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CHAPTER I

Introduction

Perhaps one of the most significant developments

that educators and other citizens are expressing about

educational accountability. This current national trend

seems to have intensified a concern of many educators

about the measurement and prediction of teaching quality.
for the first time in the recentAs a result,

history of American education, researchers seem to be

taking an increasingly broader view of the teaching-
The teaching-learning process islearning process.

viewed by most researchers today as a highly complex,
multifaceted interaction among a wide range of condition
ing factors or variables which the researcher must con
sider before making judgments about the effectiveness of
teaching.

The present study explored relationships among
three variables of the teaching-learning process:

1

in American education today is the increased concern
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(a) student teacher beliefs about teaching, (b) student

teacher assignments to schools by socioeconomic status

(SES) of the school community and grade level, and

(c) student teacher performance ratings. The subjects

used in the study were student teachers in training at

three central Alabama colleges of teacher education.

Background of the Study

The problem of predicting teaching effectiveness

has assumed increasing urgency in recent years, parti

cularly among teacher education faculties. For example,

during the fall, 1977, Phi Delta Kappa Biennial Council

on Educational Issues, the more than 400 delegates—

representing more than 110,000 educators throughout the

"concern about the selection,world—rank-ordered

preparation, and certification of teachers" as third

among 19 concerns about educational issues. This par

ticular concern about selecting, preparing. and cer

tifying teachers was outranked only by concerns about

According to Tolor (1973), the great concern of

"children's acquisition of basic skills" and the

"financing of public education" (Liams, 1977, p. 287).
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educators about predicting the quality of teaching has

occurred in response to three major societal developments:

In response to these concerns, the Alabama State

Board of Education, in conjunction with the Alabama

Association of Teacher Educators' (AATE) Task Force,

has developed a set of resolutions for the implementa

tion of improved preservice and in-service education

programs within the state of Alabama. The board, in

addition to mandating more stringent admissions criteria

for entry of students into teacher education programs,

instructed institutions to design instruments to measure

the competencies of teachers in training. The necessary

competencies specified by the board are:

(1) acceptable achievement in academic skills;
(2) reasonable mastery of a body of academic 

knowledge; and

The first is the growing acceptance of the 
principle of accountability as applied to 
the educational area. The second is the 
changing economic picture in which a com
bination of recessionary trends and infla
tionary pressures have produced a diminished 
tolerance on the part of most people for 
assuming heavy tax burdens. The third' is 
the mounting concern with the issue of the 
relevance of the educational enterprise in 
a rapidly changing society where traditional 
values and goals are constantly being 
challenged. (p. 98)
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Statement of the Problem

Faculties at some institutions of teacher educa

tion, particularly those serving nontraditional student

populations, are having difficulty developing adequate
predictors of on-the-job teaching success.

A review of the literature on teaching effec
tiveness reveals that although numerous investigations
have been conducted within the past few decades to
measure and predict quality of teaching, most have

produced inconclusive and even contradictory results
(Coleman, 1954; Della Piana & Gage, 1955; Munro, 1964;
Stein & Hardy, 1957; Yee, 1970).

However, while these studies of teaching effec
tiveness are inconclusive, they strongly suggest that
teaching-learning is a very complex process that consists
of many factors which interact to produce learning out-

13) ability to perform at an acceptable level 
as determined by requirements for success 
on the job. (Alabama Association of 
Teacher Educator's Task Force, Note 1, 
P- 2)

& Gage, 1955; Munro, 1964; Rosenshine, 1976; Yee, 1970).
comes (Biddle & Ellena, 1974; Brody, 1970; Della Piana
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Criteria of Teaching Effectiveness of the American Edu

cational Research Association (Gage, 1963) ,- in reviewing

studies of teaching effectiveness, concluded that most

were lacking in theoretical context and existed in a

The committee recommended

that a firm theoretical framework be provided for future

research studies designed to determine quality of

teaching.

During the sixties, Wehling and Charters (1969)
delineated cognitive mediators which teachers are said
to employ in teaching-learning situations. They defined
eight dimensions of teacher beliefs about teaching which
seem to operate as mediators of teacher behavior during

Five of these eightthe teaching-learning process.
dimensions were used in the present investigation on the
basis of their relationship to more or less structure in

It was assumed that these selected'teaching-learning.
dimensions would be most sensitive as dependent variables
in the present study of teaching effectiveness because
the variables would be most affected by the student
teacher's views about using structure in teaching.

Further, as early as 1953, a committee on the

"theoretical vacuum" (p. 508).
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A problem, however, in the study of teaching

effectiveness seems to be one of establishing an opera

tional definition of the term. According to Winne and

Marx (1977), part of that problem has been that research

on teaching has focused on a misleading question. Deter

mining teaching effectiveness traditionally has meant a
study of whether a specific teacher act or strategy

influences measurable gains in student achievement.
Instead, according to Winne and Marx (1977), research

should be aimed at determining how teachers influence

learners and vice versa.

For example, a review of literature on teaching

effectiveness revealed that there have been few attempts

to examine underlying theoretical assumptions which
influence teaching behaviors that lead to student learn-

almost no attention has been given to. suching. Also,
broad factors as those that condition learning charac-

no determination has yetteristics of students. Thus,
been made of how these factors influence student learning
characteristics that interact with characteristics of
teachers in a learning situation (Yee, 1970) .

Factors that seem to be most often investigated
in studies of teaching effectiveness presently are those
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related to the quality of teacher-student interpersonal

relationships (Anderson, Alpert, & Golden, 1970; Flanders,

1970; Homans, 1950; Rogers & Bhowmik, 1970). Most

research in this area supports the view that indirect

rather than direct teaching methods and a higher level

of questioning have positive influences on the academic

achievement of students (Amidon & Flanders, 1961; Amidon

& Simon, 1965; Davis & Tinsley, 1967; Dodl, 1966; Flanders,

Also, a number of these studies investigating1965) .

interpersonal relationships in the classroom deal with

teachers' affective attitudes toward children (Brody,

1970; Della Piana & Gage, 1955; Downie & Bell, 1953;

Kearney & Rocchio, 1955; Munro, 1964; Yee, 1970).

few research studies have suggested

that characteristics of both students and teachers may be

factors in predicting teaching effectiveness. Klein

(1971) and Shavelson (1976) suggested that teachers are

dynamic decision makers in the teaching-learning process

who vary instructional acts according to personal beliefs

and attitudes, and according to information received about

The student also was viewed as a dynamic decistudents .

sion maker, participating in the learning process according

to how he is able to attend to, analyze, and process

However, a
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information. He was viewed as making these responses in

accordance with his own set of background experiences,

attitudes, and beliefs.

Further, in support of this view, Doyle (1977)

concluded that a teacher's success in teaching is a func

tion either of his effectiveness in reducing complexities

involved in the classroom teaching-learning situation or

his effectiveness in adapting to its demands. It follows

then that a teacher's ability to make these adjustments

depends to a great extent upon his attitudes and beliefs

about the teaching process.

While isolated studies of teaching effectiveness

do offer some evidence of success or lack of success in

teaching performances in selected classroom climates

1961; Amidon & Simon, 1965; Dodl,(Amidon & Flanders,

1966; Flanders, 1965), other studies suggest that such

relationships may not apply to classroom situations in

school communities involving students of low socioeconomic

status (Passow,' 1973; Rosenshine, 1976; Yee, 1970).

Characteristics of low SES students may have considerable

influence on teaching effectiveness, and this influence

may be in a direction opposite from outcomes influenced
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by characteristics of middle SES students. Results of

studies on learning characteristics of low SES community

students indicate that successful teachers may be required

to be more structured in their approaches to teaching

and less concerned about affective attitudes toward the

students than teachers who are successful in teaching

middle SES community school students. Consequently, many

questions remain unanswered regarding the relationship of

teacher attitudes and beliefs about teaching and teaching

performance ratings when teachers are working specifically

with low SES community school students.

In spite of the fact that there have been

innumerable research studies on teaching effectiveness,

the teaching-learning process has not been dealt with

adequately as

with adequate consideration given to certain conditioning

factors--specifically to the SES of the school community.

Additionally, there have been no investigations of

teaching process, performance ratings of student teachers.

and the SES of the school community and grade level to

which the student teacher is assigned.

an interactive and multidimensional process.

specific relationships among teachers' beliefs about the
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Significance of the Study

The present study was designed to contribute

information that could be helpful in providing directions

for further research and that could lead to the develop-

"master theory" of teaching for teachers inment of a

training in central Alabama. The eventual development of

such a theory would assist teacher education faculties

in their efforts to develop instruments and procedures

for more effective evaluation of the teaching-learning

Such findings would be expected ultimately toprocess.

assist the faculties of the three colleges or divisions

of teacher education in developing more valid procedures

for counseling, training, and placing teacher education

majors.

