel

			•support personnel

			•instructional personnel

			 2. Teachers in my school have sufficient autonomy in the following areas to create the best classroom environment for learning:

			•choice of subject matter to meet student need

			•choice of instructional procedures and strategies

			•use of financial and other resources

			 3. Teachers in my school show sufficient levels of:

			•professional competence to achieve desired goals

			•motivation to teach productively

			•caring for students

			 4. The level of student academic achievement is sufficiently high to meet community expectation.

			 5. The learning atmosphere in my school is sufficiently productive.

			 6. I would support teacher empowerment to:

			•make staffing decisions

			•manage resources allocated by the district

			•design and implement educational programs

			•“co-manage” the school

			•_______________________

			 7. I face greater external pressure than before to increase teacher and student productivity.

			 8. The use of standardized test results in my school is an appropriate measure of teacher performance.

			 9. How many layers of administration exist between you and your superintendent?

			10.What “one prerogative” do you need to be more productive with students and teachers?

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree; Disagree; Agree; Strongly Agree.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Supervising Teacher Behavior Description Questionnaire

			Sistrunk, W. E., et al. (1983). Investigations of supervisory behavior: A symposium. Paper presented at Mid-South Education Research Association. ERIC ED 238 203.

			Comments: The 54-item Supervising Teacher Behavior Description Questionnaire (STBDQ) was modified from the Supervisory Behavior Description Questionnaire. Both instruments are useful in evaluating behaviors of supervisory educational personnel in terms of whether respondents prefer supervisors to behave in a directive, collaborative, or nondirective manner in relation to specific supervisory tasks. The STBDQ was designed specifically for supervising teachers in order to obtain feedback in the process of supervising student teachers.

			Scale Construction: The instrument provides three broad dimension scores: Directive, Collaborative, and Nondirective; three subscale scores: Planning and organizing, Instructional management, and Instructional evaluation, as well as a total score.

			Sample: The total sample of 227 was composed of 132 student teachers and 95 supervising teachers.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients for the dimensions were as follows: total score 0.97, directive 0.95, collaborative 0.95, and nondirective 0.96; and for the subscales 0.88, 0.94, and 0.93, respectively.

			Validity: Attempts to obtain construct, content, and criterion related validity were provided.

			Factor Analysis: Factor analysis in order to produce the dimensions and subscales was performed; however, details concerning this analysis were not provided.

			Reference

			Sistrunk, W. E. (1982). The Supervisory Behavior Description Questionnaire (SBDQ) Forms 1 and 2 as research instruments. Paper presented at the Mid-South Educational Research Association.

			Supervising Teacher Behavior Description Questionnaire

			Form 2

			 1. The supervising teacher should write and plan units and lessons for the student teaching experience.

			 2. The supervising teacher should collaborate with the student teacher in writing and planning units and lessons.

			 3. The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to plan and write his/her own units and lessons.

			 4. The supervising teacher should determine the educational objectives and how they are to be achieved.

			 5. The supervising teacher should collaborate with the student teacher in determining the educational objectives and how they are to be achieved.

			 6. The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to determine the educational objectives and how they are to be achieved.

			 7. The supervising teacher should group students within the classroom for instructional purposes.

			 8. The supervising teacher should collaborate with the student teacher in grouping students within the classroom for instructional purposes.

			 9. The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to group students within the classroom for instructional purposes.

			10.The supervising teacher should tell and/or show the student teacher how to improve students’ study and work habits.

			11.The supervising teacher should collaborate with the student teacher in telling and/or showing the students how to improve their study and work habits.

			12.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to tell and/or show the students how to improve their study and work habits.

			13.The supervising teacher should require standard procedures and format of unit and lesson plans.

			14.The supervising teacher should collaborate with the student teacher in developing standard unit and lesson plans.

			15.The supervising teacher should permit student teachers to develop standard unit and lesson plans.

			16.The supervising teacher should show the student teacher how to use machines and materials.

			17.The supervising teacher should collaborate with the student teacher in learning how to use machines and materials.

			18.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to learn how to use machines and materials.

			19.The supervising teacher should assign specific instructional tasks to the student teacher.

			20.The supervising teacher should collaborate with the student teacher in the choice of instructional tasks.

			21.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to select his/her own instructional tasks.

			22.The supervising teacher should preview and select curricular materials prior to their use by the student teacher.

			23.The supervising teacher should collaborate with the student teacher in previewing and selecting curricular materials prior to their use by the student teacher.

			24.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to preview and select his/her own curricular material.

			25.The supervising teacher should decide if curricular materials are contributing to the desired educational objectives.

			26.The supervising teacher and the student teacher should collaborate in deciding if curricular materials are contributing to the desired educational objectives.

			27.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to decide if curricular materials are contributing to the desired educational objectives.

			28.The supervising teacher should determine the areas of improvement needed by the student teacher and tell/show him/her how to improve.

			29.The supervising teacher and the student teacher should collaborate in determining the areas of improvement needed by the student teacher and the means of improving.

			30.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to determine the areas of improvement needed by the student teacher and how to improve.

			31.The supervising teacher should provide a framework for implementation of educational innovations by the student teacher.

			32.The supervising teacher and the student teacher should collaborate in providing frameworks for the implementation of educational innovations by the student teacher.

			33.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to devise frameworks for implementing educational innovations in his/her classes.

			34.The supervising teacher should identify instructional problems encountered by the student teacher.

			35.The supervising teacher should collaborate with the student teacher in identifying instructional problems encountered by the student teachers.

			36.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to identify his/her instructional problems.

			37.The supervising teacher should require the student teacher to develop written long range instructional plans.

			38.The supervising teacher and the student teacher should collaborate in the development of long range written instructional plans.

			39.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to develop long range written instructional plans.

			40.The supervising teacher should establish objectives and procedures for evaluating the student teacher’s instruction.

			41.The supervising teacher and the student teacher should collaborate in establishing objectives and procedures for evaluating the student teacher’s instruction.

			42.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to establish objectives and procedures for evaluating his/her instruction.

			43.The supervising teacher should base the evaluation of the student teacher’s progress on research.

			44.The supervising teacher and the student teacher should collaborate in developing research-based criteria for evaluating the student teacher’s progress.

			45.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to develop research-based criteria for evaluating student teacher progress.

			46.The supervising teacher should tell/show the student teacher how to teach more effectively.

			47.The supervising teacher and the student teacher should collaborate in determining how the student teacher can teach more effectively.

			48.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to determine how he/she can teach more effectively.

			49.The supervising teacher should select instruments for evaluating student teacher progress.

			50.The supervising teacher and the student teacher should collaborate in selecting instruments for evaluating student teacher progress.

			51.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to select instruments for evaluating student teacher progress.

			52.The supervising teacher should conduct action research about teaching on a regular basis.

			53.The supervising teacher and the student teacher should collaborate in conducting action research about teaching on a regular basis.

			54.The supervising teacher should permit the student teacher to conduct action research about teaching on a regular basis.

			Scoring: It is a semantic differential scale that ranges from Satisfying/Dissatisfying; and/or Motivating/Nonmotivating.

			Reprinted with permission of the author, Walter E. Sistrunk, Professor of Education Emeritus, Mississippi State University, PO Box JG, Mississippi State, MS 39762.

			Principals’ Analysis of Their Supervisory Styles and Teachers’ Analysis of Their Principals’ Supervisory Styles

			Smalt, R. M. (1997). Measuring principals’ styles of supervision. EdD dissertation, Fordham University.

			Comments: The 67-item PASS and the 69-item TAPSS assess principals’ styles of supervision. The questionnaires, which were developed over a period of three years, were based on the work by McDonough (1991).

			Sample: Thirty principals and 40 teachers completed the draft questionnaires. Demographic data are reported for the 51 principals who completed the principals’ questionnaire as well as for the 56 teachers who completed the teachers’ questionnaire.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients for the six subscales on the principals’ questionnaire were: 0.78 (purposes of supervision); 0.91 (structure and procedures during supervision in my school); 0.80 (supervisory practices and behaviors); 0.81 (promoting trusting relationships); 0.93 (the transformational supervisor); and 0.86 (nurturing reflective thinking in my school). The total alpha was 0.95. Alpha coefficients for the six subscales on the teachers’ questionnaire were: 0.94 (purposes of supervision); 0.92 (structure and procedures during supervision in my school); 0.74 (supervisory practices and behaviors); 0.89 (promoting trusting relationships); 0.96 (the transformational supervisor); and 0.60 (nurturing reflective thinking in my school). The total alpha was 0.98.

			Validity: Content validity was established through a panel of experts who modified and refined the questionnaires. Statements with at least 80 percent agreement were retained. In addition, there was strong to moderate literature support for all six subscales. Construct validity was examined by studying the intercorrelations of the six subscales. Evidence is also provided for discriminant validity (principals’ questionnaire).

			Factor Analysis: Although factor analytic procedures yielded six interpretable factors for both questionnaires, the item numbers vary. The six subscales for the principals’ questionnaire are: purposes of supervision (1–5); structure and procedures during supervision in my school (6–16); supervisory practices and behaviors (17–24); promoting trusting relationships (25–32); the transformational supervisor (33–54); and nurturing reflective thinking in my school (55–67). The six subscales for the teachers’ questionnaire are: purposes of supervision (1–8); structure and procedures during supervision in my school (9–19); supervisory practices and behaviors (20–29); promoting trusting relationships (30–39); the transformational supervisor (40–59); and nurturing reflective thinking in my school (60–69).

			References

			Barell, M. C. (1991). New York: The state of learning: Statewide profile of the educational system. A report to the governor and the legislature on the educational status of the state’s schools for 1989–90. ERIC ED 334 252.

			Costa, A. L., et al., ed. (1992). If minds matter: A foreword to the future. Vols. 1 and 2. Palatine, IL: Skylight Publishing.

			McDonough, S. (1991). The supervision of principals: A comparison of existing and desired supervisory practices as perceived by principals trained in cognitive coaching and those without the training. Unpublished master’s thesis. Sacramento State University.

			Principals’ Analysis of Their Supervisory Style

			Part I: Purposes of Supervision

			 1. Teachers’ formal classroom observations are used to promote instructional improvement.

			 2. Teachers’ nonformal classroom observations are used to promote instructional improvement.

			 3. Teachers in my school generally speak positively about supervision.

			 4. I believe teachers benefit from my supervision.

			 5. Teachers believe the principal demonstrates supervisory leadership when he/she works with them during supervision rather than performing perfunctory duties.

			Part II: Structure and Procedures during Supervision in My School

			During the preconference, teachers in our building are encouraged to:

			 6. Clarify goals for their lessons.

			 7. Clarify objectives for their lessons.

			 8. Clarify teaching strategies for their lessons.

			 9. Clarify student achievement assessment techniques to be used during their lessons.

			10.Clarify the data-gathering procedures to be used during their lessons.

			During the postconference, teachers in our building are encouraged to:

			11.Summarize formal and informal assessments from their lessons.

			12.Recall data supporting formal and informal assessments from their lessons.

			13.Compare what they had planned for their lessons with how the lessons actually went.

			14.Infer relationships between their decisions and student achievement during their lessons.

			15.Construct new ways to improve their lessons.

			16.Reflect on the effects of the supervision process by suggesting improvements for the current supervisory process.

			Part III: Supervisory Practices and Behaviors

			As a principal, I:

			17.Discuss the ground rules for the supervisory process in the preconference.

			18.Attempt to respond favorably to teachers’ responses in the preconference.

			19.Correct my own communication patterns after expressing a negative value judgment.

			20.Demonstrate an acceptance of teachers’ ideas.

			21.Rephrase, paraphrase, translate, and/or summarize teachers’ ideas.

			22.Help teachers clarify instructional strategies.

			23.Invite teachers to become more specific by requesting that they elaborate or rephrase their ideas.

			24.Invite teachers to analyze information recorded during the lesson.

			Part IV: Promoting Trusting Relationships

			As a principal, I:

			25.Express my own feelings honestly.

			26.Follow through on commitments to teachers.

			27.Accept responsibility for my actions.

			28.Exhibit an interest in teachers as individuals beyond my role as principal.

			29.Focus on teacher concerns by listening actively, reflectively, and empathetically.

			30.Express willingness to support teachers’ ideas.

			31.Support goals that are within teachers’ abilities.

			32.React to teachers in an appropriate manner when they need support.

			Part V: The Transformational Supervisor

			As a principal, I encourage teachers to:

			33.Understand in greater depth their thinking regarding all aspects of their lessons.

			34.Be cognizant of their educational goals, objectives, and/or instructional strategies.

			35.Identify possible relationships between particular teaching strategies and desired outcomes.

			36.Construct and sequence plans to meet desired student outcomes.

			37.Construct and sequence plans to meet desired teacher outcomes.

			38.Recall student and teacher behavior during their formal observations.

			39.Compare their preplanned instructional strategies with those performed during lessons.

			40.Analyze the achievement of goals, objectives, and outcomes during the lessons.

			41.Hypothesize differences in their goals, objectives, and outcomes if alternative educational strategies had been used in lessons.

			42.Plan future strategies based on their evaluations of the lesson’s goals, objectives, and outcomes.

			As a principal, I:

			43.Identify educational resources needed to assist teachers in creating students’ successes.

			44.Demonstrate consistent supervisory behavior when I work with teachers who have personality types and/or learning styles.

			45.Hold high expectations for myself.

			46.Hold high expectations for teachers.

			47.Invite teachers to identify appropriate modifications of their behaviors as a result of the supervisory process.

			48.Am increasingly aware of how my behavior affects teachers.

			49.Am thorough in my approach to professional activities.

			50.Am continually examining ways to improve the supervisory process.

			51.Am continually examining ways to improve my supervisory performance.

			52.Encourage teachers to experiment with creative educational strategies, teacher, and student behaviors.

			53.Frequently hear from teachers about the spirit of cooperation that exists in our school.

			54.Believe teachers and I are creating a learning environment that promotes success for all students.

			Part VI: Nurturing Reflective Thinking in My School

			55.When students pose unusual questions teachers ask, “What made you think of that?”

			56.Teachers believe that textbooks do not have all the answers.

			57.Teachers believe they should spend time on interesting student ideas rather than covering the content only.

			58.Teachers encourage students to seek alternative solutions to problems.

			59.Teachers encourage students to generate their own questions for and during class discussion.

			60.Few questions posed during our teachers’ classes can be answered with short or one-word answers.

			61.Students in our teachers’ classes spontaneously engage in critiquing each other’s thinking.

			62.Students in our teachers’ classes relate subject matter to experiences in other subjects.

			63.Teachers encourage students to be reflective.

			64.Students often set goals and objectives for their own learning.

			65.Students spend time working collaboratively to solve problems.

			66.We talk about the nature of thinking.

			67.We learn from colleagues by observing each other’s teaching.

			Teachers’ Survey of Their Principals’ Supervisory Practices

			Part I: Purposes of Supervision

			1.The principal clearly agrees with teachers about the purposes of supervision.

