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Introduction 
 
Pressure has been growing on federally-funded education initiatives to demonstrate their 
effectiveness, particularly on student achievement.  In response, beginning in 1998, the National 
Science Foundation (NSF) incorporated into the solicitation for Local Systemic Change 
Initiatives (LSC) a requirement that each project examine its effects on student achievement or 
other student outcomes.  Being sensitive to differences in local contexts, NSF is allowing 
projects flexibility in how they choose to show evidence of effects on student outcomes.  
Differences in the nature of relevant student achievement data available to each project, as well 
as differences in the availability of other data about students, teachers, and schools make this 
flexibility a necessity.  The range of studies that projects will produce will provide a wealth of 
evidence about the variety of effects the LSCs are having on student outcomes.  Studying 
program-wide effects systematically, however, will be made more difficult due to the varying 
instrumentation and designs of the studies. 
 
Horizon Research, Inc. (HRI) proposed a study to meet this challenge for investigating program-
wide effects on student achievement in science, without imposing undue burden on projects.  The 
study is limited to only those projects that include an upper elementary (grades 4–6) science 
component.  This choice was made for three reasons:  the majority of LSC science projects are 
included in this group, few projects already have student achievement data in science available, 
and items for measuring science achievement, although limited, are available for these grade 
levels.  This report presents results from the 2001–2002 study.  HRI will repeat this study in 
2002–2003 and 2003–2004.   
 
The study uses longitudinal data to control for students’ prior knowledge of the science content 
being tested, with a pre-test being administered near the beginning of the school year, and a post-
test at the end.  Several demographic factors are also controlled, including eligibility for 
free/reduced-price lunch, limited English proficiency, whether the student has an individualized 
education plan, grade level, race/ethnicity, and gender.  These data also allow HRI to examine 
the extent of any “achievement gaps” by gender, race/ethnicity, English-language proficiency 
and SES. 
 
The study uses a series of hierarchical linear models (HLM) to test relationships among the 
independent variables measured at the student and teacher levels and the outcomes measured on 
the assessment instrument.  Models include overall science achievement gains, and science 
achievement gains on each of five sub-scales (earth science, electricity and magnetism, life 
science, nature of science, and physical science).1 
 
The models include three levels of equations:  student, classroom, and project.  Independent 
predictor variables are included at the student-level and classroom-level.  The project-level 
equations, with no independent predictors, serve only as a means to account for variance in 
outcomes that lies across projects.  No specific analyses are performed at the project level. 
 
                                                 
1  The physical science scale focuses on properties of matter, motion, and simple machines and does not include 
electricity and magnetism items. 
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The main outcome of interest in the study is science achievement, including achievement on the 
sub-scales, on the post-test administration of the assessment instrument.  Individual scores on the 
pre-test are used to adjust the post-test outcome scores for initial achievement levels (prior 
knowledge), yielding estimates of the “gain scores” in achievement for the time period between 
the pre-test and post-test administrations of the assessment instrument.   
 
The original study plan called for gain scores of students receiving instruction in a content area 
to be compared to gain scores of students not receiving instruction in that area, also basing 
comparisons on the extent to which instruction delivered used the LSC-designated instructional 
materials.  However, data quality concerns arose during analysis and it was decided that the 
information collected on teachers’ science instruction was problematic.  Thus, the analyses 
presented in this report focus solely on the relationship between teachers’ participation in LSC 
professional development and student achievement. 
 
 
Instrumentation 
 
The study employed an achievement test in science made up of multiple-choice items primarily 
taken from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the Third International 
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS).  Items from these sources have been through 
extensive validity, reliability, scaling, and item functioning analyses as measures of science 
achievement.  The items were selected, with the assistance of an expert in science assessment 
and the Principal Investigators of the K–8 science LSCs, to represent the science content areas 
central to the units of LSC-designated instructional materials most frequently taught in the 4th, 
5th, and 6th grades.   
 