Additionally, findings were expected to reveal

specific relationships among factors associated with

on-the-job success of teachers working with children

These findings couldin low SES school communities.

basis for further investigation to discover

possible measures to be used in predicting teaching

effectiveness with students possessing differing learning

characteristics.

serve as a
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the present study was to explore

relationships among student teachers' beliefs about

teaching and their assignments to middle or low SES com
munity schools in grades K-4 or 5-8 and the student

teachers' performance ratings.

More specifically, the purpose of the present
study was to determine the extent of interaction effects

(1969) Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs (asand Charters'
measured after student teaching experience) with respect

(a) the assignments of student teachers to middle andto
low SES community schools in grades K-4 and 5-8 and
(b) the student teachers' performance ratings.

Research Questions
In the present study, the following three research

questions were investigated:
Do student teachers who are rated as successful1.

less successful teaching in middle socioeconomic statusor
community schools differ significantly in their beliefs
about the teaching process from those who are rated as

of student teachers' mean scores on five scales of Wehling
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nity schools?

2. Does the grade level placement of the student

teacher make a difference?

3. Is there an interaction effect among these

differences as a result of the two or three factors

operating together?

Scope of the Study

The entire population of elementary student

teachers enrolled in directed teaching classes at Miles

College, Samford University, and The University of Alabama

during the second semester, 1977-78, were used as subjects

in the study. The subjects were bicultural, consisting

of black American and Caucasian students. The socio

economic status of the school communities was classified

as low or middle according to mean incomes of unrelated

families and education levels of individuals over 18 during

Observations were made of the 94 subjects as they1970.

worked with children in 43 elementary public schools.

The assignments of subjects to Birmingham City, Jefferson

County, Tuscaloosa City, and Tuscaloosa County schools

were made with no direction from the investigator.

successful or less successful teaching in low SES commu-
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The subjects were administered the Dimensions of

Teacher Beliefs Questionnaire (Wehling & Charters, 1969).

forms used by college supervisors for this purpose and

summarized on a special form devised by the investigator.

Statistical information about the SES of the school com

munities was secured from standard metropolitan statis

tical area documents (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau

of Census, 1970).

instrument were analyzed statistically to determine the

nature and degree of relationships among five dimensions

of student teacher beliefs about teaching, student teacher

performance ratings, and assignments of student teachers

by SES of school community and grade level.

Limitations

Caution must be exercised in generalizing results

of the present study beyond the population defined. It

must be recognized that, due to events that could not be

readily controlled, a number of variables intervened which

may have confounded the results to some extent. For

example, the student teachers worked with children with

differences in age, grade level, race, etc.

Student teachers' performance ratings were collected on

The student teachers' responses to the

Also, some
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of the student teachers worked in cultural settings that

were familiar to them while other student teachers worked

in cultural settings that were unfamiliar to them. These
conditions introduced variables that were not controlled.

sources of error that must
be taken into consideration before making judgments based
on the results of this investigation.

The instrument used in the present study also

imposed limitations. For example, failure of student
teachers to score high on a dimension of teaching beliefs
measured does not rule out the possibility that the stu
dent teachers may have firm beliefs on some dimensions
that were not measured by the instrument. No assumptions

therefore, about what a teacher does believecan be made,
the basis of low scores on any of the five dimensionson

measured in this investigation.
The dynamic nature of the construct under study

The entire teaching-learningalso imposed limitations.
situation is extremely complex with many constantly
fluctuating factors involved. It would, therefore, be
very difficult to make valid predictions about teaching
effectiveness solely on the basis of information gathered

The variables are, therefore,
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investigation of the construct under study.

Definition of Terms

For purposes of the present investigation, the

following operational definitions are used:

Less Successful Student Teacher Ratings: The

lower 50% of student teacher ratings. This includes all

ratings which fell below the 50th percentile.

Low Socioeconomic School Communities: School

communities with mean income of unrelated families falling

below $10,000 and/or with percentage of high school

graduates below 65%.

Middle SES School Communities. School communities

with mean income of unrelated families falling at $10,000

Only communities which conform to both65% or above.

criteria are included in this category.

Successful Student Teacher Ratings. The upper

50% of student teacher ratings. This includes those

ratings which fell at the 50th percentile or above.

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed by a two-way factorial analysis

or above and with percentage of high school graduates at

as a result of this study or as the result of any one
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■of variance according to the Behavioral Sciences Statis

tics Program Library (Barker & Barker, 1977) in The

University of Alabama Computer Center. The .05 level was

considered significant.

Summary

The data collected and analyzed in this study

consisted of student teachers' scores on five scales of

the beliefs-about-teaching instrument, the assignments

of student teachers to middle or to low SES community

schools in grades K-4 and 5-8, and the performance

ratings of student teachers as made by their cooperating

teachers.

The data were analyzed to determine interaction

effects of the independent variables,

sifications by grade level of school communities and

student teachers' performance ratings. These analyses

expected to reveal information that would assistwere

faculties of the three participating colleges in devel

oping more clearly defined bases for making judgments

about quality of student teaching in their teacher

education programs.

i.e., SES clas-
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Organization of This Study

Chapter II is a review of literature related to

the purpose of this study. The areas of research examined
are:

the development of the concept of teaching1.

a social process,as

teacher beliefs and attitudes about teaching2.
as mediators in the teaching process, and

the socioeconomic status of the school com-3.
munity as a conditioning factor in determining students'
learning characteristics.

Chapter III contains a discussion of the

hypotheses, the methodology used in collecting data, and

study.
Chapter IV contains a description of the statis

tical procedures used in analyzing the data and a presenta-
This includes ation of the findings of this study.

description of the interactions found among variables and

statement on the evidence supporting or refuting eacha

hypothesis.

a description of the instruments used in the present
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Chapter V contains a discussion and interpretation

of the results. This includes conclusions and implica
tions of the findings as well as recommendations for
further research on the assessment of teaching

effectiveness.



CHAPTER II

Review of the Literature

The review of literature related to the present

investigation is presented in four parts. A background

of theory and research leading to the development of the

concept of teaching as a social process is presented

first. followed by a review of literature related to the

development of methods of defining teachers' personal,

underlying assumptions which are said to mediate their

behavior in teaching. The third section discusses the

relationship of the socioeconomic status of school com

munities as conditioning factors in determining learning

characteristics of students. Finally, a summary statement

is presented which relates previous research to the

present investigation.

Since the beginning of the present century,

19

Development of the Concept of 
Teaching as a Social Process

concern has been shown in American education about personal
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judgments about teaching quality.

educational researchers about personal characteristics

of students as participants along with teachers in the

teaching-learning process is a more recent development

(Bloom, 1976; Gage, 1963).

According to H. Davis (1964), teacher rating

forms were used in Milwaukee as early as 1896 and in

Chicago and Brooklyn in 1907 for purposes of evaluating

the work of public school teachers. The forms consisted

highly criticized by some educators because they were said

(p. 42).

According to Boyce (1915), a form released in

1910 for rating teachers was considered highly influential

The form, by E. C. Elliot, professor atby educators.

the University of Wisconsin, included seven headings:

physical efficiency, moral-native efficiency, administra

tive efficiency, dynamic efficiency, projected efficiency.

achieved efficiency, and social efficiency. The form was

designed for use by teachers to serve as a guide in their

discussions with their supervisors (pp. 78-81).

of long lists of unclassified teacher traits and were

characteristics of teachers in making evaluations or

to rate "90 percent of the teachers over 90 percent"

However, concern of
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Boyce (1915), in a survey study of the methods of

determining and recording the efficiency of teachers in

350 cities of over 10,000 population, summarized the

qualities evaluated in 50 rating schemes. "Discipline"

found, in 98% of the forms, with "instructional skill"was

and "cooperation and loyalty" each mentioned in 60% of

the forms.

Subsequently, Monroe and Clark (1924) proposed a

composite evaluation plan for evaluating teachers that

included controlled educational measurements of pupil

achievements.