			2.The principal’s formal classroom observations are used to promote instructional improvement.

			3.The principal’s nonformal classroom observations are used to promote instructional improvement.

			4.The principal’s nonformal classroom observations are used for evaluation.

			5.The principal decides which classes to visit during formal observations.

			6.The principal generally speaks positively about supervision.

			7.I believe I benefit from my principal’s supervision.

			8.The principal demonstrates supervisory leadership when he/she works with teachers during supervision rather than performing perfunctory duties.

			Part II: Structure and Procedures during Supervision in My School

			During the preconference, the principal encourages me to:

			 9. Clarify goals for my lesson.

			10.Clarify objectives for my lesson.

			11.Clarify teaching strategies for my lesson.

			12.Clarify student achievement assessment techniques to be used during my lesson.

			13.Clarify the data-gathering procedures to be used during my lesson.

			14.Summarize formal and informal assessments from my lesson.

			15.Recall data supporting formal and informal assessments from my lesson.

			16.Compare what I had planned for my lesson with how the lesson actually went.

			17.Infer relationships between my decisions and student achievement during my lesson.

			18.Construct new ways to improve my lesson.

			19.Reflect on the effects of the supervision process by suggesting improvements for the current supervisory process.

			Part III: Supervisory Practices and Behaviors

			My principal:

			20.Discusses the ground rules for the supervisory process in the preconference.

			21.Attempts to respond favorably to my responses in the preconference.

			22.Responds frequently to me in the form of praise.

			23.Corrects his/her own communication patterns after expressing a negative value judgment.

			24.Uses silence effectively to elicit a response from me.

			25.Demonstrates an acceptance of my ideas.

			26.Rephrases, paraphrases, translates, and/or summarizes my ideas.

			27.Helps me clarify my instructional strategies.

			28.Invites me to become more specific by requesting that I elaborate or rephrase my ideas.

			29.Invites me to analyze information recorded during my lesson.

			Part IV: Promoting Trusting Relationships

			My principal:

			30.Expresses his/her own feelings honestly.

			31.Volunteers personal information about himself/herself.

			32.Maintains confidentiality.

			33.Follows through on commitments to me.

			34.Accepts responsibility for his/her actions.

			35.Exhibits an interest in me as an individual beyond his/her role as principal.

			36.Focuses on my concerns by listening actively, reflectively, and empathetically.

			37.Expresses a willingness to support my ideas.

			38.Supports goals that are within my abilities.

			39.Reacts to me in an appropriate manner when I need support.

			Part V: The Transformational Supervisor

			My principal encourages me to:

			40.Understand in greater depth my thinking regarding all aspects of my lessons.

			41.Be cognizant of my educational goals, objectives, and/or instructional strategies.

			42.Identify possible relationships between my particular teaching strategies and desired outcomes.

			43.Construct and sequence plans to meet desired student outcomes.

			44.Construct and sequence plans to meet desired teacher outcomes.

			45.Devise multiple methods to assess student learning.

			46.Recall student and teacher behavior during my formal observations.

			47.Compare my preplanned instructional strategies with those performed during lessons.

			48.Analyze the achievement of goals, objectives, and outcomes during my lessons.

			49.Hypothesize differences in my goals, objectives, and outcomes if alternative educational strategies had been used in my lessons.

			50.Plan future strategies based on my evaluations of my lesson’s goals, objectives, and outcomes.

			My principal:

			51.Identifies educational resources needed to assist me in creating students’ successes.

			52.Demonstrates consistent supervisory behavior when he/she works with me irrespective of my personality type and/or learning style.

			53.Holds high expectations for himself/herself.

			54.Holds high expectations for me.

			55.Invites me to identify appropriate modifications of my behaviors as a result of the supervisory process.

			56.Is increasingly aware of how his/her behavior affects me.

			57.Is thorough of his/her approach to professional activities.

			58.Is continually examining ways to improve the supervisory process.

			59.Is continually examining ways to improve his/her supervisory performance.

			Part VI: Nurturing Reflective Thinking in My School

			60.Encourages me to experiment with creative educational strategies, teacher, and student behaviors.

			61.Frequently hears from teachers about the spirit of cooperation that exists in our school.

			62.Believes he/she is creating with teachers a learning environment that promotes success for all students.

			63.When students pose unusual questions I ask, “What made you think of that?”

			64.I encourage students to seek alternative solutions to problems.

			65.I encourage students to generate their own questions for and during class discussion.

			66.When teaching, I usually move around the classroom.

			67.I encourage students to be reflective.

			68.Students spend time working collaboratively to solve problems.

			69.We learn from colleagues by observing each other’s teaching.

			Scoring: Never = 1; Infrequently = 2; Frequently = 3; and Always = 4.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Audit of Principal Effectiveness

			Valentine, J. W., and Bowman, M. L. (1988). The Audit of Principal Effectiveness: Instrumentation for principalship research. ERIC ED 311 554.

			Comments: The instrument was designed to provide useful feedback to principals about their administrative skills. The development of the various scales was based on the effective school literature, which indicates that principals of more effective schools possess the following characteristics: (1) are assertive instructional leaders, (2) are goal and task oriented, (3) are well organized, (4) convey high expectations for students and staff, (5) define and communicate policies effectively, (6) visit classrooms frequently, (7) are visible and available to students and staff, (8) provide strong support to teachers, and (9) are adept at parent and community relations. Thus, the literature and research of principal effectiveness is used as a foundation for the instrument.

			Scale Construction: Operating with the guidelines, 162 items describing effective principal behavior were identified. These were categorized under 12 theoretical constructs. Because of the length of the instrument, it was divided into two forms—Form A and B with 81 items each.

			Sample: The two forms of the instrument were mailed to 3,660 teachers across the United States. The teachers were randomly selected based on seven geographic regions and by elementary, middle, and high school.

			Validity: Studies dealing with congruent and discriminant validity were provided.

			Factor Analysis: The sample of 3,660 teacher responses was submitted to factor analysis with a varimax rotation. A factor loading of 0.40 or higher was used to retain an item on the factor. A 110-item instruments survived this procedure—55 items on each of Forms A and B. Form A extracted five factors and Form B four factors. The five factors on Form A are instructional management, teacher relations, directional leadership, affective involvement, and affective congruence. Form B produced student orientation, organizational development, organizational linkage, and adaptive leadership.

			References
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			Audit of Principal Effectiveness

			Sample Items

			 1. The principal has high professional expectations and standards for self, faculty, and school.

			 2. The principal encourages changes in the school program that lead to a better school for the students.

			 3. The principal utilizes resources from outside the school to assist in the study, development, implementation, and/or evaluation of the school.

			 4. The principal informs staff of new developments and ideas in education.

			 5. The principal is able to anticipate the effects of decisions.

			 6. The principal utilizes a systematic process for change which is known and understood by the faculty.

			 7. When deserving, teachers are complimented by the principal in a sincere and honest manner.

			 8. The principal takes the time to listen to teachers.

			 9. The principal finds the time to interact with students.

			10.The principal positively reinforces students.

			11.The principal keeps teachers informed about those aspects of the school program of which they should be aware.

			12.The principal communicates to teachers the reasons for administrative practices used in the school.

			13.The principal works with other leaders of the school in the implementation of a team approach to managing the school.

			14.The principal encourages faculty to be sensitive to the needs and values of other faculty in the school.

			15.The principal is knowledgeable of the varied teaching strategies teachers might appropriately utilize during instruction.

			16.The principal maintains an awareness and knowledge of recent research about the learning process.

			17.The principal promotes the diagnosis of individual and group learning needs of students and application of appropriate instruction to meet those needs.

			18.The principal uses objective data such as test scores to make changes in curriculum and staffing.

			Scoring: Respondents are asked to indicate the degree to which each item is descriptive of the skill of an effective principal.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. (© Jerry W. Valentine and Michael L. Bowman.)

			Teacher Attitudes/Beliefs

			Faculty Beliefs about Grades Inventory

			Barnes, L. B. (1997). Development of the Faculty Beliefs about Grades Inventory. Educational and Psychological Measurement 57:459–68.

			Comments: The 24-item FBGI assesses faculty beliefs about norm-referenced and criterion-referenced grading systems as well as their beliefs about the gatekeeping purpose of grades.

			Scale Construction: Items were written based on a thorough review of the literature, interviews with faculty, and personal observations. The pilot inventory had 62 items and was tested on 75 faculty members using alternate forms. As a result of the pilot study, 40 items were retained.

			Sample: The original random sample consisted of 243 tenure-track undergraduate faculty from two universities in the Midwest.

			Reliability: Coefficients of internal consistency were 0.86 for frame of reference and 0.83 for gatekeeping.

			Validity: Content validity was established through the development of the FBGI. Construct validity was obtained through factor analysis.

			Factor Analysis: Although an oblique rotation yielded four factors that accounted for 39 percent of the variance, only the first two factors were interpretable. Therefore, a two-factor solution was accepted. The first factor, frame of reference, contains 13 items (1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 10, 13, 14, 18, 20, 22, 23, and 24). The second factor, gatekeeping, contains 11 items (3, 5, 6, 9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 19, and 21).
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			Faculty Beliefs about Grades Inventory

			 1. The highest scoring student should receive an “A” no matter what the highest score is.

			 2. Differentiating among students on the basis of achievement is a primary purpose of grading.

			 3. The distribution of scores on a well-written major exam following effective instruction should be “piled up” at the upper end of the scale range.

			 4. Instructors should determine cutoffs for grades from the distribution of their students’ scores.

			 5. Courses in which students learn the most are typically those with many high grades.

			 6. Students have little respect for instructors who assign many high grades.

			 7. Comparative grading methods such as grading “on the curve” are the fairest ways of evaluating student performance.

			 8. Preset performance standards developed by instructors for assigning grades are, for the most part, arbitrary and meaningless.

			 9. A final exam in which all students score quite high is probably too easy, no matter how well students know the material.

			10.Grades should indicate to students where they stand relative to their peers.

			11.Leniency in grading constitutes inaccurate feedback and is detrimental to student progress.

			12.Generally, a high percentage of “As” in class indicates low standards or a lack of rigor in assessing achievement.

			13.A grade should reflect the degree to which a student has mastered course objectives, without regard for his/her ranking in the class.

			14.The highest scoring student on an exam should receive an “A” only if that student’s score is above a pre-established cutoff.

			15.Departments with high grade point averages generally have lower academic standards.

			16.Leniency in grading reduces the value of a college degree.

			17.Even with effective instruction the idea that half the class deserves “As” is unreasonable.

			18.To be fair, an instructor should try to avoid making comparisons among students in evaluating achievement.

			19.The distribution of scores on a well-written major exam following effective instruction should be approximately bell-shaped.

			20.A student’s grade should be determined by his/her own performance and not be influenced by how well classmates do.

			21.It is theoretically possible for every student in my class to earn an “A.”

			22.When I assign course grades, the number or percentage of students in each grade category is an important factor in grading decisions.

			23.If the class average on an exam is quite a bit lower than expected, I would adjust the grades upward.

			24.I do not believe in “curving” the grades.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree = 7; Agree = 6; Unsure but tend to Agree = 5; Neither Agree nor Disagree = 4; Unsure but tend to Disagree = 3; Disagree = 2; and Strongly Disagree = 1. For scoring purposes, the following items are reversed: 3, 5, 13, 14, 18, 20, 21, and 24.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Affective Work Competencies Inventory

			Brauchle, P. E., et al. (1983). The factorial validity of the Affective Work Competencies Inventory. Educational and Psychological Measurement 43:603–9.

			Comments: The 45-item Affective Work Competencies Inventory (AWCI) measures five work attitudes and habits that represent intrinsic value components. According to the authors, it is possible that the most effective method of teaching affective work competencies for job success is through student emulation of teacher behavior.

			Sample: The AWCI was administered to 798 industrial workers, 567 industrial supervisors, and 120 vocational educators. The responses of 1,485 people were examined to study their perceptions of affective work competencies.

			Reliability: Kuder-Richardson formula 20 estimates for the five factors were: 0.64 (ambition), 0.80 (self-control), 0.76 (organization), 0.89 (enthusiasm), and 0.79 (conscientiousness). They ranged from a high of 0.89 (enthusiasm) to a low of 0.64 (ambition).

			Validity: Content validity was established through the development of the AWCI. The original instrument contained 95 items in 15 competency clusters. Factor analysis was undertaken as a way of establishing the construct validity of the instrument.

			Factor Analysis: A principal components factor analysis with a varimax orthogonal rotation yielded five factors with loadings above 0.35. The five factors accounted for 76.3 percent of the variance. The five factors are: four items on ambition (31, 46, 1, and 32); eight items on self-control (65, 82, 55, 10, 69, 40, 36, and 94); four items on organization (57, 80, 92, and 83); 16 items on enthusiasm (86, 75, 89, 77, 70, 95, 93, 64, 78, 66, 48, 79, 88, 71, 67, and 76); and 13 items on conscientiousness (30, 39, 19, 16, 58, 68, 60, 81, 24, 72, 90, 45, and 74).
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			Affective Work Competencies Inventory

			 1. Setting personal work/job goals

			 2. Setting goals for self-improvement

			 3. Acquiring new skills to advance in job

			 4. Participating in group activities

			 5. Becoming angry at others

			 6. Blowing my stack

			 7. Getting angry

			 8. Controlling temper

			 9. Staying angry or upset all day

			10.Maintaining even temperament

			11.Complaining

			12.Complaining about job tasks

			13.Keeping work area clear

			14.Keeping work area clean and organized

			15.Keeping supplies neatly arranged

			16.Keeping records and files in order

			17.Working hard to accomplish new goals

			18.Accepting challenging assignments

			19.Putting forth extra effort

			20.Adjusting to change

			21.Completing difficult tasks

			22.Performing work eagerly

			23.Speaking favorably of future work assignments

			24.Completing work without constant supervision

			25.Responding to greetings from coworkers

			26.Listening to instructions

			27.Adjusting to various work situations

			28.Reading directions

			29.Organizing work activities

			30.Returning material and equipment to places

			31.Practicing safe work habits

			32.Volunteering suggestions

			33.Avoiding work

			34.Disturbing others who try to work

			35.Reminded by others to begin work

			36.Pushing work onto other workers

			37.Saying one will do something and not doing it

			38.Talking out of turn at group meetings

			39.Gazing out the window or at the clock

			40.Annoying other people

			41.Interrupting others

			42.Being late for work or meetings

			43.Working hard only when someone is watching

			44.Losing interest in work

			45.Arguing about job assignments

			Scoring: A Likert scale is used to measure work attitudes, values, and habits.

			Reprinted with permission of Gregory Petty.

			Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory

			Cook, W. W., et al. (1951). Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory. Psychological Corporation, 555 Academic Court, San Antonio, TX 78204-2498.