A few additional items were developed for topics covered by the LSCs, but not found in the 
NAEP or TIMSS item sets.  In addition, all of the items were reviewed for language accessibility 
to help ensure that the assessment measured science knowledge, not reading ability.   
As a whole, the items represent a range of difficulty, allowing appropriate testing of students’ 
science achievement across a broad range of achievement levels. 
 
The assessment yields several scale scores:  overall science, earth science, life science, physical 
science, nature of science, and electricity and magnetism.  Each scale score is computed as the 
percent of items correct.  Table 1 shows the number of items and reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) 
for the assessment scales; each scale has an acceptable reliability (≥ 0.60).  (A copy of the 
assessment and scale definitions are located in Appendix A and B, respectively.) 
 
A teacher questionnaire was used to gather information regarding which science units each 
teacher taught during the school year and the extent of their participation in LSC professional 
development.  Projects also provided demographic information about the students in the 
participating classes, including eligibility for the free/reduced lunch program, limited English 
proficient status, and whether the student has an individualized educational plan.2  A student 

                                                 
2  HRI received individual student demographics data for 483 of the 491 classes.  Two projects that work with 
consortia of districts could not get individual student demographic information for all of the classes participating in 
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questionnaire was used to gather race/ethnicity and gender data.  Copies of the teacher and 
student questionnaires are located in Appendix C. 
 
 

Table 1 
Assessment Scale Reliabilities 

 
Number
of Items 

Reliability 
(Cronbach’s Alpha) 

Overall 52 0.90 
Earth Science 11 0.61 
Electricity and Magnetism 10 0.71 
Life Science 11 0.63 
Nature of Science 10 0.63 
Physical Science 10 0.60 

 
 
 
The Sample 
 
Twelve of the 47 current and past LSC projects targeting 4th, 5th, or 6th grade science teachers 
elected to participate in the 2001–2002 study, including 8 of the 16 that are required to assess 
impact on students, and 4 of the 31 for whom studies of impact on students are optional.   Three 
projects administered the assessment to 4th grade classes, 3 to 5th grade classes, and 6 to 6th grade 
classes.  Seven projects administered the assessment to all classes at the grade level they 
selected; the remaining 5 projects administered the assessment to a sample of classes.   
 
The projects that administered the assessment to a sample of classes submitted the names of 
teachers at the selected grade level along with treatment information (number of hours 
participating in LSC professional development), teacher leader status (yes/no), and number of 
classes taught at the selected grade level.  Because 8 of the 12 participating projects were funded 
in Cohort 5 or later and had been providing professional development for two years or less (the 
majority of the teachers in these projects had yet to participate in a substantial number of LSC 
professional development activities), a stratified sampling approach was used in order to 
maximize the variation in teacher treatment levels in the sample.   
 
With the exception of one project,3 for each project sampling a subset of their classes HRI 
created two lists:  classes taught by teachers participating in relatively more hours of LSC 
professional development (i.e., above the median number of hours of professional development 
provided by the project) and classes taught by teachers with relatively fewer hours of LSC 
professional development (i.e., below the median number of hours of professional development 
provided by the project), randomly ordering classes within teacher treatment level.  Projects were 
instructed to select half of their classes from each list, attempting to get classes from as close to 
                                                                                                                                                             
the study.  In these cases, the projects provided the most disaggregated data the districts would release, for 5 classes, 
classroom averages and for 3 classes, district averages. 
 
3  Project 12 sampled one treated and one untreated teacher from each of 20 participating schools in order to control 
for school level effects in their analysis of their project’s data.  
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the top of each list as possible.  In general, the projects were able to recruit the classes at or very 
near the top of their sample lists, offering a measure of confidence that the samples were not 
biased.   
 
Table 2 shows some characteristics of the participating projects.  Note that although HRI 
incorporated several steps in the data collection process to help ensure data quality, a number of 
students and classes were excluded from the final analyses.  In some cases, classes were 
administered the pre-test, but not the post-test.  In other cases, teachers did not follow 
instructions for administering the assessment and HRI was unable to match students’ pre-test and 
post-test data.  Finally, classes in which the teacher administering the post-test was not the same 
as the one administering the pre-test were excluded since it was not possible to determine how 
much science instruction the students received or if the instruction was provided by a LSC-
trained teacher.  The analyses described in this report are based upon 491 classes and 8,823 
students who submitted complete pre- and post-test data.  To account for unequal probabilities of 
classes being selected to participate in the study, weights were used in all analyses.   
 