1964) made a review of teacher rating forms then in

by school systems and pointed out the fact

that there was lack of agreement among raters as well as

failure of ratings to correlate with measures of pupila

These investigators advanced the hypothesisachievement.

that teacher ratings were of value chiefly as measurements

of a teacher's prestige and that other devices should be

used to measure other aspects of teaching success. Among

the suggested devices, the researchers mentioned "obser-

common use

vational records of classroom technique" as a promising

In 1945, Reavis and Cooper (cited in H. Davis,
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new development, although it is "still dependent to a large

The two researchers also suggested that evaluation

of teachers should be more comprehensive, considering the

that better cumulative records be kept, and suggested

types of information that should be kept on file. However,

there was still little agreement on specific methods of

relating pupil growth to teaching efficiency (cited in

During the fifties and early sixties, a large

number of instruments were utilized in an attempt to

delineate characteristics of the ideal teacher. Some of

these included Allport, Vernon, and Lindsey's Study of

Values Inventory (1951); The Kuder Preference Record

(Gowan, 1957; Stewart & Roberts, 1955); the Strong

Vocational Interest Blank; and the Minnesota Multiphasic

Personality Inventory (Getzels & Jackson, 1963). However,

frequently and consistently utilized for

research studies as the Minnesota Teacher Attitude

& Callis, 1951) .Inventory (MTAI) (Cook, Leeds,

The MTAI, apparently because it was designed to

affective attitudes toward children,measure teachers 1

none were as

teachers' records and work as a whole. They recommended

H. Davis, 1964).

degree on subjective reactions" (H. Davis, 1964, p. 54).
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was used more frequently in research studies of teacher

effectiveness than any of the instruments which measured

such variables as the teachers' vocational aptitudes and

teacher personality variables (Coleman, 1954; Fuller,

1951; Gowan, 1957; Seagoe, 1946).

Due perhaps in part to the fact that the emphasis

results of the research studies were mostly inconclusive.

Downie and Bell (1953), Kearney and Rocchio (1955), Hardy

(1955), and Stein and Hardy (1957) are typical of the

researchers employing MTAI in earlier studies of teaching

effectiveness.

Downie and Bell (1953) concluded, after adminis

tering MTAI to a group of teacher trainees:

significant

who selected teaching as a vocation and those who did

Hardy (1955) found that educationnot select teaching.

mean difference in MTAI scores between high school seniors

. . . students who scored high in MTAI tended 
to have a background of experiences with young 
people, and expressed interest in teaching and 
were rated as good prospects by their instruc
tors. Poor students tended to show the opposite 
of these traits. (p. 704)

Kearney and Rocchio (1955) found a

interests, the teachers' work values, and various other

of MTAI was focused upon teacher characteristics, the
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faculty ratings of student teachers in training and MTAI

Studies by Stein

with pupil ratings of teachers which appeared to demon

strate that teacher attitudes as measured by MTAI had

both validity and reliability.

studies have failed to confirm the findings of the above

studies and have even yielded evidence that brings into

question the validity and reliability of MTAI when it is

used as an only measure with diverse populations (Coleman,

1954; Della Piana & Gage, 1955; Munro, 1964; Sangren &

Schmidt, 1956; Yee, 1970).
For example, Munro (1964) concluded, after his

although MTAI did not have sufficient predictive validity

for use in the selection of teacher training candidates

of predictors of teaching success appears worthy of addi-

Results of studies conducted by Della Piana and

scores correlated positively (0.56).

and Hardy (1957) resulted in correlations of MTAI scores

On the other hand, a number of the research

study using MTAI as a predictor of teaching success, that

Gage (1955) and Yee (1970) support Munro's (1964) view

at his institution, "the role of MTAI as one of a number

tional investigation" (p. 139).
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that factors other than MTAI attitudes must be considered

Della Piana and Gage (1955) investigated the

relationship between MTAI attitudes of student teachers

and their ratings of success by elementary school pupils.

The investigators found that MTAI scores correlated

positively with ratings, of pupils who had previously been

classified as affectively oriented.

scores correlated negatively with ratings of pupils who

had been classified as cognitively oriented.

Similarly, a study by Yee (1970) strongly

suggested the importance of considering factors other

than MTAI attitudes in studying teaching effectiveness.

Possible differences in agreement on the part of teachers,

students, administrators, and parents in their evaluations
Results indicated thatof teachers were investigated.

Of particular significance to thecorrelated positively.
present study, principals' ratings of teachers in middle
class schools correlated positively with MTAI attitudes

In schools serving low socioeconomictoward children.
groups of children, however, principals' ratings of
teachers tended to correlate negatively with MTAI

in predicting teaching success.

However, the MTAI

students' and principals' attitudes toward children
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attitudes toward children. In other words, in the middle

class school situation, principals tended to rate as

superior those teachers who expressed positive affective

attitudes toward students, while in the lower class

school situation, principals tended to rate as superior

those teachers who expressed negative affective attitudes

toward students.

The usefulness of MTAI as a predictor of teaching

success may be further subject to question on the basis

of research findings resulting from an investigation of

its "fakeability." Coleman (1954), for example, stated

"Use of MTAI asMTAI that:

warranted in light of the instrument's susceptibility to

faking" (p. 236) .
Also, raising doubts about the utility of such

instruments as MTAI—as well as similar instruments

assessing attitudes, values, and personality factors as
the only determiners of teaching effectiveness—a com
mittee on the Criteria of Teaching Effectiveness of the
American Educational Research Association (Getzels &

a major factor in hiring a

teacher or accepting a student for training would not seem

at the conclusion of his study on the "fakeability" of

Jackson, 1963) contended, after studying such research,
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that research along these lines is "conducted in a

theoretical vacuum" (p. 576) . The committee recommended

that a theoretical framework be provided for future

research on teaching effectiveness.

Consequently, much research in recent years has

tended to focus more on the development of a conceptual

framework for assessing teaching effectiveness, with

teaching-learning viewed as a social process involving a

whole network of variables worthy of being studied. A

large body of recent research supports the theory which

views teaching as a social process (Anderson et al., 1970;

Biddle & Ellena,

Research conducted by Anderson et al. (1970)

In an attempt to determine teachingsupports this view.

perceptions and their perceptions of their teachers.

Their basic assumptions were that (a) classroom teaching

is a dynamic communication process, and (b) communication

effectiveness may be measured by determining the extent

reflected in responses elicited from a specified receiver

1964; Bidwell, 1965; J. A. Davis, 1963;

Getzels, 1969; Miles & Charters, 1970).

effectiveness and methods for measuring it, the investi

gators studied relationships between students' self-

to which the intentions of a source (the teacher) are
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(the student). This investigation also sought to deter

mine whether the communication process in a particular

social context—teaching—would be more effective to the

extent that there was "covergence toward similarity or

homophily" (p. 36) between the teacher and the student

or whether it would be more effective with some combina

tion of "homophily or heterophily" (p. 36) within a

social context.

profiles and teacher profiles resulted in a yield of five

factors accounting for 56% of the total variation in image

evaluations: (a) empathy; (b) competence; (c) conven

tionality; (d) stage presence; and (e) excitement.

Further investigation of the relationships between these

five factors and interpersonal distance (homophily-

heterophily) yielded negative results. Also, in spite of

(1970) concluded thatthe fact that Anderson et al.

further research was needed in "defining and measuring

appropriate criteria by which teaching effectiveness and

its correlates should be judged" (p. 43), the concept of

Loree (1970) described the teaching-learning

social situation in this manner:

a student-teacher interaction effect was confirmed.

An analysis of the results of students' self-
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has been made away from studying intrapersonal congruence

processes to studying inteiactional congruence between

pupils and teachers (Bidwell, 1965; J. A. Davis, 1963;
1969; Miles & Charters, 1970).Getzels, As a result,

(1973) defined teaching as ".Bidwell . . a variety of

social relationships . . . [which consist] of a cluster
of activities, conducted by persons in a teaching role

interacting with persons in other roles" (p. 416).
One of these roles is played by students and the

set of activities involved in the process is open to
sanction by all participants in the process. Sanctions

for enforcing norms which include such resources as
These resources are

Progress in learning is affected by the 
quality of interpersonal relationships 
existing within the classroom. These rela
tionships may be warm or cool, tense or 
relaxed, antagonistic or cohesive, friendly 
or hostile. The classroom constitutes a 
miniature social structure, and students may 
expend much energy in striving to attain 
prestige within the school's social struc
ture. One factor determining whether desir
able social (and academic) learning occurs 
in the school is the quality of the relation
ships between the teacher and the pupils, 
(p. 169)

are defined as "mechanisms" used in the teaching process

esteem, social position, and money.

As a result of studies along these lines, a shift
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used as reward or punishment in the teaching-learning
process.

Varying teacher sanctions affects the conduct and

learning of students (Anderson, White, and Wash, 1966;

According to Bidwell (1973) :

Since the teacher is the most powerful agent for

socializing students to perform well academically and to
reinforce their merging self-concepts, it follows that

and values are important
students' beliefs.factors in the process. atti-However,

They would appear
to be critical determinants of the kinds of sanctions the
teacher is able to employ successfully with students in
the teaching-learning situation.

mission of values is an important aspect of the

School classes are organized formally into two 
strata: the teacher and the students. The 
upper stratum has only one member, the teacher. 
In this one member stratum are found the 
various properties of the teacher's role. . . . 
The lower stratum usually is homogeneous in 
age and, in schools tied to local attendance 
districts, relatively homogeneous in social 
origin. (p. 430)

the teacher’s beliefs, attitudes,

McKeachie, Lin, Milholland, & Isaacson, 1966; Thomas,

Moreover, according to Charters (1963), trans-

tudes, and values also are important.