			Comments: The 150-item Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI) is used to assess attitudes that determine how well a teacher will get along with students. MTAI scores have been reported as unstable during the time between preservice and regular classroom teaching. The scores can be used to identify attitudes along a continuum that ranges from traditional to progressive.

			Scale Construction: Leeds wrote 378 items in both positive and negative statements based on a review of the literature on teacher-pupil interaction. Two groups of 100 teachers (identified as superior or inferior) responded to the statements. One hundred sixty-four items differentiated between these two teacher groups. Another sample of 100 teachers participated. The final form of the MTAI contains 129 items that were developed by Leeds and 21 items developed by Callis.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 100 teachers who were identified as superior teachers and 100 teachers who were identified as inferior teachers. Another sample of 100 teachers in grades 4 through 6 responded to the inventory.

			Factor Analysis: Yee and Fruchter factor analyzed the MTAI. Orthogonal varimax rotations yielded five factors. Only items with factor loading above 0.42 are reported. Sixty items met this criterion. Children’s irresponsible tendencies and lack of self-control contains 20 items (19, 21, 23, 24, 35, 36, 52, 54, 63, 65, 75, 76, 80, 92, 109, 110, 114, 116, 126, and 128); conflict between teachers’ and pupils’ interests contains 15 items (20, 34, 99, 119, 121, 124, 131, 132, 133, 134, 136, 137, 141, 144, and 149); rigidity and severity in handling pupils contains 12 items (13, 27, 47, 72, 81, 85, 86, 88, 103, 115, 118, and 129); pupils independence in learning contains seven items (15, 16, 53, 64, 71, 77, and 93); and pupils’ acquiescence to the teacher contains six items (1, 90, 101, 107, 113, and 146). The first three factors are related to traditionalism, while the last two factors are related to progressivism.

			Validity: Based upon Leed’s study, correlations with principals’ ratings were 0.46, 0.59 with observers’ ratings, and 0.31 with students’ ratings. Based upon Callis’s study, correlations were 0.19 with principals’ ratings, 0.40 with observers’ ratings, and 0.49 with students’ ratings.

			Reliability: Corrected split-half reliability was 0.93.
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			Scoring: Strongly Agree; Agree; Undecided or Uncertain; Disagree; and Strongly Disagree. Responses are scored +1, 0, or −1. Therefore, scores range from −150 to +150. Yee and Kriewall scored items +2, +1, 0, −1, and −2.

			Sample Items

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							5.

						
							
							Teaching never gets monotonous.

						
					

					
							
							106.

						
							
							A teacher should not be expected to do more work than he is paid for.

						
					

					
							
							144.

						
							
							Teachers can be in the wrong as well as pupils.

						
					

				
			

			From the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory. Copyright 1951 by the Psychological Corporation. Reproduced by permission. All rights reserved.

			Behavior Intervention Rating Scale

			Elliott, S. N., and Treuting, M. V. B. (1991). The Behavior Intervention Rating Scale: Development and validation of a pretreatment acceptability and effectiveness measure. Journal of School Psychology 29:43–51.

			Comments: The 24-item Behavior Intervention Rating Scale (BIRS) assesses teachers’ perceptions of treatment acceptability and effectiveness. Nine new statements that measure treatment effectiveness were added to the 15-item Intervention Rating Scale (IRS) (Martens et al., 1985) to create this scale. The IRS measures treatment acceptability and has a reliability coefficient of 0.98.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of 216 teachers who were enrolled in graduate courses at two universities in Louisiana. Over 80 percent were regular education teachers, while the others were special education teachers. All the teachers were volunteers.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficients were 0.97 (acceptability), 0.92 (effectiveness), and 0.87 (time). The total scale alpha was 0.97.

			Validity: Content validity was established through operationalizing the constructs of treatment acceptability and treatment effectiveness. Construct validity was established through factor analytic procedures. Concurrent validity was established through correlational comparisons between the Semantic Differential (Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957) and the BIRS.

			Factor Analysis: Three factors were extracted with an oblique rotation. The three factors accounted for 73.6 percent of the total variance. Only items with loadings greater than 0.50 were retained on the factor. In addition, factor loadings had to be 0.30 or less on the other two factors to be retained. The three factors are: acceptability (all 15 statements from the IRP), effectiveness (seven of the new statements), and time (the remaining two new statements). Factor matrices are presented.
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			Behavior Intervention Rating Scale

			 1. This would be an acceptable intervention for the child’s problem behavior.

			 2. Most teachers would find this intervention appropriate for behavior problems in addition to the one described.

			 3. The intervention should prove effective in changing the child’s problem behavior.

			 4. I would suggest the use of this intervention to other teachers.

			 5. The child’s behavior problem is severe enough to warrant use of this intervention.

			 6. Most teachers would find this intervention suitable for the behavior problem described.

			 7. I would be willing to use this in the classroom setting.

			 8. The intervention would not result in negative side effects for the child.

			 9. The intervention would be appropriate intervention for a variety of children.

			10.The intervention is consistent with those I have used in classroom settings.

			11.The intervention was a fair way to handle the child’s problem behavior.

			12.The intervention is reasonable for the behavior problem described.

			13.I like the procedures used in the intervention.

			14.This intervention was a good way to handle this child’s behavior problem.

			15.Overall, the intervention would be beneficial for the child.

			16.The intervention would quickly improve the child’s behavior.

			17.The intervention would produce a lasting improvement in the child’s behavior.

			18.The intervention would improve the child’s behavior to the point that it would not noticeably deviate from other classmates’ behavior.

			19.Soon after using the intervention, the teacher would notice a positive change in the problem behavior.

			20.The child’s behavior will remain at an improved level even after the intervention is discontinued.

			21.Using the intervention should not only improve the child’s behavior in the classroom, but also in other settings (e.g., other classrooms, home).

			22.When comparing this child with a well-behaved peer before and after use of the intervention, the child’s and the peer’s behavior would be more alike after using the intervention.

			23.The intervention should produce enough improvement in the child’s behavior so the behavior no longer is a problem in the classroom.

			24.Other behaviors related to the problem behavior also are likely to be improved by the intervention.

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Slightly Disagree = 3; Slightly Agree = 4; Agree = 5; Strongly Agree = 6.

			Reprinted with permission of Stephen N. Elliot, Professor, University of Wisconsin-Madison.

			Teachers’ Beliefs about Administrators Scale

			Feldman, D., and Gerstein, L. H. (1988). A factor analytic study of three teacher belief scales. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and Development 21:72–80.

			Comments: The 12-item Teachers’ Beliefs about Administrators (TBA) scale can be used to determine how teachers feel about their administrative support systems. In addition to the TBA scale, the authors also developed the Teachers’ Beliefs about Parents Scale and the Perceptions of Parental Beliefs Concerning Teachers. Psychometric information for all three scales is included in the article. All three scales could be used to determine the content and quality of the relationships among teachers, parents, and administrators.

			Scale Construction: A review of the literature on administrative responsibilities and previous studies on teacher attitudes toward administrators were studied in order to identify concepts. Five education professors and six doctoral students sorted concepts (100 percent interrater agreement).

			Sample: The sample consisted of 462 teachers who were taking graduate courses at three state universities in Arizona, Indiana, and Texas.

			Reliability: The scale had an alpha (Cronbach) coefficient of 0.92.

			Validity: Content validity was established by scale construction. Construct validity was established by factor analytic procedures.

			Factor Analysis: Principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation yielded one factor with 12 items. The final factor solution was cross-validated. These beliefs centered on administrative leadership, administrative partnership, and administrative support.

			Data Analysis: Factor analysis was undertaken to establish a meaningful factor structure and to eliminate items. Tests for reliability were run to determine the internal consistency of the scale. Factor loadings, means, and standard deviations were reported.
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			Teachers’ Beliefs about Administrators

			I believe that Administrators

			 1. Know that beginning teachers need time to become master teachers.

			 2. Realize that teacher training in classroom discipline does not imply that teacher’s sovereign territory of total management of problem behavior.

			 3. Support both parents and teachers, seeking to develop common ground with mutual regard and respect.

			 4. Seek to discover on a firsthand basis, in the environment of noted conflict, possible solutions.

			 5. Resolve problems between parents and teachers that maintain the “face” or “egos” of both parties.

			 6. Serve as an equivalent partner in behavior management responsibility.

			 7. Display academic leadership.

			 8. Display school discipline leadership.

			 9. Develop positive school climate.

			10.Want to improve their interactions with parents.

			11.Want to improve their interactions with teachers.

			12.Are partners in the educational process.

			Scoring: A percentage likelihood scaling format (0–100 percent) with 10-point intervals is used.

			Reprinted with permission of D. Feldman and L. H. Gerstein. (1988). Teachers’ beliefs about administrators scale. Yorktown, IN: Educational Technology Resources.

			Middle School Attitude Inventory

			Gillan, R. E. (1978). The Middle School Questionnaire. ERIC ED 160 617.

			Comments: The Middle School Questionnaire is made up of five measures. They are: a Professional Description Survey, Middle School Employment Survey, Professional Recommendations Survey, Middle School Concept List, and the Middle School Attitude Inventory. The focus in this description is on the Middle School Attitude Inventory. The 30-item Middle School Attitude Inventory assesses teachers’ attitudes toward the middle school.

			Scale Construction: The surveys were constructed as a result of meetings with school administrators, middle school teachers, university faculty, and a thorough review of the literature on middle schools. A pilot study was conducted to refine the surveys. In addition, college faculty were involved in content validation.

			Sample: The sample for the pilot study consisted of 30 middle school teachers. They were instructed to select 15 items that they strongly agreed with and 15 items that they strongly disagreed with out of a total of 60 items. Based on the results of group consensus (Delphi technique), 30 bipolar statements were developed. A field study was conducted with 45 certified middle school teachers and 45 teachers who were certified at a different school level.

			Data Analysis: One-way analysis of variance was conducted on the Middle School Attitude Inventory to decide whether or not significant differences existed between the two groups. Chi-square analysis was performed on the School Concept List to decide whether or not significant differences existed between the two groups. Significant differences were found in four domains.

			Middle School Attitude Inventory

			 1. The development of the middle school has given improved status to intermediate grade education.

			 2. A competitive atmosphere in the academic program as well as co-curricular activities will best prepare the student for real life.

			 3. The middle school teacher is responsible for the establishment of an effective learning environment and the student for learning.

			 4. The middle school provides an environment which specializes in helping the student make a smooth transition from childhood to adolescence.

			 5. Flexible scheduling provides for efficient use of teacher time and permits more effective instructional planning.

			 6. The middle school facilitates the reorganization of teacher education to provide three areas of specialized training (elementary, middle, and secondary).

			 7. Present undergraduate education programs adequately prepare both elementary and secondary teachers for the middle school.

			 8. In the middle school organization it is probably best that the lower grades (5 and 6) remain as self-contained classes.

			 9. The effective teacher must be able to anticipate change and adjust to changing situation, and to help the student do the same.

			10.Since children in grades 6–9 are undergoing common experiences, little developmental difference is noted.

			11.The middle school program stresses academic exploration as opposed to subject centered concentration.

			12.The diagnosing and prescription for individual learning problems can best be accomplished through formal evaluation by the counselor or a testing team.

			13.The middle school allows the student to begin studying academically challenging subjects under a subject specialist at a younger age.

			14.The academic program of the middle school should emphasize how to learn through student exploration.

			15.The six-period day should be introduced by grade 7 in order to prepare the students for the Carnegie Unit in high school.

			16.Individual reading skills can be best developed by a separate middle school course in reading and spelling.

			17.The nature of the middle school program requires that each teacher also function as a guidance counselor.

			18.The middle school should place emphasis on student self direction and learner independence through joint student teacher planning.

			19.The academic purpose of the middle school is to provide the student with a strong background for high school studies in the four basic academic disciplines.

			20.The teacher should help the student develop a learning sequence appropriate to his level based on formal and informal diagnosis of ability and achievement.

			21.The only difference between a middle school and a junior high school is the grade organization.

			22.Future education (education for change) should be confined to high school grades as most preadolescence have not developed the conceptual processes such education requires.

			23.Developmentally, children in grades 6–8 are probably more alike than children in grades 7–9.

			24.Since most elementary and secondary teacher training programs overlap at the middle school grades, there is little need for a special program at this level.

			25.The middle school facilitates the introduction in grades 5 and 6 of some specialization and team teaching in staff patterns.

			26.Content area reading instruction should be a primary responsibility of each middle school teacher.

			27.One of the most serious problems of the middle school program is the lack of teachers trained specifically for the middle school.

			28.The mastery of concepts and skills in the four basic academic disciplines should be the primary goal of the middle school program.

			29.Guidance and counseling in the middle school program should be practiced by and limited to those professionally prepared and certified in the field.

			30.The middle school program should strive to lessen competition in all phases of the student’s life.

			Scoring: A five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree is used on the Middle School Attitude Inventory. A “right” response has a value of plus one, while a “wrong” response has a value of minus one. On the Middle School Concept List, respondents are instructed to select 10 concepts that are the most important to a middle school program.

			Reprinted with permission of Dr. Robert E. Gillan, Northwestern State University.

			Teacher Attitude Inventory

			Glascock, C. H. (1996). Teachers’ perceptions of the principal/superintendent relationship and school climate: Do they correlate? PhD dissertation, Louisiana State University.

			Comments: The 14-item TAI examines the perceptions of teachers regarding the relationship between their principal and their superintendent. The TAI is currently being further refined.

			Sample: A multistaged sampling procedure was used to select elementary and high schools. Study one involved 252 teachers from five elementary and three high schools. Study two involved 270 teachers from 19 elementary and seven high schools.

			Reliability: For study one, the Alpha coefficient was 0.77 with items 1–5 and 7 deleted. For study two, the alpha coefficient was 0.78 with items 1–5 and 7 deleted.

			Validity: A panel of six experts analyzed the TAI on at least three occasions. According to the author, the purpose of study one was to establish the construct validity and reliability of the TAI, while the purpose of the second study was to validate the factor analytic results of the first study.

			Factor Analysis: A desired two-factor solution (independence and influence) was not confirmed. The TAI is a general measure of the relationship between the principal and the superintendent. The one-factor solution with eight items accounts for almost 31 percent of the variance in both studies.

			Data Analysis: Means and standard deviations by item (6 and 8–14) are included.
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			Teacher Attitude Inventory

			 1. When teachers in our school push for curriculum changes, principal must get the approval of the superintendent before agreeing to these changes.

			 2. If the principal thinks it’s better for our school, he/she will modify some district policies without consulting the superintendent.

			 3. The superintendent transfers teachers into and out of our school without consulting the principal.

			 4. When it comes to hiring teachers at our school, the principal usually gets who he/she wants.

			 5. The principal determines how some funds are spent at our school without consulting the superintendent; for example, funds raised by the school for staff development or supplies.