 

Table 2 
Descriptive Information for Participating Projects 

Project Cohort 

Number of 
Years Providing 

Professional 
Development 

Grade 
Level 

Selected 

Sample 
or 

Population 

Number of 
Classes† 

at Selected 
Grade 
Level 

Number of 
Classes 

Administering 
the Assessment 

Number of 
Classes 

Returning 
Usable Data 

1 2 5 6 Sample 227 12 5 
2 2 5 6 Population 86 86 67 
3 4 3 5 Sample 88 6 5 
4 4 3 6 Population 64 64 45 
        

5 5 2 6 Population 96 96 86 
6 5 2 6 Population 47 47 32 
7 5 2 4 Sample 44 6 4 
8 6 1 5 Population 227 227 179 
        

9 6 1 4 Sample 212 6 5 
10 7 0 5 Population 29 29 21 
11 7 0 6 Population 23 23 21 
12 7 0 4 Sample 100 40 21 

†  Number of classes refers to the number of sections of students.  In many cases, a single teacher administered the assessment to 
several classes of students.  Thus, the number of unique teachers is smaller than the number of classes. 

 
 
It is important to note that the LSC science projects covered a wide range of topics and skills.  
Table 3 shows the number of projects that implemented at least one unit in each scale content 
area during the 2001–2002 school year.  Of the 12 projects that participated in the study, 11 were 
implementing at least one earth science unit, 11 were implementing at least one life science unit, 
9 were implementing one or more units focusing on electricity and magnetism, and 5 were using 
at least one unit covering other physical science topics.   
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Table 3 
Number of Participating LSC Projects Implementing 
at Least One Curriculum Unit in Various Topic Areas 

 

Number of  
Participating Projects 

(N = 12) 
Earth Science 11 
Life Science 11 
Electricity and Magnetism 9 
Physical Science 5 

 
 
Teacher participation in LSC professional development was measured on a categorical scale 
(e.g., 0 hours, 1–19 hours, 20–39 hours, etc.).  Since this scale did not contain equal intervals and 
because teachers were not distributed well across the scale, teachers were classified into one of 4 
levels of treatment:  no treatment (0 hours of LSC professional development), low treatment (1–
19 hours), moderate treatment (20–79 hours), and extensive treatment (80 or more hours).  Table 
4 shows the percentage of classes included in the study taught by teachers of each treatment 
level.   
 
 

Table 4 
Classes Taught by Teachers with Various Hours 

of Participation in LSC Professional Development 

 
Percent of Classes 

(N = 491) 
0 hours 9 
1–19 hours 20 
20–79 hours 45 
80 or more hours 25 

 
 
It is important to note that nearly half of the teachers with extensive treatment were teacher 
leaders selected by the projects to receive leadership training in addition to professional 
development in science content and pedagogy.  Further, many of the teachers chosen by projects 
to be teacher leaders are selected because of their enthusiasm for or skill at teaching science and 
they may not be representative of a “typical” teacher.  Ideally, the analyses presented in this 
report would have controlled for teacher leader status.  However, a large majority of classes 
participating in this study came from projects that were funded relatively recently, and only a 
small number of their non-teacher leaders had received extensive treatment.  Thus, the extensive 
treatment group would have contained too few classes for a meaningful analysis of the 
relationship between extensive treatment and student achievement.   
 