Becker, & Armstrong, 1968) .
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teaching-learning process. These are transmitted by the

teacher to the student by means of sanctions in the flow

of interaction. The values transmitted depend upon the

teacher's value orientation. This in turn is determined

by the teacher's position in the larger social structure.

Conflicting value orientations result when students and

teachers are located at different points in the larger

social structure. When this happens, students experience

learning problems.
In order to provide a much needed theoretical

framework and to expand on the single dimensional aspect

of previous investigations of teaching effectiveness,

Wehling and Charters (1969) conducted an investigation

of teacher attitudes, motivations, behavioral styles, and

role perceptions.
(1963) pointed out two outstandingCharters

difficulties with previous research studies on teaching

effectiveness:
The implication in most studies that only one1.

competence versus incompetence, is important;dimension,

and

The underlying assumption in most studies that2.
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an individual's capability in teaching is enduring and

remains unchanged throughout his lifetime.

He postulated that research should be aimed at

investigating the present relations in social teaching

learning situations of teachers rather than investigating a

teacher's background or social origin.

study of the teacher's present attitudes and beliefs as

these interact with various characteristics of students.

This, he contended, can be provided through the development

of theoretical frameworks which are able to deal with:

1.

2.

Doyle (1977), in studying the induction of student

teachers into classrooms, found evidence that student

teacher behavior is influenced greatly by the demands of

the total classroom environment. Classrooms were found to

be multidimensional, serving a variety of purposes with

each containing a multiplicity of events and processes.

groups who themselves possessed a wide range of interests.

abilities, goals, and patterns of behavior. Additionally,

The connections between social and cul
tural forces on the participants in the 
teaching-learning process; and
The connections between the participants 
and the teaching-learning process itself, 
(p. 805)

This leads one to a

Moreover, student teachers were found to confront pupil
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not only did tasks of the student teacher interact with

the various external-internal events of the classroom and

behavior characteristics of students, but interacted in

the sense that ways of dealing with one dimension had

consequences for the outcomes of other dimensions. These

found to occur simultaneously and

greatly affected the successful outcomes of teaching.

Doyle (1977) said:

Success in classroom teaching, according to Doyle

teachers can develop strategies to reduce the complexities

In cases ofof the classroom environment. nonsuccess,

the complexities of the classroom environment appear to

while in cases ofincrease over the course of the term,

a consequence of several recent

research studies on teaching effectiveness, a number of

theories have been advanced which may serve to facilitate

Three of the theories are: leadershipfurther study.

The simultaneous occurrence of multiple events, 
together with the continuous possibility of 
internal and external interruptions, con
tributed to an unpredictability in the sequence 
of classroom events, especially for student 
teachers who had not learned to anticipate 
consequences. (p. 52)

multiple events were

Further, as

success, opposite conditions seem to prevail.

(1977), seems to depend on the extent to which student
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theory, the theory of teaching styles, and the models

approach to studying teaching-learning.

Leadership theory is an approach which deals with

the amount of differential influence that a teacher is

able to exert over students. Getzels and Guba (1957)

delineated three basic leadership styles that teachers

are said to operate under within the classroom. These

styles are:

Nomenthetic Style.1. This style is charac

terized by behavior which stresses the requirements of

the institution, its roles, and its expectations sometimes

at the expense of the individual. Effectiveness is rated

in terms of behavior directed toward accomplishing the

school's goals by following rules and regulations.

This style is charac-Idiographic Style.2.

terized by behavior which stresses the individuality of

people, their personalities, and their needs. Minimum

emphasis is placed on the institution's rules and regula-

The assumption is that the school can accomplishtions.

its objectives by making it possible for each person to

seek what is most relevant or meaningful to him or her.

This style is charac-Transactional Style.3.

terized by behavior which makes explicit the roles and
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expectations required for organizational goal accomplish-

Both the institution and people are givenand concerns.

consideration.

Under the leadership style theory, the classroom

social system in which the teacher and

students interact to produce observed behavior. A cul-

Thistural dimension also has been added to the model.

dimension includes mores and values of participating

cultural groups which are examined in studies of class

room processes.

As a result of several studies involving leader

ship behaviors, three clusters of effective leadership

have been identified. These are:

leaders who respond to social system needs,1.

leaders who respond to personal needs of2.

those under the leader's command, and

leaders who respond to needs of both the3.

system and process.

Also, Waller (1965) has outlined five techniques

of leadership thought to be categorized along a continuum.

These five techniques are:

is conceived as a

ment, but also makes provision for individual differences
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1. command, in which institutional dominance and

subordination appear in their purest forms;
2. sanction, whereby punishment is used to

enforce the command;

3. manipulation, a means of controlling students

through indirect devices;

4 . temper which is marked by weakly controlled
or uncontrolled emotion; and

5. appeal, frequently used for dealing with minor

infractions or for effecting a change in the general

attitudes of students (Ornstein, 1978, p. 258).

A question which requires an answer at this point
in order to judge teaching quality seems to be how to

determine a proper mix of controlling and teaching tech

niques for effectiveness when teaching in different
learning situations with different groups of students.
The problem is a real one for many student teachers and
may be related to determining what the student teacher
believes about teaching.

Some investigators have conducted studies on the
teaching styles of teachers and suggested that these
should be matched with learning styles of students. On
the other hand, many researchers argue that what is
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quality teaching for one group of students is quality

teaching for other groups of students. According to

Gordon (1962) , in presenting a list of needs and desired

teacher behaviors for meeting the needs of disadvantaged

"Such needs are present in the case of all stu-students,

especially critical in the case of the

culturally disadvantaged" (p. 36) .

Although Riessman (1967) and Thelen (1954)

described teaching styles in their works, their descrip-

The classifications,tions were not research based.

verified by systematic research.
Anderson found in his studies that dominative

teachers produced dominative students, and that integra
tive teachers stimulated further integration among

Lippitt and White's research supported thesestudents.
Flanders (1965) developedconclusions.

for quantifying verbal communication patterns in the

classroom which he called "direct"
Heil, Feifer, and Powell (Note 2) concluded,influences.

dents but are

an instrument

or "indirect" teacher

on the basis of their research findings, that "certain

as "authoritarian, democratic, or laissez-faire" made by
however, of teachers as "dominative," "integrative," and

Anderson (1946) and Lippitt and White (1943) have been
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teachers can teach difficult students, while others are
ineffective" (p. 31). Bloom (1976) argued, however, on

the basis of evidence produced from numerous research

studies of teaching and its effects on student learning,
that:

(p. 8)
Bloom (1976) would not deal at all with charac

teristics or teaching styles of teachers as such. Rather,
he would focus on manipulating the environment in ways

that would insure that individual learners were given
sufficient time and assistance at the time they needed it
to master each sequence in a learning hierarchy. The
findings, though inconclusive, indicate that teachers are
effective in classroom teaching situations to the extent
that certain psychological, social, and cognitive behav
iors of students are matched with certain teaching styles

It would therefore seem useful to collectof teachers.
additional information on the matching of students and

. . . individual differences in learning is an 
observable phenomenon which can be predicted, 
explained, and altered in a great variety of 
ways. In contrast, individual differences in 
learners is a more esoteric notion. It fre
quently obscures our efforts to deal directly 
with educational problems in that it searches 
for explanations in the person of the learner 
rather than in the interaction between indi
viduals and the educational and social environ
ments in which they have been placed.
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teachers operating under certain environmental conditions

in studying teaching effectiveness.

The model approach to studying teaching effective

ness may be considered appropriate for studying the rela-.

tionships between the various contextual factors. Such

relationships must be understood in order to promote

theoretical thinking about teaching. The models are not

meant to produce information that can be taken literally,

but rather information that will lead to further research

(Ornstein, 1978).

(1969) attempted to delineateWehling and Charters

cognitive maps which mediate as teachers respond to the

According to therealities of classroom situations.
researchers, the domain tapped by the Minnesota Teacher

1.

2.

3.

Teacher Attitudes and Beliefs 
About Teaching

It emphasizes cognitive aspects of teacher 
attitudes rather than affective or evalua
tive aspects;
It does not attempt to distinguish between 
competent and incompetent teachers; and 
It departs from the notion of explaining 
variations of teacher beliefs and atti
tudes along a single continuum—such as

Attitude Inventory—MTAI (Cook et al., 1951)—is similar.
However, the new research is unlike MTAI in several ways:
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Items developed and borrowed from several sources—
including MTAI—were administered to different groups of

teachers over a period of 5 years and the results factor

analyzed.