			 6. When parents, who have difficulty with a teacher in our school, go over the principal’s head to the superintendent, the superintendent usually intervenes and tells the principal what to do.

			 7. The principal must have the superintendent’s permission before raising money from businesses in the community.

			 8. Teachers can get needed resources, such as overhead projector and materials, because the principal has a good working relationship with the superintendent.

			 9. The principal’s explanations about parental concerns are disregarded by the superintendent when making decisions.

			10.When teachers in our school want permission to try new instructional techniques, the principal is able to convince the superintendent to allow it.

			11.When teachers ask the principal to request extra resources for our school, like new computers, the principal is able to get those resources from the superintendent.

			12.The principal is able to persuade the superintendent to support new programs for our school.

			13.The principal does not seem able to influence the superintendent in hiring teachers for our school.

			14.The superintendent seldom supports the principal’s requests or additional funding for our school.

			Scoring: A five-point Likert scale ranges from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. There is a No Opinion response that receives a score of zero. A low score shows that teachers don’t observe a high level of independence and influence occurring in relationship between the principal and superintendent.

			Reprinted with permission of Catherine H. Glascock © 1996.

			Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire

			Marchant, G. J., and Bowers, N. D. (1990). An attitude inventory for research-based effective teaching behaviors. Educational and Psychological Measurement 50:167–74.

			Comments: The 36-item Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire (TBQ) could be used for preservice and postservice teacher training. In addition, it could also be used to select and screen teachers and principals. Teacher education programs might use the results to identify areas for training.

			Scale Construction: The research on effective teaching was reviewed and the following six categories related to teaching generated the items for the TBQ: instructional design and structure; active teaching; giving information; questioning the student; reacting to student responses; and handling seatwork and homework assignments. A pilot test was conducted on four graduate classes of 60 teachers.

			Sample: Three hundred teachers, 100 principals, 50 college education faculty, and 50 undergraduate education students from Illinois, Indiana, and Wisconsin participated in the study.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient for the TBQ was 0.76. Reliabilities for each group are provided. They ranged from a high of 0.78 (college education faculty) to a low of 0.62 (undergraduate education students).

			Data Analysis: Means and standard deviations are presented for each group in the sample. Item-total correlations were computed. The distribution of the data was studied to prove normality. Significant differences among the various groups have been identified.
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			Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire

			 1. The teacher should allow the students to figure out the main idea of a lesson on their own.

			 2. The teacher should provide drill and practice after each skill or section taught.

			 3. The teacher should explain assignments and go over practice examples with the students before they are allowed to work independently.

			 4. The teacher should monitor the progress of each student daily.

			 5. The teacher should spend most of the class time teaching the student as one whole group.

			 6. The teacher should sit at the teacher’s desk while the students are doing seat work, and have students come up to the desk when they need help.

			 7. The teacher should call on both volunteering and nonvolunteering students after asking a question in class.

			 8. The teacher should redirect relevant student questions to the class and incorporate comments into the lesson.

			 9. The teacher should expect all of the students to master the course content.

			10.The teacher should quickly ask the class another question when a student gives an incorrect answer to a question asked in class.

			11.The teacher should not let the students know which assignments are for a grade and which are for practice.

			12.The teacher should introduce classroom rules and procedures one-at-a-time as they become necessary throughout the year.

			13.The teacher should make class presentations of less than 20 minutes.

			14.The teacher should wait at least 3 seconds after asking a question in class before calling on a student.

			15.The teacher should convey a strong sense of enthusiasm to the students.

			16.The teacher should receive 60 to 80 percent correct by most of the students on assignments that the students are expected to work on independently.

			17.The teacher should rephrase the question to the student when an incorrect answer is given in class.

			18.The teacher should continue to work on problem material when performance on assignments is poor.

			19.The teacher should only call on volunteering students after asking a question in class.

			20.The teacher should move around the classroom during the time that the students are working independently at their seats.

			21.The teacher should stick to the lesson regardless of student comments.

			22.The teacher should primarily emphasize academic instruction in the classroom.

			23.The teacher should expect about half of the students to master the curriculum.

			24.The teacher should not use praise excessively in the classroom.

			25.The teacher should save drill and practice until the students have a number of skills to practice.

			26.The teacher should often use unfamiliar and abstract words in classroom lessons and presentations.

			27.The teacher should inform the students exactly what determines the grade on an assignment.

			28.The teacher should overtly acknowledge correct answers that a student gives to a question asked in class.

			29.The teacher should expect the students to figure out instructions as part of an assignment.

			30.The teacher should identify the main ideas of a lesson during the lesson and at the end of the lesson.

			31.The teacher should continue to the next scheduled unit when performance is poor, and in the future the teacher should avoid material similar to that which the students had problems.

			32.The teacher should receive 90 to 100 percent correct by most of the students on assignments that students are expected to work on independently.

			33.The teacher should spend time at the beginning of the school year teaching classroom rules and procedures.

			34.The teacher should monitor the progress of each individual student every two to four weeks.

			35.The teacher should begin lessons and presentations to the class with a review or an overview of the material.

			36.The teacher should immediately call on a student after asking a question in class.

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 4; Disagree = 3; Agree = 2; and Strongly Agree = 1. The scoring is reversed for the following items: 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 22, 24, 27, 28, 30, 32, 33, and 35.

			Reprinted with permission of Gregory J. Marchant, Educational Psychology, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306-0595.

			Attitudes and Beliefs on Classroom Control Inventory

			Martin, N. K., Yin, Z., and Baldwin, B. (1997). Attitudes and beliefs regarding classroom management style: Differences between male and female, urban and rural secondary level teachers. Paper presented at the American Educational Research Association. ERIC ED 404 738.

			Comments: The 26-item inventory assesses teachers’ perceptions of their classroom management attitudes and behaviors. The Attitudes and Beliefs on Classroom Control (ABCC) was previously known as the Inventory of Classroom Management Style. Items were written based upon actual classroom experiences and observations as well as suggestions from experts in the field.

			Sample: The sample consisted of 282 teachers from three school districts located in the southwestern part of the United States.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficients were 0.82 (instructional management), 0.69 (people management), and 0.69 (behavior management).

			Validity: Structural validity was confirmed by means of factor analytic procedures. The concurrent validity of the ABCC was examined by comparing the scores on the ABCC with the scores of the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF) Form A.

			Factor Analysis: The results of an orthogonal varimax factor analysis yielded three subscales: 14 items on instructional management (1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 14, 18, 21, 22, 24, and 26); eight items on people management (3, 4, 9, 12, 15, 17, 23, and 25); and four items on behavior management (13, 16, 19, and 20).

			Data Analysis: Scale means and standard deviations are presented as well as the results of an item analysis.
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			Attitudes and Beliefs on Classroom Control Inventory

			 1. I believe the teacher should direct the students’ transition from one learning activity to another.

			 2. I believe it’s important to continuously monitor students’ learning behavior during seatwork.

			 3. I believe students should create their own daily routines as this fosters development of responsibility.

			 4. I believe students will be successful in school if allowed the freedom to pursue their own interests.

			 5. I believe the teacher should decide what topics the students study and the tasks used to study them.

			 6. During the first week of class, I will announce the classroom rules and inform students of the penalties for disregarding the rules.

			 7. The teacher knows best how to allocate classroom materials and supplies to optimize learning.

			 8. When a student bothers other students, I will immediately tell the student to be quiet and stop it.

			 9. I believe class rules stifle the students’ ability to develop a personal moral code.

			10.While teaching a lesson on library skills, a student begins to talk about the research she is doing for her book report. I would remind the student that the class has to finish the lesson before the end of the class period.

			11.I believe teachers should require student compliance and respect for law and order.

			12.When moving from one learning activity to another, I will allow students to progress at their own rate.

			13.If students agree that a classroom rule is unfair, then I would replace it with one that students think is fair.

			14.I believe students need the structure of a daily routine that is organized and implemented by the teacher.

			15.I allow students to select their own seats.

			16.When students behave appropriately, I will provide a reward of some kind such as points toward a party or free time.

			17.I believe students should judge the quality of their own work rather than rely on what the teacher tells them.

			18.I believe students will be successful in school if they listen to the adults who know what’s best for them.

			19.I believe students should choose the learning topics and tasks.

			20.During the first week of class, I will allow the students to come up with a set of classroom rules.

			21.I believe the primary purpose of homework is to provide drill and practice of skills learned in the classroom.

			22.I believe that students need direction in how to work together.

			23.Students in my classroom are free to use any materials they wish during the learning process.

			24.I specify a set time for each learning activity and try to stay within my plans.

			25.I believe friendliness, courtesy, and respect for fellow students is something that students have to learn firsthand through free interaction.

			26.I believe class rules are important because they shape the student’s behavior and development.

			Scoring: There are four responses for each item: Describes me very well = 4; Describes me usually = 3; Describes me somewhat = 2; and Describes me not at all = 1. The scoring is reversed for statements 3, 4, 9, 12, 13, 15, 17, 19, 10, 13, and 25. The higher the score, the more controlling (interventionist). Three separate scale scores are produced. 

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Occupational Work Ethic Inventory

			Hill, R. B., and Petty, G. C. (1995). A new look at selected employability skills: A factor analysis of the occupational work ethic. Journal of Vocational Education Research 20:59–73.

			Comments: The 50-item Occupational Work Ethic Inventory (OEWI) (Petty, 1991) assesses the intrinsic aspect of the workplace. The work ethic factors provide a research base for educators who are preparing students for the transition from school to work. It has been validated with over 2,279 workers.

			Sample: The sample for the most recent study consisted of 1,151 employees in private and public organizations in the Southeast. In a previous study (1994), over 2,220 employees from six occupational groups were surveyed.

			Reliability: In a pilot study, the alpha correlation was 0.95. In additional studies, the alpha coefficients ranged from 0.90 (Hatcher) to 0.95 (Hill).

			Validity: Content validity was established by choosing items from a review of the literature on work attitudes, work values, and work habits. The items were reviewed by a panel of experts. Another panel of experts sorted the original items into categories. This process was repeated until consensus was reached. The four categories were: dependable, ambitious, considerate, and cooperative. Several factor analytic studies were conducted to establish the construct validity of the OWEI.

			Factor Analysis: A principal components factor analysis with a varimax orthogonal rotation yielded four factors. The four factors are: 15 items on interpersonal skills (17, 22, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 37, 41, 42, 43, 46, 47, 48, and 50); 16 items on initiative (5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 14, 15, 18, 20, 27, 35, 36, 38, 40, 45, and 49); seven items on being dependable (1, 3, 4, 8, 12, 16, and 23); 10 items on reversed items (9, 13, 21, 24, 25, 26, 30, 34, 39, and 44).

			Data Analysis: Factor loadings, item means, and standard deviations are reported.

			References
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			Occupational Work Ethic Inventory

			At work I can describe myself as:

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							dependable

						
							
							5.

						
							
							independent

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							stubborn

						
							
							6.

						
							
							ambitious

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							following regulations

						
							
							7.

						
							
							effective

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							following directions

						
							
							8.

						
							
							reliable

						
					

					
							
							9.

						
							
							tardy

						
							
							30.

						
							
							apathetic

						
					

					
							
							10.

						
							
							initiating

						
							
							31.

						
							
							pleasant

						
					

					
							
							11.

						
							
							perceptive

						
							
							32.

						
							
							cooperative

						
					

					
							
							12.

						
							
							honest

						
							
							33.

						
							
							hardworking

						
					

					
							
							13.

						
							
							irresponsible

						
							
							34.

						
							
							rude

						
					

					
							
							14.

						
							
							efficient

						
							
							35.

						
							
							orderly

						
					

					
							
							15.

						
							
							adaptable

						
							
							36.

						
							
							enthusiastic

						
					

					
							
							16.

						
							
							careful

						
							
							37.

						
							
							cheerful

						
					

					
							
							17.

						
							
							appreciative

						
							
							38.

						
							
							persistent

						
					

					
							
							18.

						
							
							accurate

						
							
							39.

						
							
							hostile

						
					

					
							
							19.

						
							
							emotionally stable

						
							
							40.

						
							
							dedicated

						
					

					
							
							20.

						
							
							conscientious

						
							
							41.

						
							
							devoted

						
					

					
							
							21.

						
							
							depressed

						
							
							42.

						
							
							courteous

						
					

					
							
							22.

						
							
							patient

						
							
							43.

						
							
							considerate

						
					

					
							
							23.

						
							
							punctual

						
							
							44.

						
							
							careless

						
					

					
							
							24.

						
							
							devious

						
							
							45.

						
							
							productive

						
					

					
							
							25.

						
							
							selfish

						
							
							46.

						
							
							well groomed

						
					

					
							
							26.

						
							
							negligent

						
							
							47.

						
							
							friendly

						
					

					
							
							27.

						
							
							persevering

						
							
							48.

						
							
							loyal

						
					

					
							
							28.

						
							
							likable

						
							
							49.

						
							
							resourceful

						
					

					
							
							29.

						
							
							helpful

						
							
							50.

						
							
							modest

						
					

				
			

			Scoring: 1 = Never; 2 = Almost Never; 3 = Seldom; 4 = Sometimes; 5 = Usually; 6 = Almost Always; and 7 = Always.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. (For additional information contact George C. Petty, Department of Human Resource Development, University of Tennessee at Knoxville, Knoxville, TN 37996-2755.)

			Teacher Multicultural Attitude Survey

			Ponterotto, J. G., et al. (1998). Development and initial score validation of the Teacher Multicultural Attitude Survey. Educational and Psychological Measurement 58:1002–16.

			Comments: The 20-item Teacher Multicultural Attitude Survey (TMAS) assesses the multicultural awareness of teachers (K–12).

			Scale Construction: Based upon a thorough review of the literature, the initial item pool consisted of 50 items dealing with multicultural sensitivity and competence. After the research team (professor and three graduate students) evaluated the items, 31 items were left. Ten additional graduate students then evaluated these items (80 percent agreement). The original version of the TMAS contained 30 items. In addition, two focus groups were held. The TMAS was revised as a result of factor analytic procedures.

			Sample: There were a total of 429 (teachers and teacher education students) people from New York, New Jersey, and New Hampshire who participated in Study 1. Study 2 consisted of 227 teacher education graduate students.

			Reliability: The alpha coefficient for the 30-item TMAS was 0.82. The alpha coefficient for the 20-item TMAS was 0.86. The theta coefficient was 0.89. Test-retest reliability over a three-week period (16 students) was 0.80.

			Validity: Evidence for construct and criterion validity are provided.

			Factor Analysis: Although the results of a principal components factor analysis yielded four factors, the first factor accounted for 32.5 percent of the common variance. Therefore, a forced, one-factor procedure was employed (18 items had factor loadings above 0.35). These results were consistent with the findings in Study 1 that multicultural awareness is a single factor.

			Data Analysis: Means, standard deviations, factor structure coefficients, and item-total correlations are reported.
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			Ponterotto, J. G., et al. (1995). Development and initial validation of the Quick Discrimination Index (QDI). Educational and Psychological Measurement 55:1016–31.