In addition to teacher and class information, the study controlled for a number of student 
characteristics.  As can be seen in Table 5, the sample was comprised equally of males and 
females.  Fifty-seven percent of the students were white and 40 percent were non-Asian 
minority.  One third of the students were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, eight percent 
were classified as limited English proficient, and eight percent had an individualized education 
plan.   
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Table 5 
Student Demographics 

 Percent of Students 
(N = 8,823) 

Gender  
Female 50 
Male 50 

Race/Ethnicity  
White 57 
African-American 21 
Hispanic or Latino 16 
Asian 3 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 0 
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 
Other 1 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Eligible 33 
Limited English Proficient 8 
Individualized Education Plan 8 

 
 
Analysis and Results 
 
Descriptive statistics for pre- and post-test scale scores are shown in Table 6.  Overall, students 
scored higher on each post-test scale than they did on the pre-test, an indication that the 
assessment is sensitive to instruction.  It is important to note that mean scores are not comparable 
across the scales—each scale contains a relatively small sample of the content domain it attempts 
to measure and scale difficulties were not equated.   
 
 

Table 6 
Descriptive Statistics for each Assessment Scale  

 Minimum Maximum Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Pre-Test     
Overall score 7.69 98.08 59.02 16.97 
Earth science 0.00 100.00 52.05 19.27 
Electricity and magnetism 0.00 100.00 67.18 20.99 
Life science 9.09 100.00 63.95 19.63 
Nature of science 0.00 100.00 55.78 24.11 
Physical science 0.00 100.00 56.37 20.60 

Post-Test     
Overall score 13.46 100.00 64.70 16.89 
Earth science 0.00 100.00 58.18 21.39 
Electricity and magnetism 0.00 100.00 72.44 19.68 
Life science 0.00 100.00 69.09 20.11 
Nature of science 0.00 100.00 63.12 23.33 
Physical science 0.00 100.00 60.90 19.62 
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For each scale, a three-level hierarchical linear model (students nested within classes nested 
within projects) was used to investigate the relationship between the extent of teacher 
participation in LSC professional development and changes in student scores.  HLM 5.014 was 
used for all analyses.  The analysis for each scale included a number of student level predictors: 
 

• pre-test score on that scale; 
• gender; 
• race/ethnicity (white/Asian vs. non-Asian minority); 
• whether the student was eligible for free/reduced-price lunch (FRL); 
• whether the student had an individualized education plan (IEP); and 
• whether the student was classified as limited-English proficient (LEP).   

 
The factor of most interest in these analyses was extent of teachers’ participation in LSC 
professional development which was investigated using a set of dummy coded variables at the 
classroom level.  The classroom level predictors included in these analyses were:  
 

• grade level (6th grade vs. 4th/5th grade); 
• class size; 
• teacher experience level (6 or more years of teaching experience vs. 0–5 years prior 

experience); and 
• extent of teacher participation in LSC professional development (none, 1–19 hours, 

20–79 hours, or 80 or more hours). 
 
In addition to examining the relationships between the variables listed above and post-test scores, 
each student level control variable was tested to determine if its slope varied across classes (e.g., 
if the relationship between the post-test score and the FRL status was different for different 
classes) and projects.  When there was significant variation across classes in the slope of a 
student demographic variable, classroom level predictors (class size, teacher experience, and 
extent of teacher participation in LSC professional development) were used in an attempt to 
explain the variation.  Further, classroom level variables were tested to determine whether their 
effects varied across projects, though because of the small number of projects participating in the 
study, no project level predictors were included to try to explain any of these variances.   
 
Table 7 shows the results of the HLM models for the prediction of intercept terms (adjusted 
mean scores) controlling for student and classroom factors.  A number of patterns emerge across 
the models.  Not surprisingly, students who scored higher on the pre-test tended to score higher 
on the post-test.  Low SES students (those eligible for free or reduced-price lunch), non-Asian 
minorities, LEP students, and students with an IEP tended to score lower than their respective 
counterparts.  With the exception of the physical science scale, female students performed just as 
well as male students.  At the classroom level, 6th grade classes tended to score higher than 4th 
and 5th grade classes.  Class size and teacher experience level were not significant predictors of 
student scores.   