As a result of the studies, eight distinct

dimensions of teacher beliefs about the teaching process

were identified:

11-12)

One may conclude that in order to determine

connections or pathways between dimensions of teacher
beliefs and social or cultural forces in actual teaching
learning situations, with students having various learning

Research studies on the influence of various
social and cultural factors on achievement levels of

1.
2.
3.
4 .
5.
6.
7.
8 .

Socioeconomic Status of 
School Community

Subject Matter Emphasis 
Personal Adjustment Ideology
Student Autonomy versus Teacher Direction 
Emotional Disengagement
Consideration of Student Viewpoint 
Classroom Order 
Student Challenge 
Integrative Learning 
(Wehling & Charters, 1969, pp.

harmonious interpersonal attitudes toward 
children. (pp. 803-804)

characteristics, further research is needed.
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significant role in students' academic performances

(Bernstein, 1958).

Shiver (Note 3) stated that learning problems of

low SES students are different:

Charters (1963) supported this view: "The

educative process cannot be regarded apart from the social

He stated that social and cultural forces

1.

2.

3.

In studying the relationship, for example, of

social and cultural factors to the predicted achievement
of male college freshmen, Sebok (1971) found that socio

economic backgrounds and prior achievement levels of

. . . children in the inner city often have 
learning problems that are different from 
mainstream learners. . . . However, it is 
often difficult to describe these differences, 
(p. 2)

students support the view that these factors play a

and cultural context in which it is imbedded" (p. 715).

. . . impinge upon students and thereby upon 
the teaching-learning situation in three 
important ways:

By determining what prior learning the 
student brings to the classroom;
By determining what learning styles he 
brings; and
By determining to a great extent the 
direction of his expectations, aspira
tions, etc. (p. 715)
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students had more significant relationships to predicted

grades than did other factors studied.

Jensen's (1969) research findings also indicated

that there are learning differences between children of

lower socioeconomic groups and higher socioeconomic

children. He hypothesized that learning may be classified

into two levels: associative and conceptual. He further

evenly distributed among people of all socioeconomic

commonly among high socioeconomic whites than among low

socioeconomic populations.

Several studies testing Jensen's (1969) hypothesis

tend to support his findings (Mensing & Traxter, 1973;

For example, Nazzaro and Nazzaro (1973) investi

gated the assumption that there is a higher correlation

existing between Level I and Level II learning tasks for

high socioeconomic-level children than for lower socio

economic populations. Twenty-three boys and 25 girls in

the second grade were used as subjects. Half the children

came from middle class homes and the other half from

theorized that while Level I (associative) abilities are

levels, Level II (conceptual) abilities are found more

1971; Turner, Hall, & Grimmett, 1973).

Nazzaro & Nazzaro, 1973; Rohwer, Ammon, Suzuki, & Levin,
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disadvantaged homes. All had Kuhlman-Anderson IQ scores
of between 90 and 110. Presented pairs of pictures with

low associative value, the children were asked to remember

which ones should go together. During the original

learning trial, the experimenter said phrases relating

the stimulus and response items using conjunctions (Level

II tasks) or prepositions (Level I tasks). However,

during the test trial, the children had to supply their

own mediators when asked to tell what picture belonged in
Results confirmed the superiority ofthe empty space.

prepositional syntax (Level I) over conjunctions (Level

Differences between social classes were not sigil) .

nificant for prepositional paired associates (Level I

tasks) ; but were significant for conjunction paired
Learning differences between

low and high socioeconomic populations thus were supported.

Differences in the learning styles of these groups of

children in conceptualizing were confirmed.

Rosenshine (1976), in a report on threeFurther,
studies of teaching success involving low SES students,

"covergence on an optimal pattern forfound that there was
this instruction labeled as direct instruction" (p. 63) .

associates (Level II tasks).
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Additionally, a recent report by Becker and

Engleman (1977) on a Project Follow Through program

included the following statement of the findings:

Bloom (1976) concluded, after citing a number of

his studies on mastery learning:

The results of this research seem to indicate

that success on-the-job for teachers of low SES students

The final report of the National Evaluation 
of Project Follow Through, a comparative study 
of different approaches to teaching economically 
disadvantaged children in the primary grades, 
was recently completed. . . . The report shows 
that the Direct Instruction Model was largely 
successful in assisting disadvantaged children 
in catching up with their middle-class peers in 
academic skills. This demonstration is the 
first to show that compensatory education can 
work.

The Direct Instruction Model emphasizes 
small-group face-to-face instruction by teachers 
and aides using carefully sequenced lessons. 
. . . The program directors . . . attribute its 
success to the technological details, the highly 
specific teacher training, and the careful 
monitoring of student progress. . . . Child 
centered, cognitively focused, and open class
room approaches tended to perform poorly on all 
measures of academic progress. (p. 1)

What these studies demonstrate is that 
student learning effectiveness can be increased 
or decreased . . . and that quality of instruc
tion is a major causal factor in producing 
these changes. Degree of involvement, time-on- 
task, rate of learning, and level of achieve
ment on critical learning tasks are all symptoms 
of these changes in learning effectiveness, 
(p. 188)
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may require that teachers have a much more structured

approach to teaching than teachers of higher SES pupils

Additionally, the

likely to be rated as successful or unsuccessful in their

teaching experiences as a function of the SES of the

function of their positive or negative attitudes towards

the children in a particular setting.

SES of the school community constitutes a class
of observable variables that may be considered worthy of

study in assessing and predicting teaching effectiveness.

The grade level of the students taught may be yet another
determiner of student teacher success in a teaching

learning situation.

One may conclude from the research reviewed that
student teachers may be classified according to such

personal characteristics as their attitudes and beliefs

about teaching, and then that their on-the-job performance
ratings can be predicted as a function of the fit between

these characteristics and the natural classroom settings,
including the learning characteristics of students.

school community to which they are assigned and as a

study by Yee (1970) amply demonstrated that teachers are

are important determining factors.

and, also, that individual characteristics of teachers
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teristics of the teachers as expressed attitudes and

beliefs about the teaching process will result in higher

on-the-job performance ratings for teachers in training.

Summary

The view of teaching as a social process evolved

from a one-dimensional view in which the teacher alone

was considered to influence the teaching situation to

a view in which the student and various contextual

variables were considered as powerful participants or

conditioning factors in the teaching-learning process.

The process is presently viewed in such wide perspective.

Charters (1963) and Gage (1963), among others,

laid a foundation for the development of theoretical

frameworks for the study of teaching effectiveness.

Biddle and Ellena (1964), Bidwell.(1973), and other

researchers in the social sciences theorized that teaching

social process with many interacting dimensions

This has led to the use of a number ofaffecting it.

variables in the conduct of teaching effectiveness

The research studies of Bidwell (1973) , Doylestudies.

is a

a compatible setting according to such personal charac-

Further, there seems to be a likelihood that placement in



47

(1977), Rosenshine (1976), Wehling and Charters (1969),
and Yee (1970), as well as others, offer convincing

evidence that such factors as teacher beliefs and SES

of school community do influence teaching effectiveness.

Thus, on the basis of previous research studies.

the variables selected for study in the present

investigation—student teachers' beliefs about the teach

ing process, assignments of student teachers by SES of

the school community and grade level placement of student
teachers, and ratings of student teachers' performance—

may be considered variables worthy of study as possible
predictors of teaching effectiveness.



CHAPTER III

Methodology

(as measured after student teaching experience on five

scales of Wehling and Charters' [1969] Dimensions of

Teacher Beliefs) and (a) the socioeconomic status of the

school community and grade level to which the student

teacher was assigned and (b) the student teachers' per

formance ratings.

This chapter includes an explanation of the

research design and methodology used in this investiga

tion . The chapter consists of a statement of the

hypotheses and descriptions of the subjects, instruments.

the research procedures, and data analyses.

Hypotheses

There is no significant interactionHypothesis I.

(1969) Dimensions ofscale of Wehling and Charters'

48

effect among mean scores on the Subject Matter Emphasis

explore relationships among student teacher belief scores

The purpose of the present investigation was to
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Teacher Beliefs with respect to the two independent
variables : (a) SES of school community by grade level

placement and (b) performance ratings of the student
teachers.

Hypothesis II, There is no significant inter

scores on the Personal Adjustment
Ideology scale of Wehling and Charters' (1969) Dimensions
of Teacher Beliefs with respect to the two independent

variables: (a) SES of school community by grade level

placement and (b) performance ratings of the student

teachers.

There is no significant inter-Hypothesis III.
action effect among mean scores

versus Teacher Direction scale of Wehling and Charters 1

(1969) Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs with respect to the
(a) SES of school communitytwo independent variables:

by grade level placement and (b) performance ratings of

the student teachers.
There is no significant inter-Hypothesis IV.

action effect among mean scores on the Consideration of
Student Viewpoint scale of Wehling and Charters' (1969)
Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs with respect to the two

(a) SES of school community byindependent variables:

action effect among mean

on the Student Autonomy
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grade level placement and (b) performance ratings of the

student teachers.