			Zygmunt-Fillwalk, E. M. (2003). Potential for change: The effects of curricular intervention on preservice education students’ attitudes toward multicultural teaching and learning. PhD dissertation, Ball State University.

			Teacher Multicultural Attitude Inventory

			 1. I find teaching a culturally diverse student group rewarding.

			 2. Teaching methods need to be adapted to meet the needs of a culturally diverse student group.

			 3. Sometimes I think there is too much emphasis placed on multicultural awareness and training for teachers.

			 4. Teachers have the responsibility to be aware of their students’ cultural backgrounds.

			 5. I frequently invite extended family members (e.g., cousins, grandparents, godparents) to attend parent-teacher conferences.

			 6. It is not the teacher’s responsibility to encourage pride in one’s culture.

			 7. As classrooms become more culturally diverse, the teacher’s job becomes increasingly challenging.

			 8. I believe the teacher’s role needs to be redefined to address the needs of students from culturally diverse backgrounds.

			 9. When dealing with bilingual students, some teachers may misinterpret different communication styles as behavioral problems.

			10.As classrooms become more culturally diverse, the teacher’s job becomes increasingly rewarding.

			11.I can learn a great deal from students with culturally different backgrounds.

			12.Multicultural training for teachers is not necessary.

			13.In order to be an effective teacher, one needs to be aware of cultural differences present in the classroom.

			14.Multicultural awareness training can help me work more effectively with a diverse student population.

			15.Students should learn to communicate in English only.

			16.Today’s curriculum gives undue importance to multiculturalism and diversity.

			17.I am aware of the diversity of cultural backgrounds in my classroom.

			18.Regardless of the racial and ethnic makeup of my class, it is important for all students to be aware of multicultural diversity.

			19.Being multiculturally aware is not relevant for the subject I teach.

			20.Teaching students about cultural diversity will only create conflict in the classroom.

			Scoring: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Uncertain = 3; Agree = 4; and Strongly Agree = 5.

			The scoring is reversed for items 3, 6, 12, 15, 16, 19, and 20. High scores represent greater appreciation and awareness of issues regarding multicultural teaching.

			Reprinted with permission of the author. (The reader may not xerox and use the instrument without writing first to Dr. Joseph G. Ponterotto, Professor, Division of Psychological and Educational Services, Room 1008, Fordham University at Lincoln Center, 113 West 60th Street, New York, NY 10023-7478 to request latest reliability and validity data, the user permission form, and the latest instrument version and score directions.)

			Educational Beliefs Questionnaire

			Silvernail, D. L. (1992). The development and factor structure of the Educational Beliefs Questionnaire. Educational and Psychological Measurement 52:663–67.

			Comments: The 20-item Educational Beliefs Questionnaire (EBQ) measures beliefs about five educational concepts by using five educational philosophies. Additional research will determine whether the three-factor solution is viable. The author suggests using a structured interview in addition to the EBQ to see if the verbal beliefs and written beliefs of participants are congruent. This would provide an alternate way of determining the validity of the EBQ.

			Scale Construction: This 67-item pilot instrument was built upon the work of Kerlinger and Kaya. A 5×5 item grid was developed using five educational philosophies (essentialism, traditionalism, progressivism, reconstructivism, and existentialism) and five educational concepts (the purpose of schools, curriculum content, methods of instruction, the role of the teacher, and the role of the student). After a panel of three educational theorists reviewed the items, the 25-item EBQ was administered to a group of volunteers.

			Sample: The sample consisted of 610 volunteer teachers K–12 from 11 schools in a state in northern New England.

			Reliability: Alpha coefficients were 0.71 (perennialism orientation), 0.72 (romanticism orientation), and 0.64 (progressivism) with a total scale coefficient of 0.73.

			Validity: Face validity was established by the panel of judges who reviewed the items for clarity and accuracy. Construct validity was determined through various factor analytic procedures.

			Factor Analysis: Factor analysis with a varimax rotation yielded a final three-factor solution. The three factors are: seven items on perennialism orientation (1–7); nine items on romanticism orientation (8–16); and four items on progressivism (17–20). Factor loadings are reported.

			Definition of Factors: Perennialism orientation refers to the philosophies of essentialism and traditionalism; it contains items that relate to the importance of schools in transmitting cultural heritage and strong authority roles for teachers. Romanticism orientation refers to the philosophies of reconstructivism and existentialism; it contains items that relate to the importance of schools as sources of new social ideas and individual self-awareness and the role of teachers as facilitators in the natural development of youngsters. Progressivism refers to the progressive philosophy found in the instruments developed by Kerlinger and Kaya; it contains items that relate to the role of schools in developing socially conscious adults and the importance of acquiring problem-solving skills and knowledge.

			References
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			Educational Beliefs Questionnaire

			The following are not complete statements. In the total instrument, an appropriate cue is provided for each of the item stems listed next.

			 1. Students need more supervision

			 2. Drill/factual knowledge important

			 3. Demonstration/recitation essential

			 4. Teacher strong authority

			 5. Student receiver of knowledge

			 6. Need highly structured environment

			 7. Subjects should represent heritage

			 8. Curriculum focus on social problems

			 9. Schools should promote self-awareness

			10.Students should have more freedom

			11.Students should design program

			12.Students should learn from peers

			13.Schools sources of new ideas

			14.Personality of students important

			15.Learning should be experimental

			16.Schools should preserve values

			17.Students should learn essential skills

			18.Students should learn essential knowledge

			19.Teachers should be facilitators

			20.Schools should foster intellectual

			Scoring: A six-point Likert scale is used.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Attitudes about Merit Pay

			Weber. L. (1988). An instrument for assessing attitudes about merit pay. Educational Research Quarterly 12:2–7.

			Comments: This 16-item instrument addresses two problems associated with merit pay: definitions and criteria. In addition, it provides information about reliability and validity.

			Sample: The original instrument was administered to 237 teachers and 86 administrators in northern Virginia. Two months later, 193 teachers, 107 administrators, and 135 parents participated in a replication study in Virginia.

			Reliability: In the replication study, the total group alpha for the 16 items was 0.92; 0.93 for the teachers, 0.87 for the administrators, and 0.91 for the parents.

			Validity: Five aspects of merit pay were identified through a review of the literature. These aspects were examined by 12 public school educators and a 34-item instrument was developed to assess merit pay; its effect on morale and instruction; methods for deciding on merit; and monetary issues (content validity).

			Factor Analysis: Linkage and factor analyses were performed and yielded similar results: one factor emerged that assessed a general attitude toward merit pay.

			Reference

			Carter, E. L. (1983). Merit pay programs for teachers: Perceptions of school board members in Virginia. EdD dissertation, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University.

			Attitudes about Merit Pay

			 1. A merit pay program will attract better qualified people to the teaching profession.

			 2. Merit pay would not enhance the positive relationship among teachers and administrators.

			 3. A merit pay system will have a negative impact on the morale of teachers in the system.

			 4. Nominees for a merit pay increase can be objectively identified.

			 5. Merit pay will positively affect teacher morale.

			 6. Competition for merit pay will inhibit spontaneity and innovation by teachers within classrooms.

			 7. A merit pay plan has no place in the public school setting.

			 8. Teachers working under merit pay will be less cooperative with their peers.

			 9. A merit pay system should be included in the salary schedule.

			10.Students standardized test scores results should be a factor used when evaluating teachers for merit purposes.

			11.Standardized test scores in the school system would improve if a merit system of pay were adopted.

			12.Accord between administrative and instructional staff will be negatively affected if a merit system is adopted.

			13.Merit pay should not be implemented in the public schools.

			14.A merit pay program will improve the quality of instruction for gifted students.

			15.A merit pay program will result in a higher retention rate of better teachers.

			16.Tenured teachers receiving unsatisfactory evaluations should be denied automatic salary increases so that funds will be available for merit pay.

			Scoring: Agree = 1; Tend to Agree = 2; Tend to Disagree = 3; Disagree = 4. Scoring is reversed for negative items (2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 12, and 13). Low mean values (equal to or less than 2.5) represent a favorable attitude.

			Reprinted with permission of Educational Research Quarterly.

			Attitudes toward Inclusive Education Scale

			Wilczenski, F. L. (1995). Development of a scale to measure attitudes toward inclusive education. Educational and Psychological Measurement 55:291–99.

			Comments: The 16-item Attitudes toward Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES) assesses attitudes toward including students with disabilities in regular education classrooms. The scale contains four statements in each of the following categories: academic, behavioral, physical, and social integration. The basis for this scale is the Attitudes Toward Mainstreaming Scale that was developed by Berryman (1988).

			Sample: The participants consisted of 445 regular education teachers from urban, suburban, and rural school districts in New Hampshire.

			Data Analysis: Rasch analysis was conducted through BIGSTEPS (a computer program used to analyze the data on a rating scale). Therefore, the nonlinear scores were changed into linear scores. Infit and outfit statistics as well as calibrations and standard errors are reported. According to the author, the item-fit statistics were acceptable, indicating a unidimensional construct.
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			Attitudes toward Inclusive Education Scale

			 1. Students whose academic achievement is two or more years below the other students in the grade should be in regular classes.

			 2. Students who are physically aggressive toward their peers should be in regular classes.

			 3. Students who cannot move without help from others should be in regular classes.

			 4. Students who are shy and withdrawn should be in regular classes.

			 5. Students whose academic achievement is one year below the other students in the grade should be in regular classes.

			 6. Students whose speech is difficult to understand should be in regular classes.

			 7. Students who cannot read standard print and need to use Braille should be in regular classes.

			 8. Students who are verbally aggressive toward their peers should be in regular classes.i

			 9. Students who have difficulty expressing their thoughts verbally should be in regular classes.

			10.Students who need training in self-help skills and activities of daily living should be in regular classes.

			11.Students who use sign language or communication boards should be in regular classes.

			12.Students who cannot control their behavior and disrupt activities should be in regular classes.

			13.Students who need an individualized functional academic program in everyday reading and math skills should be in regular classes.

			14.Students who cannot hear conversational speech should be in regular classes.

			15.Students who do not follow school rules for conduct should be in regular classes.

			16.Students who are frequently absent from school should be in regular classes.

			Scoring: Strongly Agree = 6; Agree = 5; Agree Somewhat = 4; Disagree Somewhat = 3; Disagree = 2; Strongly Disagree = 1.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Pupil Control Ideology Form

			Willower, D. J., et al. (1967). The school and pupil control ideology. University Park, PA: Penn State Studies Monograph No. 24.

			Comments: The 20-item Pupil Control Ideology (PCI) provides an operational measure for pupil control orientation. Control ideology ranges on a continuum from custodial to humanistic. The authors state that as a result of the item analysis, only two items out of 20 were representative of the humanistic orientation. Another instrument, the Pupil Control Behavior (PCB) Form was developed by Helsel and Willower. The PCB measures educators’ pupil control behavior on the same continuum as the PCI. The PCB is usually completed by students.

			Scale Construction: Based upon a review of the literature, the author’s experience in the public schools, the operational definition of pupil control ideology, and field notes from a prior study, 57 items were written. This original form of the PCI was administered to a sample of 58 people. Through item analysis, a 38-item form was developed. As a result of the pilot studies, the number of items that were positive to the humanistic orientation was eliminated. Based on the item analysis, 20 out of 38 items were retained because they had biserial correlation coefficients greater than 0.325.

			Sample: The original sample consisted of a combination of 58 graduate students in education and inservice teachers. The revised form was administered in seven schools in New York and Pennsylvania. Five elementary and two secondary schools participated from urban, suburban, and rural areas. One elementary and one secondary school were selected because of their reputation as “humanistic” schools. Overall, 170 teachers responded.

			Reliability: A split-half reliability coefficient of 0.91 was obtained by correlating even-item subscores with odd-item subscores. The corrected reliability coefficient was 0.95. An additional reliability test was done using only one elementary school and one secondary school (55). This yielded a coefficient of 0.83 and a corrected coefficient of 0.91.

			Validity: Principals identified approximately 15 percent of their faculties as having either a custodial ideology or a humanistic ideology. Then, the mean scores of these teachers on the PCI was compared. T-tests were performed to see if teachers considered to have a custodial ideology differed from those teachers considered to have a humanistic ideology. The results were significant at the 0.01 level. In addition, a cross-validation study using the seven schools was conducted. The results were significant at the 0.001 level.

			Definition of Dimensions: The custodial orientation is similar to the traditional school, which is characterized by a highly controlled setting; the maintenance of order; students are considered to be irresponsible and undisciplined; relationships with students are impersonal; pessimism and mistrust prevail; the school is viewed as an autocratic organization; and power and communication flow downward. The humanistic orientation views the school as an educational community in which interaction and experience guide its members; learning is viewed as a worthwhile activity in and of itself; relationships with students are personal; teachers are optimistic; teachers want to make the classroom climate democratic; and there are open channels of communication.

			Data Analysis: Means, standard errors squared, and the results of t-tests for each major hypothesis tested are presented.
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			Pupil Control Ideology Form

			 1. It is desirable to require pupils to sit in assigned seats during assemblies.

			 2. Pupils are usually not capable of solving their problems through logical reasoning.

			 3. Directing sarcastic remarks toward a defiant pupil is a good disciplinary technique.

			 4. Beginning teachers are not likely to maintain strict enough control over their pupils.

			 5. Teachers should consider revision of their teaching methods if these are criticized by their pupils.

			 6. The best principals give unquestioning support to teachers in disciplining pupils.

			 7. Pupils should not be permitted to contradict the statements of a teacher in class.

			 8. It is justifiable to have pupils learn many facts about a subject even if they have no immediate application.

			 9. Too much pupil time is spent on guidance and activities and too little on academic preparation.

			10.Being friendly with pupils often leads them to become too familiar.

			11.It is more important for pupils to learn to obey rules than that they make their own decisions.

			12.Student governments are a good safety valve, but should not have much influence on school policy.

			13.Pupils can be trusted to work together without supervision.

			14.If a pupil uses obscene or profane language in school, it must be considered a moral offense.

			15.If pupils are allowed to use the lavatory without getting permission, this privilege will be abused.

			16.A few pupils are just young hoodlums and should be treated accordingly.

			17.It is often necessary to remind pupils that their status in school differs from that of teachers.

			18.A pupil who destroys school material or property should be severely punished.

			19.Pupils cannot perceive the difference between democracy and anarchy in the classroom.

			20.Pupils often misbehave in order to make the teacher look bad.

			Scoring: A five-point Likert-type scale is used. Strongly Agree = 5; Agree = 4; Undecided = 3; Disagree = 2; and Strongly Disagree = 1. The scoring is reversed for the two positive items representing the humanistic ideology (5 and 13). The higher the score, the more custodial the orientation. The lower the score, the more humanistic the orientation.