                                                 
4  Raudenbush, Stephen, Bryk, Anthony, Cheong, Yuk F., Congdon, Richard, Scientific Software International, 
2000. 
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In regard to teacher participation in LSC professional development, the factor of most interest in 
this study, the results are encouraging.  Although the relationship is stronger for some scales than 
others, there is a pattern of higher achievement gains by students of LSC-trained teachers on all 
of the scales, especially for those classes whose teachers had participated extensively in LSC 
professional development.  It is interesting to note that this relationship is strongest on the earth 
science and life science scales, the two areas covered by the largest number of participating 
projects.  The relationship is also relatively strong for the nature of science scale, a topic that 
permeates nearly all of the units that were being implemented by the LSCs. 
 
 

Table 7 
HLM Results for each Assessment Scale: Intercepts 

 Overall 
Score 

Earth 
Science 

Electricity and 
Magnetism 

Life 
Science 

Nature of 
Science 

Physical 
Science 

Intercept 65.94 
(0.47) 

 

58.45 
(0.96) 

 

72.74 
(0.94) 

 

69.01 
(0.60) 

 

62.65 
(0.69) 

 

63.34 
(0.73) 

 
Student Level Predictors       
Pre-test score 0.76*** 

(0.02) 
 

0.47*** 
(0.02) 

 

0.48*** 
(0.03) 

 

0.55*** 
(0.02) 

 

0.52*** 
(0.01) 

 

0.44*** 
(0.01) 

 
Free or reduced-price lunch 

eligible 
-1.88~ 
(0.90) 

 

-2.65*** 
(0.49) 

 

-1.28 
(1.79) 

 

-2.99*** 
(0.44) 

 

-1.84* 
(0.84) 

 

-2.23** 
(0.71) 

 
Individualized education plan -3.24* 

(1.05) 
 

-5.18*** 
(0.67) 

 

-5.77* 
(1.94) 

 

-3.41* 
(1.27) 

 

-5.02* 
(1.95) 

 

-7.35** 
(2.04) 

 
Limited-English proficient -0.63 

(0.71) 
 

-2.45~ 
(1.32) 

 

-2.96*** 
(0.66) 

 

-0.02 
(0.64) 

 

-3.95*** 
(0.74) 

 

-4.48*** 
(0.64) 

 
Non-Asian minority -2.09** 

(0.49) 
 

-4.01* 
(1.72) 

 

-5.55*** 
(0.93) 

 

-4.69*** 
(0.41) 

 

-5.19*** 
(0.64) 

 

-2.43~ 
(1.18) 

 
Female -0.25 

(0.20) 
 

-0.12 
(0.78) 

 

-0.87 
(0.62) 

 

0.34 
(0.43) 

 

-0.18 
(0.47) 

 

-2.73*** 
(0.32) 

 
Classroom Level Predictors       
6th grade 1.29~ 

(0.70) 
 

5.73** 
(1.61) 

 

3.22*** 
(0.88) 

 

2.18* 
(0.85) 

 

2.29* 
(1.00) 

 

3.17** 
(0.91) 

 
Class size -0.00 

(0.03) 
 

0.07 
(0.06) 

 

0.09 
(0.10) 

 

0.07 
(0.05) 

 

0.08 
(0.06) 

 

0.06 
(0.05) 

 
Teacher with 6 or more years 

experience 
0.55 

(0.35) 
 

0.94~ 
(0.56) 

 

0.62 
(0.54) 

 

0.46 
(0.51) 

 

0.77 
(0.75) 

 

0.93~ 
(0.52) 

 
Teacher with 1–19 hours of 

LSC PD 
-0.01 
(0.67) 

 

2.96** 
(1.05) 

 

1.13 
(0.95) 

 

1.90* 
(0.95) 

 

1.21 
(1.15) 

 

-0.07 
(0.98) 

 
Teacher with 20–79 hours of 

LSC PD 
0.48 

(0.60) 
 

2.78** 
(0.94) 

 

1.40~ 
(0.84) 

 

2.55** 
(0.84) 

 

1.72~ 
(1.04) 

 

0.51 
(0.87) 

 
Teacher with 80+ hours of LSC 

PD 
1.06~ 

(0.63) 
3.40** 

(1.00) 
2.18* 

(0.91) 
1.72~ 

(0.89) 
2.42* 

(1.09) 
1.88* 

(0.91) 
~ p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001 
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In addition to examining the relationship between teacher participation in LSC professional 
development and student scores, the study looked at whether teacher participation was related to 
changes in any achievement gaps.  For each scale, the FRL, IEP, female, and non-Asian minority 
terms were tested to see if their slopes varied across classes (e.g., did females in some classes do 
better than females in other classes).5  Table 8 presents a summary of which slopes varied across 
classes for each scale as well as the relationship between teacher participation in LSC 
professional development and those slopes.   
 
