

















Second, the stability (test-retest) reliability
coefficient was computed with the subsample of
four high school faculties in Tennessee. Because
of a problem in matching unique identification
numbers, the number of cases that were usable
was low (n = 23). Even though the coefficient of
stability reliability value was computed on a
smaller than ideal subsample, the resulting value
for the total instrument score (.6147) was
marginally satisfactory, with the potential to
increase, or decrease, if the sample size were to
increase.

Validity analyses. Validity analyses
consisted of three types — content, concurrent,
and construct (two methods).

First, content validity (checking that the
content 1s appropriate) was assessed at three
stages: during the development, early review, and
modest reformatting of the instrument. In the
first stage, the content of the five dimensions was
established by the author from her review of the
educational and business/corporate literature
(Hord, 1997), plus her field research with southwest
U.S. schools that functioned as professional
learning communities. The second stage of the
content validity assessment was conducted by
three AEL staff as they independently reviewed
the five dimensions and 17 descriptors. They
modestly reformatted the instrument after
reaching consensus on wording to gain additional
clarity and consistency. AEL sent the reformatted
instrument to the author, and the third stage of
content review was completed when the author
assessed the minor word changes and confirmed
that the reformatting was consistent with the
original intentions for the instrument. Based on
the three stages of the review of the items in the
instrument, the instrument was judged to possess
sufficient content validity for its original intention
of measuring the concept of a community oflearners
within the professional staff of K-12 schools.

Second, concurrent validity (comparing the
instrument with another purporting to measure
the same concept) was assessed by administering
a school climate instrument. With respect to the
concurrent validity, the instrument possesses
satisfactory correlation with the school climate
instrument used in the field test with a subsample
(n = 114) of four high school faculties (the
correlation between the 17-item field test
instrument and the 10-item school climate

instrument was .7489, significant at the .001
level).

Third, construct validity asks the question,
Does the instrument measure the psychological
construct called “professional learning
community”? The “known group,” noted earlier in
this paper, was the first method used for construct
validity analysis. The scores of the teachersinthe
school that was known from previous research to
be functioning as a professional learning
community were compared to the scores of the 690
teachers from the 21 schools in the field-test
database.

The 21 AEL schools were volunteer schools,
and no assumptions were made as to whether or
not they were schools of professional learning
communities; no data were available to support or
to refute that. The purpose of this construct
validity check was to assess the difference of the
scores from the known-group teachers with the
scores from all other teachers in the main database
with the t-test. The higher scores from the teachers
in the school that was known to be a learning
community of professionals differ significantly
(.0001) from those of the teachers in the field test.
Using the known-group methodology, the
instrument appears to represent the construct of
a mature professional learning community.

Last, factor analysis, the second method of
construct validity analysis, included unconstrained
principal components analysis followed by both
varimax and oblique rotations of the data. The
final factor analysis solution was an iterative
process of comparing the before-rotation data with
the after-rotation data, then going back to the
descriptive statistics on the scores, and including
their distributions. Based on factor analysis
results, it appears that the 17-item instrument
represents a unitary construct of a professional
learning community within schools.

Conclusions

As noted, the usability, reliability, and
validity tests have been completed, and the
instrument appears to meet the expected criteria.
To summarize, the tests for reliability and validity
have been satisfactorily met. After testing of the
instrument it was concluded that, overall, it
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appearsthatthe 17-item instrumentis very useful
as a screening, filtering, or measuring device to
assess the maturity of a school’s professional staff
as a learning community.

Theinstrument testing has been expanded
toanational field test —thatis, it is being utilized
by individuals across the nation. From these
individuals, school staff responses are being
collected and analyses conducted to enhance and
strengthen the database. After the current
national field testing, the instrument is expected
to be available for dissemination and widespread
use by educators and others as a diagnostic or
assessment tool that can support the nurture and
development of professional learning communities,
and subsequently, school staffs’ collegial work for
continuous school improvement.
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