			Reprinted with permission of Willower, D.J., et al. 1967. The school and pupil control ideology. University Park, PA: Penn State Studies Monograph No. 24.

			Teacher Evaluation

			Teacher Evaluation Research Survey

			Himmelein, M. E. (2009). An investigation of principals’ attitudes toward teacher evaluation processes. EdD dissertation, University of Toledo.

			Comments: The purpose of this survey is to determine evaluation practices and attitudes towards evaluation practices.

			Sample: The sample was limited to public school principals from K–12 buildings in Region 1 in Ohio.

			Validity: Questions were modified from the Teacher Evaluation Practices Survey (Loup et al., 1996), and from research conducted by Hughes (2006); Iwanicki (1982); and Kersten and Israel (2005). Also, the unpublished draft guidelines of the Ohio Department of Education Teacher Evaluation Committee were used to develop items. In addition, a focus group of current and former superintendents, former building administrators, and former central office administrators provided input about the survey.

			Data Analysis: Descriptive statistics were used. Frequency of response and percent responding to each item were calculated by Zoomerang.
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			Teacher Evaluation Research Survey

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1.

						
							
							I am the:

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Principal of an elementary school (e.g., grades K–6)

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Principal of a junior high/middle school (e.g., grades 5–8)

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Principal of an elementary/junior high/middle school (e.g., grades K–8)

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Principal of a junior high/high school (e.g., grades 6–12)

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Principal of a high school (e.g., grades 9–12)

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							Principal of an all grades school (e.g., grades K–12)

						
					

					
							
							
							g.

						
							
							Other, please specify

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							I have been a principal for:

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							0–2 years

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							3–5 years

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							6–10 years

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							More than 10 years

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							I would describe my school as being located in the following setting:

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Urban

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Rural

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Rural small town or small city

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Suburban

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							The number of teachers in my building is:

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							0–15

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							16–30

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							31–40

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							41–50

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							More than 50

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							During the 2008–2009 school year, I was responsible for completing formal evaluations of:

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							1–10 teachers

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							11–20 teachers

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							21–30 teachers

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							More than 30 teachers

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							I did not complete any evaluations

						
					

					
							
							6.

						
							
							On average, each formal evaluation took approximately what amount of time to complete (including preparation, observation, completion of final documents)

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Less than 2 hours

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							2–4 hours

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							4–6 hours

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							6–8 hours

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							More than 8 hours

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							n/a

						
					

					
							
							7.

						
							
							I received training in teacher evaluation through: (check all that apply)

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Formal district in-service training or mentoring

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Preservice training (e.g., university/college coursework)

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Professional readings or professional development in-service

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Being on the other side as a teacher

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							I have had no training in evaluation

						
					

				
			

			The next questions concern the formal teacher evaluation system currently used in your school district/building. (Formal evaluation is defined as the summative evaluation of a teacher which becomes part of their permanent record. Informal evaluation is formative, continuous feedback provided to teachers to improve their effectiveness.)

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							8.

						
							
							Teachers in my building are formally evaluated by:

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							The principal

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							The principal and peer reviewers

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Peer reviewers only

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Central Office staff

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							External observers

						
					

					
							
							9.

						
							
							Entry Year teachers/first year employees in my building are formally evaluated:

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Once a year

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Twice a year

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							More than twice a year

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Other, please specify

						
					

					
							
							10.

						
							
							All experienced/nontenured teachers in my building are formally evaluated:

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Once a year

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Every other year

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Every third year

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Every five years

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							The year in which their contract expires

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							Other, please specify

						
					

					
							
							11.

						
							
							Tenured teachers (teachers on a continuing contract) in my building are formally evaluated:

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Annually

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Every other year

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Every third year

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Every five years

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Tenured teachers are not evaluated

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							Other, please specify

						
					

					
							
							12.

						
							
							The formal evaluation instrument we use is (check all that apply):

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Part of our collective bargaining agreement

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Developed by a joint administrative/teacher committee

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Developed solely by our administrative team

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Developed solely by a teacher committee/bargaining unit team

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Don’t know

						
					

					
							
							13.

						
							
							How long has your current evaluation system been in place?

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Less than 2 years

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							2–4 years

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							5–9 years

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							More than 10 years

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Unsure

						
					

					
							
							14.

						
							
							Review of our formal evaluation system takes place: (check all that apply)

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							On a regular schedule predetermined in contract language

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							When teachers/administration bring up the issue during contract negotiations

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							When state policies/legislation changes require modifications to the evaluation system

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Don’t know

						
					

					
							
							15.

						
							
							If the formal evaluation process is included in your collective bargaining agreement, which details are specified in the contract? (check all that apply)

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Who will be evaluated

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							How many times evaluation(s) will take place

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Who will conduct the evaluations

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Number of evaluations required for different kinds of teachers (e.g., entry year, experienced, tenured teachers)

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							The evaluation format/instrument

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							Orientation of the evaluators to the evaluation instrument

						
					

					
							
							
							g.

						
							
							Orientation of teachers to the evaluation instrument

						
					

					
							
							
							h.

						
							
							Interventions for teachers in need of assistance

						
					

					
							
							
							i.

						
							
							Evaluation process is not included in the contract

						
					

					
							
							16.

						
							
							The formal evaluation instrument used in our district follows the teaching (Praxis) domains identified by Danielson (i.e., planning and preparation, classroom environment, instruction, professional responsibilities)

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Yes

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							No

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Unsure

						
					

					
							
							17.

						
							
							The formal evaluation instrument used in our district is aligned with the Ohio Standards for Ohio Educators.

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Yes

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							No

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Unsure

						
					

					
							
							18.

						
							
							The primary purpose of formal teacher evaluation in my building is to:

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Ensure legal compliance

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Assist in making personnel decisions (e.g., dismissal, assignment)

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Assist in designing professional development for teachers

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Assist administrators in fulfilling their role of instructional leader

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Assist teachers by providing feedback so that they can become more effective teachers

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							Other (please specify)

						
					

					
							
							19.

						
							
							Formal evaluation results are used to: (check all that apply)

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Evaluate the quality of classroom instruction

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Develop remediation plans for individual teachers

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Document information needed for teacher dismissal

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Place teachers on probation

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Provide documentation for renewal of teachers contracts

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							Provide documentation for teacher promotion/compensation

						
					

					
							
							
							g.

						
							
							Make merit pay decisions

						
					

					
							
							
							h.

						
							
							Develop plans for teacher growth/professional development

						
					

					
							
							20.

						
							
							Teachers are informed of the formal evaluation process through (check all that apply):

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Contract language

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Faculty meetings

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Inservice meetings

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Teacher handbooks

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Informal conversations with other teachers/administrators

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							Union Meetings

						
					

					
							
							
							g.

						
							
							Other (please specify)

						
					

					
							
							21.

						
							
							Is evaluation training provided to administrators in your district?

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Yes, on a regular basis

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Offered irregularly to all administrators

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Offered only to first year administrators

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							No

						
					

					
							
							22.

						
							
							If yes, what is included in the evaluator training program (check all that apply):

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							n/a, training not offered

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Information about procedures to be followed

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Observation techniques

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Evaluation instrument items/criteria

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Conducting conferences with teachers

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							Developing professional growth plans

						
					

					
							
							
							g.

						
							
							Examination of lesson plans

						
					

					
							
							
							h.

						
							
							Validity and reliability issues

						
					

					
							
							
							i.

						
							
							Orienting teachers to evaluation procedures

						
					

					
							
							
							j.

						
							
							Legal issues in evaluation

						
					

					
							
							
							k.

						
							
							Practice evaluations using videotaped teaching situations

						
					

					
							
							
							l.

						
							
							Observations of teachers in actual classroom settings

						
					

					
							
							23.

						
							
							Is a single standard evaluation instrument used for all teachers? (check all that apply)

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Yes, the same form is used for all teachers that receive a formal evaluation

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Different forms are used for teachers with different levels of experience

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Different forms are used for teachers with different areas of responsibility

						
					

					
							
							24.

						
							
							Which of the following methods of evaluation are included in your formal teacher evaluation process? (check all that apply)

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Direct, systematic observation of teaching

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Informal observation of teachers (e.g., occasional unannounced visits)

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Peer ratings of teacher’s performance

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Student ratings of teacher’s performance

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Student achievement data (e.g., value-added data, OAT/OGT results)

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							Teacher portfolio assessment

						
					

					
							
							
							g.

						
							
							Teaching Artifacts (e.g., lesson plans)

						
					

					
							
							
							h.

						
							
							Teacher self-evaluation

						
					

					
							
							
							i.

						
							
							Other (please specify)

						
					

					
							
							25.

						
							
							If teaching deficiencies are detected, does your district require you to develop a professional improvement plan for the teacher?

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Yes

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							No

						
					

					
							
							26.

						
							
							On average, what percentage of teachers in your school receive evaluations which suggest they need remediation/assistance to improve their effectiveness?

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Less than 1 percent

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							1–2 percent

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							3–5 percent

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							6–10 percent

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Over 10 percent

						
					

				
			

			The next questions concern your opinions about the formal teacher evaluation process used in your school district.

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							27.

						
							
							I feel that I have received adequate training in teacher evaluation processes.

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Yes

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							No

						
					

					
							
							28.

						
							
							To what extent does your formal teacher evaluation instrument/process need revision?

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							No revision needed

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Somewhat needed

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Much needed

						
					

					
							
							29.

						
							
							How adequate is your current formal teacher evaluation system in accomplishing the purposes for which it was designed?

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Less than adequate

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Adequate

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							More than adequate

						
					

					
							
							30.

						
							
							How adequate is your current formal teacher evaluation system in promoting improved teacher effectiveness?

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Less than adequate

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Adequate

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							More than adequate

						
					

					
							
							31.

						
							
							Do you believe the formal evaluation process is useful in determining teacher effectiveness?

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Yes

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							No

						
					

					
							
							32.

						
							
							Which of the following do you believe should be included in a formal/summative teacher evaluation process? (check all that apply)

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Formal classroom observations

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Informal classroom observations

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Observation of interactions with colleagues, parents, and students

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Measures of students academic progress such as test data and value-added data

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Measures of student work such as portfolios and projects

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							Portfolios compiled by teachers to document a range of activities and responsibilities

						
					

					
							
							
							g.

						
							
							Artifacts of teaching such as lesson plans, letters to parents, student feedback, assessments, and student work

						
					

					
							
							
							h.

						
							
							Student surveys

						
					

					
							
							
							i.

						
							
							Parent surveys

						
					

					
							
							
							j.

						
							
							Teacher self-reflection and self-assessment

						
					

					
							
							33.

						
							
							Which of the following do you believe should be included in an informal/formative teacher evaluation process? (check all that apply)

						
					

					
							
							
							a.

						
							
							Formal classroom observations

						
					

					
							
							
							b.

						
							
							Informal classroom observations

						
					

					
							
							
							c.

						
							
							Observation of interactions with colleagues, parents, and students

						
					

					
							
							
							d.

						
							
							Measures of students academic progress such as test data and value-added data

						
					

					
							
							
							e.

						
							
							Measures of student work such as portfolios and projects

						
					

					
							
							
							f.

						
							
							Portfolios compiled by teachers to document a range of activities and responsibilities

						
					

					
							
							
							g.

						
							
							Artifacts of teaching such as lesson plans, letters to parents, student feedback, assessments, and student work

						
					

					
							
							
							h.

						
							
							Student surveys

						
					

					
							
							
							i.

						
							
							Parent surveys

						
					

					
							
							
							j.

						
							
							Teacher reflection and self-assessment

						
					

				
			

			How strongly do you feel about including each component listed below in a formal teacher evaluation process?

			34.Formal classroom observations

			35.Informal classroom observations

			36.Observation of interactions with colleagues, parents, and students

			37.Measures of students academic progress such as test data and value-added data

			38.Measures of student work such as portfolios and projects

			39.Portfolios compiled by teachers to document a range of activities and responsibilities

			40.Artifacts of teaching such as lesson plans, letters to parents, student feedback, assessments, and student work

			41.Student surveys

			42.Parent surveys

			43.Teacher self-reflection and self-assessment

			How strongly do you feel about including each component listed below in an informal/formative teacher evaluation process?

			44.Formal classroom observations

			45.Informal classroom observations

			46.Observation of interactions with colleagues, parents, and students

			47.Measures of students academic progress such as test data and value-added data

			48.Measures of student work such as portfolios and projects

			49.Portfolios compiled by teachers to document a range of activities and responsibilities

			50.Artifacts of teaching such as lesson plans, letters to parents, student feedback, assessments, and student work

			51.Student surveys

			52.Parent surveys

			53.Teacher self-reflection and self-assessment

			How strongly do you think your teachers would feel about including each component listed below in a formal teacher evaluation process?

			54.Formal classroom observations

			55.Informal classroom observations

			56.Observation of interactions with colleagues, parents, and students

			57.Measures of students academic progress such as test data and value-added data

			58.Measures of student work such as portfolios and projects

			59.Portfolios compiled by teachers to document a range of activities and responsibilities

			60.Artifacts of teaching such as lesson plans, letters to parents, student feedback, assessments, and student work

			61.Student surveys

			62.Parent surveys

			63.Teacher reflection and self-assessment

			Scoring: Strongly Against = 1; Against = 2; Neutral = 3; Favor = 4; and Strongly Favor = 5.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

			Total Quality Management

			Total Quality Management: Stakeholders Perceptions

			Currie, T. A. (1997). Total quality management in Georgia postsecondary technical institutes. EdD dissertation. University of Georgia.

			Comments: The 37-item survey measures the magnitude of four key aspects of total quality management (leadership, empowerment, strategic quality planning, and human resource development) in postsecondary technical schools based upon the perceptions of administrators, faculty, and support staff.

			Sample: A sample of 157 administrators, 280 faculty, and 131 support staff from postsecondary technical schools was surveyed.

			Reliability: A reliability coefficient of 0.92 was obtained with the pilot study of 45 administrators and faculty.

			Validity: Content validity was established based upon a thorough review of the literature. Face validity was accomplished through a panel of experts.

			Core TQM Tenets: The following four key aspects were examined: nine items on leadership (1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 24, 26, 30, and 31); 10 items on empowerment (3, 6, 11, 13, 20, 23, 28, 33, 35, and 36); nine items on strategic quality planning (8, 10, 12, 14, 15, 22, 29, 34, and 37); and nine items on human resource development (9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 25, 27, and 32).

			Data Analysis: Scale means and standard deviations are presented as well as average composite scores for each item, for each group, and for each of the four components. Results of multivariate analysis of variance are reported.

			References

			Cornesky, A. (1992). Using Deming to improve quality in colleges and universities. ERIC ED 354 838.

			Hixson, J., and Lovelace, K. (1992). Total quality management’s challenge to urban schools. Educational Leadership 50:24–27.

			Kaufman, R., and Hirumi, A. (1992). Ten steps to “TQM Plus.” Educational Leadership 50:33–34.