 

Table 8 
HLM Results for each Assessment Scale: Slopes 

   Overall 
Score 

Earth 
Science 

Electricity and 
Magnetism 

Life 
Science 

Nature of 
Science 

Physical 
Science 

 
IEP† 

Non-Asian 
Minority† 

Non-Asian 
Minority† Female† FRL Female† IEP† 

Class size 0.12 
(0.09) 

 

0.09 
(0.11) 

 

0.02 
(0.10) 

 

-0.05 
(0.08) 

 

-0.25* 
(0.11) 

 

0.13 
(0.09) 

 

0.16 
(0.16) 

 
Teacher with 6 or more 

years experience 
-1.62~ 
(0.95) 

 

-1.38 
(1.01) 

 

-2.16 
(2.61) 

 

-0.18 
(0.87) 

 

-0.70 
(2.75) 

 

-0.35 
(0.97) 

 

-1.95 
(3.66) 

 
Teacher with 1–19 hours of 

LSC PD  
-2.78~ 
(1.62) 

 

-5.21** 
(1.82) 

 

-5.35** 
(1.65) 

 

1.90 
(1.53) 

 

-0.10 
(1.83) 

 

-0.04 
(1.69) 

 

0.44 
(3.19) 

 
Teacher with 20–79 hours 

of LSC PD  
-1.65 
(1.37) 

 

-5.22** 
(1.56) 

 

-4.34** 
(1.42) 

 

1.40 
(1.32) 

 

0.29 
(1.38) 

 

-0.39 
(1.46) 

 

1.27 
(2.92) 

 
Teacher with 80+ hours of 

LSC PD 
-3.89** 
(1.46) 

-3.65* 
(1.80) 

-2.57 
(1.65) 

0.72 
(1.43) 

-0.00 
(1.82) 

-1.61 
(1.59) 

-4.65 
(3.17) 

~ p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001 
† Model fit was improved significantly by allowing for this slope to vary across classes even after the inclusion of the predictor 

variables.   
 
 
In 3 of the 7 instances where there was variation in slopes across classes, teacher participation in 
LSC professional development is associated with a slight widening of the achievement gap, even 
after controlling for initial knowledge.  For the overall scale score, students with IEPs tended to 
score lower in classes of LSC-trained teachers.  Similarly, on the earth science and electricity 
and magnetism scales, non-Asian minorities in classes taught by LSC trained teachers tended to 
score lower than non-Asian minorities in classes taught by teachers not trained by the LSC.  LSC 
professional development was not a predictor, either positively or negatively, of achievement 
gaps on the life science, nature of science, or physical science scales.   
 
There are a number of possible explanations for this finding.  It may be that it is more difficult 
for disadvantaged students to make the transition to a new style of teaching and learning.  
Another possible explanation is that the transition to an activity-based, student-centered method 
of teaching is difficult for teachers and that they must first deal with general implementation 
                                                 
5  The LEP slope was not included in these analyses as nearly all LEP students were clustered within one of the 
participating projects. 
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issues before they can turn their attention to issues of equity.  The latter hypothesis is supported 
by the fact that the magnitude of the achievement gaps tend to get smaller with greater amounts 
of professional development.  However, further research is needed before a definitive conclusion 
can be made. 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
The results of this study provide some evidence that the LSC program is having a positive impact 
on student achievement in science.  On the overall test score and each of the sub-scales, after 
controlling for a number of student demographics, a positive relationship was found between 
increases in student scores and teacher participation in LSC professional development.  Further, 
this relationship tends to get stronger with increased participation in LSC professional 
development. 
 