Hypothesis V. There is no significant interaction

effect among mean scores on the Classroom Order scale of

Wehling and Charters' (1969) Dimensions of Teacher

Beliefs with respect to the two independent variables:

(a) SES of school community by grade level placement and

(b) performance ratings of the student teachers.

Subjects
The subjects included in this study consisted of

94 student teachers attending three central Alabama
The sample originallycolleges of teacher education.

consisted of the entire population of 130 Elementary
Education and Early Childhood Education majors enrolled

sity of Alabama, and Samford University during the spring

enrolled at Miles College located in Birmingham, Alabama;
98 were enrolled at The University of Alabama located in

Alabama; and 20 were enrolled at SamfordTuscaloosa,
Due to the factUniversity located in Homewood, Alabama.

that incomplete data were collected on 36 of the subjects

in student teaching courses at Miles College, The Univer-

Of these student teachers, 12 weresemester, 1977-78.
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originally included in the study, the sample size was

reduced to 94 subjects.

The subjects were bicultural, consisting of black

American and Caucasian students. Of the 94 subjects

included in the present study, four were male and 90 were

female; 14 were black and 80 were white. Seven of the

black subjects were assigned to teaching situations with

black cooperating teachers and with predominantly black

students. Seven of the black subjects were assigned to

racially mixed teaching situations; that is, with either

a white cooperating teacher or with a predominantly white

teacher and a predominantly white group of students.

Sixty-two of the white subjects were assigned to all

white teaching situations, while 18 were assigned to

racially mixed teaching situations. There were 11 Miles

College students in the sample of 94 subjects. Twenty

Samford University students, and 63 were Universitywere
of Alabama students.

Further, of the 94 subjects included in this
investigation, 38 were assigned to schools located in
middle SES communities—as classified by this investigator,
using standard metropolitan statistical area documents

group of students, or with both a white cooperating
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Fifty-six of the 94

subjects included in this investigation were assigned to

schools located in low SES communities, as classified by

the investigator. Of the 38 subjects assigned to middle

SES community schools, 30 were assigned to teach students

in grades K through 4, and eight were assigned to teach

students in grades 5 through 8. Of the 56 subjects

assigned to low SES community schools, 50 were assigned

and six wereto teach' students in grades K through 4,

assigned to teach students in grades 5 through 8.

The assignments of subjects to Birmingham City,

Jefferson County, Tuscaloosa City, and Tuscaloosa County

made without direction from the investigator.were
Directors of student teaching in each of the three

colleges of education made the assignments using their

normal procedures.

Instruments
Two instruments were used in the present investi-

(a) the Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs question-gation:
naire (Wehling & Charters, 1969); and (b)
designed by the investigator to summarize data common to
three evaluation forms already used by the supervisors of

a rating form

(U.S. Department of Commerce, 1970).



53

student teachers attending the three colleges of teacher

education.

The SES classifications of the school communities

to which student teachers were assigned were made on the

basis of information gathered on income and average edu

cational achievement levels of unrelated families residing

in the school communities. This information was obtained

from standard metropolitan statistical area documents

(U.S. Department of Commerce, 1970).

Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs Scale. The purpose

ing to Wehling and Charters (1969), is to identify the

principal dimensions of teachers' belief systems regarding

The instrument has threethe teaching-learning process.

(a) it emphasizes cognitive aspectsdistinctive features:

of teacher attitudes rather than the affective components;

(b) it does not attempt to formulate definite dimensions

being necessary for teaching effectiveness and thus doesas

not attempt to distinguish between effective and ineffec

tive teachers, and (c) it attempts to investigate

ceptual system consisting of a complex organization of

beliefs with several discrete sets of interrelated concepts

a con-

of the Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs questionnaire, accord-
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rather than attempting to explain these variations along

a single continuum.

series of studies conducted a period of 5 years,over

and incorporates the research of Kerlinger and Kaya (1959)
and Downey (1960). According to the authors, "Establish
ing relationships, eventually, between organization of

beliefs and corresponding teaching behavior is the objec

tive toward which this research has been directed"

(Wehling & Charters, 1969, p. 9).

Eight distinct and relatively independent dimen

sions of teacher beliefs were identified by Wehling and

Charters (1969) as a result of several studies. They
include:

Subject Matter Emphasis. This dimension deals1.
with the teacher's beliefs about the importance of the cur
riculum and the teaching of specific skills and factual
subject matter. The items on the scale related to this

dimension are designed to determine the degree of the
student teacher's unwillingness to depart from the cur
riculum guide and the material in the course of study.

related to this dimension.

The questionnaire was constructed as a consequence
of a

Items 1-13, 20, 21, 67, and 68 on the questionnaire are
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2. Personal Adjustment Ideology. This dimension

on the scale deals with beliefs of teachers about pro
viding maximally for the social-emotional needs of stu
dents . The items on the scale related to this dimension

are designed to determine the extent to which teachers

being of primary importance in creating a favorable
climate for learning. Items on the questionnaire related
to this dimension are numbers 14-28 and 34.

3. Student Autonomy versus Teacher Direction. On
the one hand, this dimension of teachers' beliefs is con
cerned with determining the extent to which teachers

believe that students should be left to work more according
to their own interests and individual resources, with

teachers serving mainly as guides for the students who are
presumed to be already self-initiated. end
of the dimension is labeled Student Autonomy. Items 29-38
on the questionnaire are related to this end of the
dimension.

"negative" end of the dimension deals with making a deter
mination of the extent to which teachers believe in a more
structured approach to classroom teaching; that is, the

view the social and emotional development of students as

On the other hand, the teacher direction or

This "positive"
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extent to which teachers believe in an established class

room routine, with a high level of discipline and with the

teacher in control of the classroom environment at all

times. This direction of the dimension is labeled Teacher
Direction. Items 39-48, 61,
this direction of the dimension—Student Autonomy versus

Teacher Direction.

Emotional Disengagement. This dimension con-4 .

ing more effectively. This dimension is measured by items

numbered 49-51 and 27 on the questionnaire.
Consideration of Student Viewpoint. Items on5.

this dimension are designed to determine a teacher's

The items measuringnecessary for teaching effectiveness.
and 27.

This dimension of teacherClassroom Order.6.
beliefs centers around beliefs of teachers that students
learn more when they are free from distractions and when

series of learning activi-

The items measuring this dimension include itemsties.

students move together through a

beliefs regarding affective attitudes toward students as

cerns the extent that teachers believe in maintaining

"professional distance" from students as a means of teach-

63, and 66 are related to

numbered 60-68, 8, 48, 73, 74, and 81 on the questionnaire.

this dimension are items numbered 52-59, 26,
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7. Student Challenge. Teachers who score high on

the student challenge dimension would tend, according to

Wehling and Charters (1969), to believe that students

expect their teachers to give them difficult work to do in

school, expect their teachers to be firm with them, and

expect their teachers to allow them to solve problems and

to set goals for themselves. Items on the questionnaire

associated with this dimension are numbered 69-74 and 32.

Integrative Learning. This dimension is one8.

in which teachers tend to believe that students should be

able to interrelate ideas learned in class with experi

ences outside of the classroom and that course content
should be interrelated across fields rather than just tied

The items on the ques-to a single subject matter area.

tionnaire which measured this dimension are numbered 75-86,

and 59.
According to Wehling and Charters (1969) , the

first two dimensions, Subject-Matter Emphasis and Personal

Adjustment Ideology, seem to be more related to student
teacher relationships, holding a close kinship to measures

of attitudes toward educational goals. The other six

dimensions are related more to cognitions of the teaching-
These seem to reflect conceptions oflearning process.

35, 55,
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how instruction must proceed in order for learning to

occur in the classroom. All of the belief dimensions tend
to be uni-polor, which means that they are characterized

by their absence or presence or by their relative absence
or relative presence. However,

made as to what

score on a dimension.

Further, a number of factor analytic and replica

tion studies have been conducted by Wehling and Charters

(1969) in developing the present questionnaire. Active

classroom teachers from classrooms in the Central Midwest

provided data for the studies leading to its development.

Wide diversity as to such characteristics as age, sex,

teaching level, and so on was considered critical among

characteristics of responding teachers. The factor

analytic studies consisted of the following: (a) the

administration of forced choice items, (b) the administra

tion of separate questionnaires to the same population of
(c) the adminis-teachers with independent factor analyses.

tration of the questionnaire to the same group of student
teachers at the beginning and end of student teaching with

(d) the identification of eight dimensions of teacher

a teacher does believe if he has a low

no presumptions are to be

subsequent separate factor analyses of the data, and
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beliefs by factor analyzing 100 items of the final 118-

item questionnaire (Wehling & Charters, 1969).