			Marchese, T. (1991). TQM reaches the academy. AAHE Bulletin 44:3–9.

			Tribus, M. (1993). TQM in education: The theory and how to put it to work. ERIC ED 370 168.

			Total Quality Management: Stakeholder Perceptions

			 1. The President is personally and visibly involved in quality improvement projects.

			 2. My supervisor is personally and visibly involved in quality improvement projects.

			 3. I am allowed to make those decisions and instigate action in areas that affect my job.

			 4. The practices of my supervisor regularly demonstrate and communicate a commitment to exceptional customer service.

			 5. The practices of the President regularly demonstrate and communicate a commitment to continuous quality improvement of programs and services.

			 6. All staff in the institute are provided an opportunity to participate on quality teams.

			 7. The President communicates his commitment to customer focus and quality values to all employees.

			 8. Periodic reviews of quality plans and performance are conducted with all employees.

			 9. The institute provides time and other resources to develop continuous quality improvement initiatives.

			10.The institute collects and utilizes data on service quality and customer satisfaction to develop improvement plans.

			11.My input is always welcomed concerning quality initiatives and process improvement.

			12.The institute has operational (one-to-two year) and strategic (three-to-five year) plans that describe overall quality and performance goals and strategies for achieving those goals.

			13.Collaboration among employees to improve the quality of programs and services is encouraged.

			14.There is a plan to communicate quality expectations to all personnel at my institute.

			15.The institute has developed a plan for committing resources for quality initiatives.

			16.My job has changed significantly as a result of “redirection” of institute funds.

			17.The job of someone with whom I work has changed significantly as a result of “redirection” of institute funds.

			18.Employees are recognized for achievement of quality goals and strategies.

			19.Employees are provided incentives to encourage them to contribute to quality improvements.

			20.The President promotes employee authority to act.

			21.Training in quality improvement techniques is part of each employee’s staff development plan.

			22.Training is based upon a thorough analysis of employee staff development needs.

			23.I am able to access the education and training I need to improve my contribution to my work unit.

			24.Employees who pursue training in quality methods beyond the scope of that offered by the institute are rewarded through leadership opportunities.

			25.Employees are rewarded for the achievement of quality goals and objectives.

			26.The President measures institute success by the quality of programs and services provided rather than by a cost per credit hour ratio.

			27.There is evidence that continuous improvements have been made in the reward systems to promote quality in my institute.

			28.Employees in the institute are given the freedom to act without fear of retribution.

			29.Plans and strategies are being developed to build and maintain positive relationships with institute customers.

			30.The President utilizes total quality management principles in leading the institute.

			31.The day-to-day practices of the institute’s administrators demonstrate commitment to total quality management principles.

			32.My job provides me with a great deal of satisfaction.

			33.Changes have been made in our organizational structure to facilitate employee empowerment.

			34.My input is valued and incorporated in the long range planning for my unit.

			35.Team initiative and innovation by employees are encouraged in my organization.

			36.I feel free to take risks in an effort to improve the quality of my unit’s performance.

			37.The institute employs systematic methods of evaluating the quality of products and services.

			Scoring: There are four responses for each item: 1 = strong disbelief; 2 = disbelief; 3 = moderate belief; and 4 = strong belief.

			Reprinted with permission of the author.

		

	
		
			Instruments Available through Commercial Organizations

		

		
			The Framework for Teaching Evaluation Instrument (2013)

			The Danielson Group

			Teachscape

			There are four domains (planning and preparation, the classroom environment, instruction, and professional responsibilities) that include components and elements for an evaluation framework.

			Available: The Danielson Group

			PO Box 7553

			Princeton, NJ 08543

			Teachscape

			71 Stevenson Street Fifth Floor

			San Francisco, CA 94105

			http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-leaders/practicerubrics/

			Click on Teacher Practice Rubric Column on the website

			The Marzano Teacher Evaluation Model (2012)

			iObservation, Learning Sciences International

			There are four domains (classroom strategies and behaviors, planning and preparing, reflecting on teachings, and collegiality) that together include 60 elements that provide a framework for evaluation.

			Available: Learning Sciences International

			221 W. Philadelphia Street, Suite 112E

			York, PA 17401

			www.marzanoevaluation.com/

			http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-leaders/practicerubrics/

			Click on Teacher Practice Rubric Column on the website

			Marshall’s Teacher Evaluation Rubric (2012)

			The rubrics revolve around six domains (planning and preparation for learning; classroom management; delivery of instruction; monitoring, assessment, and follow-up; family and community outreach; and professional responsibilities). A four-level rating scale is used with the rubrics.

			Available: http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-leaders/practicerubrics/

			Click on Teacher Practice Rubric Column on the website.

			McREL’s Teacher Evaluation Instrument (2011)

			The McREL teacher evaluation instrument is a web-based, formative, rubric-driven evaluation system developed by teachers, principals, and researchers. It aligns with the Model Core Teaching Standards (InTASC) adopted by the Council of Chief State School Officers.

			Available: www.mcrel.org/evalsystems

			CEL’s 5D+ Teacher Evaluation Rubric (2001)

			University of Washington Center for Educational Leadership

			The evidence-based instructional framework revolves around: purpose, student engagement, curriculum and pedagogy, assessment for student learning, and classroom environment and culture.

			Available: http://tpep-wa.org

			The DCPS Effectiveness Assessment System for School-Based Personnel

			District of Columbia Public Schools (2011)

			DCPS created IMPACT to measure teacher performance as well as other school-based staff performance. IMPACT helps to provide school-based staff with a definition of what is excellence. IMPACT ratings are based on student achievement, instructional expertise, collaboration, and professionalism. A five-level rating scale is used.

			Available: District of Columbia Public Schools

			1200 First Street NE

			Washington, D.C. 20002

			www.dc.gov/DCPS/impact

			Marshall’s Principal Evaluation Rubric (2012)

			The rubrics revolve around six domains related to a principal’s job performance (diagnosis and planning; priority management and communication; curriculum and data; supervision, evaluation, and professional development; discipline and parent involvement; and management and external relations). A four-level rating scale is used with the rubrics.

			Available: http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-leaders/practicerubrics/

			Click on Principal Practice Rubric Column on the website.

			Marzano School Leadership Evaluation Model (2013)

			Learning Sciences International, iObservation

			There are five domains (a data-driven focus on student achievement; continuous improvement of instruction; a guaranteed and viable curriculum; cooperation and collaboration; and school climate) that together include elements that provide a framework for evaluation.

			Available: www.MarzanoCenter.com

			http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-leaders/practicerubrics/

			Click on Principal Practice Rubric Column on the website.

			McREL Principal Evaluation System

			Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning

			The McREL’s Principal Evaluation System identifies principal responsibilities associated with three components (managing change; focus of leadership; and purposeful community). The components align with the Educational Leadership Policy Standards developed by ISLLC (Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium Officers).

			Available: www.mcrel.org/evalsystems

			http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-leaders/practicerubrics/

			Click on Principal Practice Rubric Column on the website.

			Multidimensional Principal Performance Rubric

			Learner-Centered Initiatives, Ltd.

			The Multidimensional Principal Performance Rubric consists of six domains (shared vision of learning; school culture and instructional program; safe, efficient, effective learning environment; community; integrity, fairness, ethics; and political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context).

			Available: http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-leaders/practicerubrics/

			Click on Principal Practice Rubric Column on the website.

			The Reeves Leadership Performance Matrix (2011)

			The Leadership and Learning Center/Houghton Mifflin Harcourt

			The Reeves Leadership Performance Matrix consists of ten dimensions (resilience; personal behavior and professional ethics; student achievement; decision making; communication; faculty development; leadership development; time/task/project management; technology; and personal professional learning). This assessment tool may be used by leaders at all levels.

			Available: www.leadandlearn.com

			http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-leaders/practicerubrics/

			Click on Principal Practice Rubric Column on the website.

			Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED)

			Discovery Education

			VAL-ED measures principals against six key processes and six core components (high standards for student learning; rigorous curriculum; quality instruction; culture of learning and professional behavior) connections to external communities; and performance accountability items).

			Available: www.DiscoveryEducation.com

			http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-leaders/practicerubrics/

			Click on Principal Practice Rubric Column on the website.

			Sex Role Egalitarianism Scale

			L. A. King and D. W. King (1993)

			The 95-item SRES assesses attitudes toward the equality of men and women. There are five scales with nineteen items in each scale. One scale measures educational roles. Reliability and validity are provided as well as descriptive statistics for many sample groups.

			Available: Sigma Assessment Systems, Inc.

			511 Fort Street, Suite 435

			PO Box 610984

			Port Huron, MI 48061-0984

			Occupational Stress Inventory

			S. J. Osipow and A. R. Spokane (1981, 1983, 1987, and 1992)

			The 140-item OSI contains three questionnaires that assess occupational stress, psychological strain, and coping resources. There are 14 different scales. Reliability estimates range from 0.71 to 0.94 for the fourteen scales. Norms are provided for 130 jobs.

			Available: Sigma Assessment Systems, Inc.

			511 Fort Street, Suite 435

			PO Box 610984

			Port Huron, MI 48061-0984

			Culture-Free Self-Esteem Inventory

			J. Battle (1981, 1992)

			The 40-item CFSEI-2 assesses the following four aspects of self-esteem: general, social, personal, and lie (defensiveness). Norms are provided.

			Available: Sigma Assessment Systems, Inc.

			511 Fort Street, Suite 435

			PO Box 610984

			Port Huron, MI 48061-0984

			The Empowerment Profile

			J. E. Jones and W. L. Bearley

			The EP assesses a manager’s/supervisor’s perceptions along eight categories including autonomy, climate, and control.

			Available: HRDQ

			2002 Renaissance Boulevard #100

			King of Prussia, PA 19406-2756

			Participative Management Profile

			J. E. Jones and W. E. Bearley

			The PMP contains 20 workplace situations. Managers/Supervisors select the best decision-making method for each situation.

			Available: HRDQ

			2002 Renaissance Boulevard #100

			King of Prussia, PA 19406-2756

			Supervisory Skills Questionnaire

			E. M. Russo

			The SSQ contains 30 situations that supervisors typically encounter. Each situation has three alternatives that correspond to the following five skill categories: guiding the work, organizing the work, developing your staff, managing performance, and managing relations.

			Available: HRDQ

			2002 Renaissance Boulevard #100

			King of Prussia, PA 19406-2756

			Problem-Solving Style Inventory

			K. R. Phillips

			The 30-item PSSI identifies the following five styles: ego-oriented, deferred, other-oriented, I/W-oriented, and We-oriented.

			Available: HRDQ

			2002 Renaissance Boulevard #100

			King of Prussia, PA 19406-2756

			Conflict Strategies Inventory

			E. M. Russo and M. Eckler

			The CSI contains 10 brief cases of work-related conflict. It assesses the following five conflict strategies: avoiding, smoothing, competing, compromising, and integrating.

			Available: HRDQ

			2002 Renaissance Boulevard #100

			King of Prussia, PA 19406-2756

			Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument

			K. W. Thomas and R. H. Killman (1974)

			The TKI contains 20 pairs of statements that measure a person’s behavior in conflict situations. Five methods for understanding conflict are identified. They are: competing, collaborating, avoiding, compromising, and accommodating. Detailed information is provided on scoring and interpreting scores.

			Available: Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.

			3803 E. Bayshore Road

			PO Box 10096

			Palo Alto, CA 94303

			Power Base Inventory

			K. W. Thomas and G. F. Thomas (1985, 1991)

			The PBI contains 30 pairs of statements that identify the sources of power (power bases) that may be used to influence other people. Six power bases are identified. They are: information, expertise, goodwill, authority, reward, and discipline. Detailed information is provided on scoring and interpreting scores.

			Available: Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.

			3803 E. Bayshore Road

			PO Box 10096

			Palo Alto, CA 94303

			TQManager Inventory

			W. H. Schmidt and J. P. Finnigan (1994)

			The 25-item TQM measures an individual’s level of skill in the following five areas: developing relationships of openness and trust, building collaboration and teamwork, managing by fact, supporting results through recognition and rewards, and developing a learning and continually improving organization. Detailed information is provided on scoring and interpreting scores.

			Available: Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.

			3803 E. Bayshore Road

			PO Box 10096

			Palo Alto, CA 94303

			Empowerment Inventory

			K. W. Thomas and W. G. Tymon Jr. (1993)

			The 24-item EI assesses four types of empowering feelings as an individual performs various tasks at work. The four empowering feelings are choice, competence, meaningfulness, and progress. Detailed information is provided on scoring and interpreting scores.

			Available: Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.

			3803 E. Bayshore Road

			PO Box 10096

			Palo Alto, CA 94303

			Kilmann-Saxton Culture Gap Survey

			R. H. Kilmann and M. J. Saxton

			The CGS contains twenty-eight pairs of norms that assess the cultural norms of groups within various organizational settings. It identifies the difference between desired norms and actual norms. The CGS is based on more than four hundred norms from over twenty-five different organizations. Four categories of culture-gaps are identified: task support, task innovation, social relationships, and personal freedom. Detailed information is provided on scoring and interpreting scores.

			Available: Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.

			3803 E. Bayshore Road

			PO Box 10096

			Palo Alto, CA 94303

			Maslach Burnout Inventory

			C. Maslach and S. E. Jackson

			The MBI measures the intensity and frequency of perceived burnout in three areas: emotional exhaustion, personal accomplishment, and depersonalization.

			Available: Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.

			3803 E. Bayshore Road

			PO Box 10096

			Palo Alto, CA 94303

			School Assessment Survey

			B. L. Wilson et al. (1985)

			The 48-item norm-referenced SAS assesses the following nine areas of school climate: goal consensus, facilitative leadership, classroom instruction, curriculum and resources, vertical communication, horizontal communication, staff conflict, student discipline, and teaching behavior. Profiles and item analysis are available. Information about validity is also available as well as a technical manual. Scoring and interpretation is available from RBS.

			Available: Research for Better Schools

			444 North Third Street

			Philadelphia, PA 19123

			Dimensions of Excellence Scales: Survey Instruments for School Improvement

			R. A. Dusewicz and F. S. Beyer (1991)

			The three survey forms of the DOE (staff, parents, and students) assess the following eight areas related to effective school performance: school climate, leadership, teacher behavior, curriculum, monitoring and assessment, student discipline, staff development, and parent involvement. A technical manual is available as well as scoring and interpretation from RBS.

			Available: Research for Better Schools

			444 North Third Street

			Philadelphia, PA 19123

			Sizing Up Your School System: The District Effectiveness Audit

			J. L. Buttram, T. B. Corcoran, and B. J. Hansen (Reprinted 1989)

			Interviews and surveys are used to measure the effect of the actions of boards of education and district administrators in the following seven areas: goal setting, curriculum, quality assurance, resource allocation, work environment, school improvement, and community relations. Instructions for analysis are provided.