The results in relation to closing achievement gaps were less encouraging.  Even when 
controlling for initial knowledge, students with IEPs in classes taught by LSC-trained teachers 
tended to have lower overall test scores than students with IEPs in non-LSC classes.  Similarly, 
non-Asian minority students in LSC classes tended to score lower on the Earth science and 
electricity and magnetism scales than non-Asian minority students in non-LSC classes.  
However, these differences tend to get smaller with increased professional development. 
 
It is important to acknowledge some of the threats to the validity of this study.  In regards to the 
study’s internal validity (i.e., the extent to which the results can be attributed to the LSC 
program), there are two major concerns.  The first is the lack of information on how much 
science instruction students received and how much of that instruction was based on LSC-
designated instructional materials.  Although the study intended to control for these quantities, 
inconsistencies and irregularities in teachers’ responses to the questions designed to measure 
these factors made these data unreliable.  Other evaluation studies of the LSC have shown that 
extent of participation in LSC professional development is positively correlated with amount of 
science instruction,6 and it is possible that an increased quantity of science instruction is 
responsible for the gains observed in this study rather than an increase in the quality of that 
instruction.  However, increasing the amount of science taught at the elementary level is itself a 
positive outcome of the LSC program.  The teacher questionnaires have been revised, which 
should allow for the control of these variables in the second and third year of this study. 
 
The second threat to the internal validity of this study is the fact that, due to the relatively recent 
funding of many of the participating projects, a large proportion of teachers in the sample who 
had received extensive treatment (80 or more hours of LSC professional development) were 
teacher leaders.  Many of the teachers chosen by projects to be teacher leaders are selected 
because of their enthusiasm for or skill at teaching science and they may not be representative of 
a “typical” teacher.  However, as a positive relationship was found on some of the scales 
between student achievement and lower levels of professional development (where few or none 

                                                 
6  Weiss, Iris R., Arnold, Elizabeth, E., Banilower, Eric R., and Soar, Eugene H., Local Systemic Change through 
Teacher Enhancement: Year Six Cross-site Report, Horizon Research, Inc., May 2001. 
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of the teachers are teacher leaders), this threat may not be very significant.  It is expected that a 
greater number of non-teacher leaders will have participated extensively in LSC professional 
development by the second and third year of this study, allowing for the testing of this alternative 
hypothesis. 
 
In addition to the threats to internal validity, there is an important threat to the external validity 
(i.e., generalizability) of this study.  To date, the NSF has funded 47 LSC projects that target 
science teachers at the 4th, 5th, or 6th grade level.  Only 12 of these projects elected to participate 
in this study.  Although there is no reason to suspect that the projects that did participate are 
substantially different from the ones that did not, there is no practical means to determine the 
veracity of this assumption.  If the results of this year’s study are replicated in years two and 
three, greater confidence in the generalizability of the results will be warranted.  In addition, a 
companion study examining the impact of the LSC on student achievement in science at grades 7 
and 8 planned for the 2003–2004 academic year should provide further information regarding the 
impact of the LSC program. 
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Appendix B 
 

2001–2002 Science Assessment Scale Definitions 
 
 
 



 

 

 
Table B-1 

2001–02 Science Assessment Scale Definitions 

Earth Science 
Electricity & 
Magnetism Life Science 

Nature of 
Science 

Physical 
Science 

(11 items) (10 items) (11 items) (10 items) (10 items) 
Q3 Q4 Q1 Q5 Q2 
Q8 Q7 Q6 Q9 Q10 
Q12 Q13 Q11 Q15 Q14 
Q16 Q17 Q18 Q20 Q19 
Q24 Q23 Q21 Q25 Q22 
Q26 Q27 Q28 Q30 Q29 
Q35 Q32 Q31 Q34 Q33 
Q39 Q40 Q36 Q38 Q37 
Q43 Q45 Q41 Q42 Q44 
Q46 Q47 Q48 Q50 Q49 
Q51  Q52   

 