Although the eight dimensions contained in the

present study have survived the many studies, there is yet

order to ascertain more exact clarification of the identi

fied dimensions in complex belief systems.

The present study was designed to further investi

gate the following five of eight dimensions on the

questionnaire:

Subject Matter Emphasis.1.

Personal Adjustment Ideology.2.

Student Autonomy versus Teacher Direction.3.

Consideration of Student Viewpoint.4 .

Classroom Order.5.

These five dimensions were chosen by the investi

gator to be studied in this investigation on the basis of

evidence presented by several previous research studies

(Bennett, 1976; Della Piana & Gage, 1955; Rosenshine, 1976;

The evidence seems to indicate that successfulYee, 1970).

teachers in schools located in low SES communities would

tend to emphasize subject matter more, would be less con

cerned about the personal adjustment of the student, would

a need, according to the authors, for further research in
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be more directive in their teaching approaches, would be

less considerate of the individual student's viewpoint.

and would be more concerned with classroom order than would

successful teachers in schools located in middle SES com

munities . It was assumed that such teachers would be more

structured in their approaches to teaching.

Student Teacher Rating Forms. Due to the fact that

three different rating forms were used by the faculties of

the three colleges of teacher education enrolling the stu

dent teachers participating in the present study, the

investigator constructed a form on which to compile data

from similar items appearing on all three evaluation forms.

Also, since the rating scales on two of the forms were

identical, with the scale on a third form appearing in

the investi-reverse in relation to the other two scales.

gator took the liberty of reordering the numbers on the
that all three 5-point rating scalesthird rating scale so

were made identical.
The rating scales used by the three colleges of

teacher education were as follows:
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1. University of Alabama 2. Miles College

3. Samford University

gator changed the rating scale of The University of

Alabama student teachers to:

The ratings scales for the three colleges of teacher edu
cation thus became:

The items judged to be comparable on the three
evaluation forms used by the faculties of the three

colleges of teacher education were:

1— -unacceptable or poor
2— below average or minimal
3— average
4 — good or very good
5—superior or excellent

1— Unacceptable
2— Minimal
3— Average
4— Very Good
5— Superior

0—No chance to observe
1- -Superior
2- Very Good
3- -Average
4- -Minimal
5- -Unacceptable

1- -Poor
2- Below Average
3- -Average
4- -Good
5- Excellent

1- -Poor
2- -Below Average
3- -Average
4- Good
5- -Excellent

For purposes of this investigation, the investi-
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1.

(UA)
2.

3.

4 .
(Miles)

5.

(UA)
6.

(UA)

7.

(UA)
8 .

9.

(Samford)
(Miles)

(Samford)
(Miles)

Adequacy of knowledge in major and minor subjects. 
(Samford)

Broad and accurate knowledge of his/her field. 
(Miles)

Knows subject matter.

Willingness to receive constructive criticism.
(Samford)

Makes intelligent use of criticism and 
suggestions. (Miles)

Accepts criticism and new ideas in a constructive 
manner. (UA)

Rapport with co-workers. (Samford)
Dependable in relationships with pupils and 

teachers. (Miles)
Relates to peers and professional staff.

Evaluation of student progress.
Provides means for evaluating results.
Evaluates a child's achievement. (UA)

Preparation for instruction. (Samford)
Always comes to class prepared to teach.
Plans for teaching. (UA)

Response to student needs. (Samford)
Strives to care for individual differences.

(Miles)
Adapts lesson to needs of children.

Skills in asking and answering questions.
(Samford)

Shows skill in questioning. (Miles)
Uses thought provoking questions. (UA)
Asks questions on different levels of thought.

(UA)
Adequacy in classroom organization. 
Has worked out a systematized routine. 
Manages classroom effectively. (UA)

Rapport with students. (Samford)
Able to relate well to students. (Miles)
Uses eye contact, voice quality, and facial 

expression to build rapport with children.
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Procedures

The following procedures were followed in the

collection of data for the present investigation:

1. The directors of student teaching at the three

colleges of teacher education were contacted and arrange

ments made to administer the Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs

instrument to student teachers at the first seminar held

after student teachers completed their student teaching

experiences.

Student teachers' rating forms and names and2.

addresses of participating public schools were collected

from the college supervisors.

The rating forms were studied and revised3. so

that ratings would be comparable.

Standard metropolitan statistical area docu-4 .

1970) were consultedDepartment of Commerce,bents (U.S.

for SES information on the school communities.

addresses were checked for each school inFirst,

the Birmingham and Tuscaloosa telephone directories. The

addresses were located on the Birmingham metropolitan area

(U.S. Department ofand Tuscaloosa metropolitan area maps

1970) in order to ascertain the census tractCommerce,

number for each school location. The census tract numbers
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then were used to obtain data from the census tract records

on incomes of unrelated families residing in the school

communities during the 1970 census and on the percentage

of persons residing in each community at that time who had

at least a high school education.

5. The student teachers were administered the

Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs Questionnaire and were asked

to fill out a form on which he/she checked these items:

Race of Student Teachera.

Black White 

Race of Cooperating Teacherb.

Black White 

Predominant race of students in class(es)c.

White Black 

Miles College student teachers responded to the

questionnaire on April 14, 1978; University of Alabama

April 19, 1977; and Samford University student teachers

responded to the questionnaire on May 17 and 18, 1978.

Samford University student teachers had gone out to the

schools a month later than the other student teachers.

The grades of the student teachers and the6.

ratings made by their cooperating teachers were compiled

student teachers responded to the questionnaire on



65

in the office of the Director of Student Teaching at each

of the three colleges of teacher education approximately

1 week after the administration of the teacher beliefs

questionnaire. The rating form devised by the investigator

This was

done at each of the colleges under the supervision of the

Director of Student Teaching. The ratings of each student

teacher were averaged. Tallies were then made of the

averaged ratings in class intervals of five. Cumulative

percentiles were computed based on cumulative frequencies.

The upper and lower 50% of student teachers' ratings were

thus ascertained (Isaac & Michael, 1971).
Scoring stencils were made for scoring the7.

teacher beliefs answer sheets using information provided

by Wehling and Charters (1969); the scores were counted,

averaged, and entered at the top of each answer sheet along
The pertinent informa-with other pertinent information.

tion included a number for each student teacher, the major

of the student teacher, the race of the cooperating

taught by each student teacher, the SES classification of
the school community to which each student teacher was

was used for recording these ratings and grades.

and grade level that each student teacher taught, the race

teacher, the predominant race of the students in classes
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assigned, the designation of successful or less successful

rating depending on the computed percentile rank of

averaged ratings received, and a mean score for each of

five dimensions scored on the teacher beliefs

questionnaire.

Data Analysis

The design consisted of the nominal variables,

(a) student teacher assignments by SES level of school

community and grade level placement and (b) student teacher

five selected scales of Wehling and Charters’

(1969) Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs Questionnaire. The

dependent variables consisted of five dimensions of teacher

(a) Subject Matter Emphasis, (b) Personal Adjustbeliefs :
(c) Student Autonomy versus Teacher Direc-ment Ideology,

(d) Consideration of Student Viewpoint, andtion,
These five dimensions are "distinct(e) Classroom Order.

and relatively independent" dimensions of teacher beliefs
The independent variable,(Wehling & Charters, 1969).

student teacher assignment by SES of school community and

grade level placement consisted of four levels—middle and
grades K-4 and 5-8; the independent variablelow SES,

scores on

performance ratings, and five dependent variables, mean
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performance rating, consisted of two levels--successful

and less successful.

A 2x2 factorial design was employed to analyze the

data. With this design, information could be obtained

about the interaction of the independent variables

operating together. For example, a determination could be

made as to whether high or low scores on a particular

teacher-beliefs scale among student teachers interacted

with the high or low belief scores of student teachers who

received successful or less successful ratings or with

belief scores of student teachers placed in grades K-4 or

5-8 in middle or low SES community schools in such a way

to render one combination better or worse than any otheras

combination (Ferguson, 1971).

A simple F test (ANOV0 4) (Barker & Barker, 1977)

used to test each of the hypotheses. The interactionwas
effects were determined by using two-way analyses of
variance techniques and by testing the significance of the

The expected cell means were calculatedF ratios.
assuming that, since the two variables each function inde-

Comparisons of meanspendently, interaction would be zero.
then made of rows and columns to ascertain whether thewere

interaction terms were significant.



CHAPTER IV

Results

Student teachers' mean scores on five scales of

Wehling and Charters' (1969) Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs

questionnaire were examined to explore relationships among

student teacher beliefs about teaching and (a) the student
teachers' assignments by SES of school community and stu

dent teacher grade level placement and (b) the student

teachers' performance ratings.