			Available: Research for Better Schools

			444 North Third Street

			Philadelphia, PA 19123

			Environment Assessment Questionnaire

			D. C. Kinlaw (1986)

			Assesses clarity, fairness, appreciation, responsiveness, and involvement of a work group’s environment.

			Available: Talico Inc.

			2320 South Third Street, Suite #5

			Jacksonville, FL 32250

			Employee Opinion Survey

			Talico Inc.

			Assesses attitudes toward management effectiveness, supervisory practices, communication effectiveness, nondiscrimination, pay and benefits, interpersonal relations, policies and work rules, job interest, work performance, and general level of job satisfaction.

			Available: Talico Inc.

			2320 South Third Street, Suite #5

			Jacksonville, FL 32250
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variances variances
not not
assumed assumed
DECMKG _Equal ROLAMB  Equal
v:riances 224 638 variances .004 948
assumed assumed
Equal Equal
variances :2’;3““5
not
assumed assumed -
INCOME  Equal SBP Equal
variances 6.418 014 variances 391 534
assumed assumed
Equal Equal
variances variances
not not
assumed assumed
JOBSAT  Equal TAUTH  Equal
variances 1376 246 variances 137 713
assumed assumed
Equal Equal
variances variances
not not
assumed assumed
Independent Samples Test
t-test for Equality of Means
std 95% Confidence
sig. Mean Error Interval of the Mean
t df (2-tailed) | Difference ‘| Difference Lower Upper
years of  Equal
teaching  variances 485 55 644 1.2889 27734 -4.2692 6.8470
assumed
Equal
e 457 | 46733 650 | 12889 | 28213 | 43876 | 69654
assumed
ROLAME  Equal
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ANOVA

Sum of Mear:
Squares df Square F Sig.
BSTRESS Between
Groups 235.312 2 117.55::6 2.979 058
Within X
Groups 2132618 54 39.493
Total 2367.930 56 :
DECMKG  Between
Groups 68.880 2 34.440 2.362 104
Within 5
Groups 787.365 54 14.581
Total 856.246 56
JOBSAT Between
Groups 248.832 2 124.41.6 4.892 .01
Within
Groups 1348.007 53 25.45:)4
Total 1596.839 55
ROLAMB  Between
Groups 58.321 2 29.161 4.399 .017
Within
Groups 357.925 54 6.62:8
Total 416.246 56
SBP Between
Groups 187.078 2 93.539 7.402 .001
Within ¢
Groups 682.431 54 12.638
Total 869.509 56
AGE Between 1
Groups 906.383 2 45&19}1 5.725 .006
Within
Groups 4195.546 53 79.161
Totat 5101.929 55
INCOME ~ Between
Groups 518.504 2 259.252 724 .480
Within :
Groups 18980.05 53 358.114
Total 19498.55 55
years of Between :
teaching Groups 462.916 2 231A45.8 2243 116
Within
Groups 5572.558 54 103.19;6
Total 6035.474 56
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not
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not
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1.0348
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not
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assumed
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not
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-1.109

-1.099
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1.2878
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not
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1.527
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55
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132

136

15778

1.5778

1.0331

1.0427

-.4925
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3.6481
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Equal
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assumed
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not
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Multiple Comparisons

Scheffe
95% Confidence
Mean Intervai
Dependent  (1)school  (J)school | Difference Lower Upper
Variable level level (1) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
BSTRESS  elementary  middle 3.9194 2218 219 | 16633 | 95021
school - : ’ -
high school 1.897 775 | 61328 | 34164
‘middle ‘elementary 2218 219 | -9.5021 16633
school high school 2.181 .062 | -10.7667 2115
high school  elementary 1.897 775 -3.4164 6.1328
middle
sehoal 2181 062 -2115 | 10.7667
DECMKG _elementary _middle
bt 1348 153 | -6.0478 7365
high school 1.153 998 | 29715 | 28307
middle elementary 1348 153 7365 | 60478
school high schoot 1325 .159 -7500 |  5.9206
high school _elementary 1153 998 | 28307 | 29715
middle
achoo! -2.5853 1.325 159 | -5.9206 7500
JOBSAT  elementary middle
St -3.0885 1.797 237 | 76136 | 14367
high school | 2.3530 1.542 317 | 15204 |  6.2465
middie slementary 3.0885 1797 237 | -1.4367 | 76136
school high school |  5.4515° 1.750 012 1.0441 |  9.8589
high school _elementary | -2.3630 1542 317 | 62465 | 1.5204
middle .
ctidol -5.4515 1.750 012 | -9.8589 | -1.0441
ROLAMB _ elementary middle
eehool 2.0220 909 094 -2651 | 4.3091
high school -5901 777 751 | 25461 1.3660
middie elementary | -2.0220 2909 094 | -4.3091 2651
school high school -2.6120* .893 019 | -4.8608 -.3633
high school  elementary 5901 a77 751 -1.3660 25481
middle .
Senol 2.6120° 893 019 3633 | 4.8608
SBP elementary middle
it 2.0476 1.255 272 | 11104 | 52056
high school | -2.5611 1.073 .067 | -5.2620 .1398
middle elementary | -2.0476 1255 272 | 5205 | 11104
school high school | -4.6087* 1234 002 | -7.7138 | -15036
high school  elementary 25611 1.073 .067 -.1398 5.2620
middle
bl 4.6087* 1.234 .002 15036 | 7.7138
AGE clementaly: middle 92454  3.140 o018 | 13374 | 171535
high school -5238 2714 982 | -7.3602 | 63126
middle elementary | -9.2454° 3.140 018 | -17.1535 374
school high school | -9.7692* 3112 011 | -17.6083 9302
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Variables Entered/Removed®

Modei

Variables
Entered

Variables
Removed

Method

JOBSAT

DECMKG

SBP

Stepwise
(Criteria:
Probabilit
y-of-F-to-
enter <=
.050,
Probabilit
y-of-F-to-
remove
>=.100).
Stepwise
(Criteria:
Probabilit
y-of-F-to-
enter <=
.050,
Probabilit
y-of-F-to-
remove.
>=.100).
Stepwise
(Criteria:
Probabilit
y-of-F-to-
enter <=
.050,
Probabilit
y-of-F-to-
remove
>=_100).

Model Summary?

Std.
Error of
Adjusted the
Model! R R Square | R Square { Estimate
1 B5715* 455 445 4.8429
2 7210 519 501 45916
3 .748¢ .560 535 4.4345

a. Dependent Variable: BSTRESS
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Scheffe

95% Confidence
interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
-6.3126 7.3602
1.9302 17.6083
-19.3902 15.1045
-21,1369 7.6338

Muitiple Comparisons
Dependent  (I) school (J) school

Mean
Difference
Variable level level 1-J) E

AGE high school  elementary .5238 2714
middte .
school 9.7692 3.112

INCOME elementary middle

Sthool -2.1429 6848 | 9

high school |  6.7516 5.712 .
middle elementary 2.1429 6.848 y
school high school | 4.6087 6739 | : 792 | -215812 | 12.3638

high school elementary
middle
school
years of elementary middie
teaching school
high school
middie elementary
school high school

6.7516 5712 | . 502 | -7.6338 | 21.1369

4.6087 6739 | | 792 | -12.3638 | 21.5812

37720 | 3585 | 578 | -52514 | 127972

-3.5983 3.066 | . -11.3164 | 4.1197

3.7729 3.585 578 | 12.7972 | 52514

7.3712 3525 | . 122 | 162442 | 15018

high schooi elementary 3.5983 3.066 | : .507 -4.1197 11.3164
middte -

e 7.3712 3525 | : 122 | -15018 | 16.2442

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.






OEBPS/image/Figure2.1.jpg
Regression -- METHOD=ENTER
(Simultaneous Entry of all X Variables)

Descriptive Statistics

Dewation

DECMKG 16 8246
JOBSAT 35.1964
S8P

ROLAMB

Pearson STRES!
Correlation DECMKG

JOBSAT

DECMKG
JOBSAT






OEBPS/image/Figure2.3b.jpg
Model Summary?

Change Statistics
R
Square Sig. F
Model Change | F Change df1 df2 Change | Durbin-Watson
1 .455 45.961 1 S5 .000
2 064 7.185 1 54 .010
3 041 4.895 1 53 031

a. Predictors: (Constant), JOBSAT

b. Predictors: (Constant), JOBSAT, DECMKG

¢. Predictors: (Constant), JOBSAT, DECMKG, SBP
d. Dependent Variable: BSTRESS

ANOVAY
Sum of Mean
Modet Squares df Square F Sig.
1 Regression | 1077.969 1] 1077.969 45.961 0002|
Residual 1289.960 55 23.454
Total 2367.930 56
2 Regression | 1229.451 2| 614726 29.157 .000°|
Residual 1138.479 54 21.083
Total 2367.930 56
3 Regression 1325.717 3 441,908 22472 000
Residual 1042.212 53 19.664
Total 2367.930 56

a. Predictors: (Constant), JOBSAT

b. Predictors: (Constant), JOBSAT, DECMKG

¢. Predictors: (Constant), JOBSAT, DECMKG, SBP
d. Dependent Variable: BSTRESS

Coefficients®
Standardi
2ed
Unstandardized Coefficie
Coefficients. nts
Model Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 12.276 .000
JOBSAT X -675 -6.779 .000
2 (Constant) 56.713 4.324 13.117 .000
JOBSAT -716 21 -.588 -5.892 .000
DECMKG -.445 .166 -267 -2.680 .010
3 {Constant) 42.561 7.639 5.572 .000
JOBSAT 147 -427 -3.540 .01
DECMKG 162 -237 -2.433 .018
sBP. 198 .266 2213 oﬂ
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Group Statistics

Std. Error

gender N Deviation Mean

AGE male 26 | 43.6923 9.9630 1.9539
female 29 | 60.0000 | 152877 2.8389
JOBSAT  male 27 | 343704
female 29 | 35.9655 4.6559 .8646

SBP male 27 | 15.4444 4.2366 8153
TAUTH male 27 | 17.0741 3.8021
female 3.6237 6616

27 _
30

years of male 16.8889
teaching  female 8.7043 1.5892
11.0333 2.6685 .4854

ROLAMB male
female
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Coefficients*

Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
] (Constant)
JOBSAT -675 -675 -675 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant)
JOBSAT -675 -626 -.566 895 1.118
DECMKG -.458 -343 -253 .895 1.118
3 {Constant)
JOBSAT -675 -437 -.323 570 1.763
DECMKG -.458 -317 -222 876 1141
SBP. 614 291 .202 576 1.737

a. Dependent Variable: BSTRESS

Excluded Variables?

Collinearity Statistics
Partial Minimum
Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation | Tolerance VIF Tolerance
1 DECMKG -.2672 -2.680 .010 -.343 895 1118 895
SBP .3072 2474 017 319 .588 1.702 588
ROLAMB 3322 2679 010 .343 .581 1.722 .581
2 SBP 266° 2213 031 291 576 1.737 570
ROLAMB 243° 1.866 .068 248 .503 1.989 503
3 ROLAMB .206¢ 1.606 14 217 .492 2.032 .455
a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), JOBSAT
b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), JOBSAT, DECMKG
¢. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), JOBSAT, DECMKG, SBP
d. Dependent Variable: BSTRESS
Collinearity Diagnostics®
Condition Variance
Model Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | JOBSAT | DECMKG SBP
1 1 1.989 1.000 .01 .01
2 1.112E-02 13.374 99 99
2 1 2.959 1.000 00 .00 .01
2 3.030E-02 9.881 1 A1 99
3 1.112E-02 16.312 .89 .89 .00
3 1 3.879 1.000 00 .00 .00 .00
2 8.890E-02 6.606 00 .02 10 29
3 2.768E-02 11.840 .02 .16 .86 .03
4 4.009E-03 31.109 98 .82 03 68

a. Dependent Variable: BSTRESS
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Casewise Diagnostics®

Case Std. Predicted
Number BSTRESS Value Residual Status
136 22.3921
50 1.109 23.0397 4.9603
51 2636 30.2117 11.7883
52 -279 22,2487 -1.2487
53 -2.005 26.9657 -8.9657
54 -.026 30.1155 -1155
55 654 220757 2.9243
56 " » .M
57 -.696 25.1107 -3.1107
a. Missing Case
b. Dependent Variable: BSTRESS
Residuals Statistics®
Std.
Minimum_| Maximum Mean Deviation N
14,6327 38.0154 24.0000 4.9064 56
-8.9657 11.7883 |5.075E-16 4.3485 56
-1.908 2857 .000 1.000 56
-2.005 2,636 .000 972 56
a. Dependent Variable: BSTRESS
Charts
Histogram
Dependent Variable: BSTRESS
12
10
8
6
4
3
S Std. Dev = .97
S 2
F Mean = 0.00
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N=56.00
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Casewise Diagnostics®

Case Std. Predicted
Number | Residual | BSTRESS | Value | Residual | Status
T 657 200 | B9E | 2%z | ]
2 1115 43.00 | 38.0154 |  4.9846
3 -871 15.00 | 18.8974 | -3.8974
4 -048 27.00 | 272146

5 093 18.00 | 17.5854

6 -008 21.00 | 21.0265

7 038 2300 | 228288

8 546 2500 | 22.5587

9 1.484 23.00 | 16.3631

10 -266 29.00 | 30.1875

1 529 17.00 | 14.6327

12 179 20.00 | 19.1990

13 994 2800 | 23.5552

14 917 2400 | 19.9013

15 -358 25.00 | 26,6030

16 -891 12.00 | 15.9836

17 -187 14.00 | 148383

18 -.408 23.00 | 24.8155

19 775 15.00 | 18.4671

20 1.887 3000 | 215612

21 1,446 22.00 | 28.4685

22 -894 24.00 | 28.0002

23 -1.997 2500 | 33.9321

24 -088 2400 | 24.3916

25 -.058 2300 | 23.2600

2 -202 2300 [ 239012

27 031 21.00 | 20.8599

28 144 2500 | 25.6454

29 000 32.00 | 32.0002

30 1.158 30.00 | 24.8228

3 931 31.00 | 26.8361

2 2418 40.00 | 29.1845

33 -1.069 20.00 | 24.7829 ¥
34 877 2800 | 24.0762 | 39238
35 1.051 29.00 | 243019 | 46981
36 -366 18.00 | 19.6376 | -1.6376
37 716 13.00 | 162029 | -3.2029
38 -288 1500 | 162862 | -1.2862
39 137 2100 | 216139 | -6139
40 1813 13.00 | 21.1098 | -8.1098
41 -176 3000 | 307862 | -7862
42 -1.408 19.00 | 252984 | 62984
43 -478 29.00 | 31.13% | -2.139%
44 -145 2400 | 246488 | -6488
45 19 2500 | 24.4685 5315
46 519 29.00 | 266809 | 23191
47 635 2500 | 221590 | 28410
48 -1.157 21.00 | 261737 | 514737