These data were analyzed using two-way analyses of

variance techniques. The two-way factorial design was

employed to determine any interaction effects

belief scores of the two independent variables operating

Comparisons of the group mean scores were madetogether.

according to the grade level placements of the student

teachers in order to determine if grade level placement

made a difference.

This chapter contains findings of the present

investigation for each hypothesis stated in Chapter III,

68

on mean
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with a review of the methods used to test the hypotheses.

criterion of significance.

Hypotheses Tested and Results

Five hypotheses were tested in the present study.

These hypotheses and the results of the statistical

analyses performed are as follows:

Hypothesis I. There is no significant interaction

(1969) Dimensions ofscale of Wehling and Charters'

Teacher Beliefs with respect to the two independent

(a) SES of school community by grade levelvariables:

placement and (b) performance ratings of the student

teachers.

Hypothesis I was tested using two-way analyses of

variance techniques to determine the nature and degree of

relationships between dependent variable 1—Subject Matter

Emphasis--and the two independent variables—SES of school

community by the grade level to which student teachers

were assigned, and the performance ratings of student

The first independent variable, studentteachers.

teacher assignments, consisted of four levels--middle and

effect among mean scores on the Subject Matter Emphasis

The analyses were performed using the .05 level as a
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low SES community with two grade placement levels, grades

K-4 and grades 5-8. The second independent variable,

performance ratings, consisted of two levels--successful

and less successful. The analyses of variance techniques

employed in this investigation consisted of making a

determination of the value of F ratios on interaction

effects of the independent variables, and a computation

of the critical values of t tests between cell means

when the evidence revealed significant F ratios on

interaction effects. The .05 level of confidence was the

criterion level of significance observed in the present

The results of the analysis of variance appearstudy.

in Table 1.
No significant interaction effects were found

among mean scores on the Subject Matter Emphasis scale.

Apparently, any differences in the mean scores of stu

dent teachers on the Subject Matter Emphasis scale with
(a) SES of school community by grade levelrespect to

placement and (b) performance ratings could have occurred

by chance alone. Null Hypothesis I is thus accepted.

Group mean scores are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2

Performance Ratings
Group

Successful Less Successful

Middle SES

Grades K-4 (Group 1)3.065 3.100 (Group 2)
Grades 5-8 2.920 (Group 3) 2.933 (Group 4)

Low SES

(Group 5)Grades K-4 3.045 3.167 (Group 6)
(Group 7) (Group 8)Grades 5-8 2.950 3.000

R = 2.920 3.065.

There is no significant inter-Hypothesis II.
action effect among mean scores on the Personal Adjustment

Ideology scale of Wehling and Charters' (1969) Dimensions

of Teacher Beliefs with respect to the two independent
(a) SES of school community by grade levelvariables:

placement and (b) performance ratings of the student

teachers.

Group Mean Scores of Dependent Variable 1— 
Subject Matter Emphasis

Note. N = 94: 17 in Group 1; 13 in Group 2; 5 in 
Group 3; 3 in Group 4; 20 in Group 5; 30 in Group 6; 4 in 
Group 7; 2 in Group 8.
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The same two-way analyses of variance techniques

employed to test Hypothesis I were also employed to test
Hypothesis II.

scores on dependent variable 2—Personal Adjustment

Ideology and the two independent variables—(a) student

teachers' assignments by SES of school community placement

in grades K-4 or 5-8 and (b) student teachers' performance

ratings. The results of the analysis of variance appear
in Table 3.

The analysis of variance results indicate that

there is

scale with respect to the two independent variables—

(a) SES of school community by student teachers' grade

level placement and (b) student teachers' performance

ratings. The interaction effect is significant at the
Since this level of confidence.013 level of confidence.

is greater than the criterion level of .05, null
Apparently, there is a sig-Hypothesis II is rejected.

nificant interaction effect on belief scores with respect
to SES of school community by grade level placement
and performance ratings of student teachers operating

Personal Adjustment Ideology group mean scorestogether.

The relationship was tested between mean

a significant interaction effect of student

teachers' mean scores on the Personal Adjustment Ideology
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are presented in Table 4. A graph of the mean scores

appears in Figure 1.

Table 4

Performance Ratings
Group

Successful Less Successful

Middle SES

(Group 2)(Group 1) 3.6923.794Grades K-4
(Group 3) 3.800 (Group 4)3.500Grades 5-8

Low SES
(Group 6)(Group 5) 3.6573.780Grades K-4

(Group 7) (Group 8)4.4003.375Grades 5-8

N = 94 :

R = 3.375 4.400.

Analyses of data collected indicate that group
of student teachers rated as successful are highermeans
student teachers assigned to middle and low SESamong

community schools in grades K-4 than group means of

Group Mean Scores of Dependent Variable 2— 
Personal Adjustment Ideology

Note. N = 94: 17 in Group 1; 13 in Group 2; 5 in 
Group 3; 3 in Group 4; 20 in Group 5; 30 in Group 6; 4 in 
Group 7; 2 in Group 8.
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Figure 1. Interaction Effect of SES of School Community/ 
Grade Level Placement and Performance Ratings on 

Personal Adjustment Ideology Mean Scores

Low SES
Grades K-4 Grades 5-8

Less 
Successful

'Middle SES

Grades K-4 Grades 5-8
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student teachers assigned to middle and low SES community

schools in grades 5-8. Mean scores for student teachers

rated as less successful fall toward the opposite direc

tion . Analyses of group mean scores appear in Table 5.

It may be seen that, although the results of the

analyses of variance indicate that there is a significant

two of the independent variables, t tests of cell means

using a Scheffe (1953) t table revealed no significant dif

ferences in the group means of the eight groups. Differ-
that occur are likely to have occurred by chanceences

alone more often than five times out of a hundred. The

t tests used in these analyses were designed for data

ject to Beta error. Consequently, it can be observed that

there were found no significant differences in the group

Ideology scale of the Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs ques

tionnaire (Wehling & Charters, 1969).

There is no significant interHypothesis III.
action effect among mean scores on the Student Autonomy

Teacher Direction scale of Wehling and Charters'versus
(1969) Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs with respect to the

mean scores of student teachers on the Personal Adjustment

snooping purposes (Scheffe, 1953) and are, therefore, sub

interaction effect of mean scores (.013) with respect to
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Table 5

Group dfGroup MM t E

2.05 <.051 2 29 .102 .317

.503 2.36 <•057 .3003 4

2.08 < .05.294 .6601 213

3.18 <-05.108 .3762 4 3

3.01 <•05.123 .4975 496

2.57 < .051.025 1.35057 8

2.07. 844 < .05.405235 7

2.041.172 < .05.743316 8

2.31 < . 05. 049. 014361 5

2.31.213 < . 05.125873

.124 2.02 < . 05. 036422 6

2.57 < . 05.752. 600484

1.228 2.45 < . 05.90063 3

2.141.598 < .05.7101482

in

Analysis of Differences Among Group Means on Dependent 
Variable 2—Personal Adjustment Ideology

Note. N = 94: 17 in Group 1; 13 in Group 2; 5 in 
Group 3; 3 in Group 4; 20 in Group 5; 30 in Group 6; 4 
Group 7; 2 in Group 8. MS = .767.
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two independent variables: (a) SES of school community

by grade level placement and (b) performance ratings of

the student teachers.

Hypothesis III was tested using the same analyses

of variance techniques employed to test Hypotheses I and

This consisted of 2x2 factorial analyses with StudentII.

Autonomy versus Teacher Direction as the dependent variable

and student teacher assignments by SES of school community

and grade level placement and performance ratings as inde-

Grade levels K-4 and 5-8 and middle andpendent variables.

low SES were included as levels of one independent variable

student teacher assignments by SES of school community and

grade level placement for a total of four levels. The

other independent variable, student teacher performance

ratings, consisted of two levels—"successful" and "less

Results of the analysis of variance appearsuccessful. "

in Table 6.
The results reveal no significant interaction

Apparently, there is noeffect on dependent variable 3.
significant interaction effect on the Student Autonomy

Teacher Direction scale of student teachers' meanversus
with respect to the two independent variables underscores

Null Hypothesis IIIstudy in the present investigation.
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is thus accepted.

dependent variable 3 are presented in Table 7.

Table 7

Performance Ratings
Group

Successful Less Successful

Middle SES

(Group 1) 2.708 (Group 2)2.624Grades K-4

(Group 3) (Group 4)2.380 2.700Grades 5-8

Low SES

(Group 5) 2.727 (Group 6)2.750Grades K-4

(Group 7) 2.100 (Group 8)2.625Grades 5-8

2.750.R = 2.100

There is no significant inter-Hypothesis IV.

action effect among mean scores on the Consideration of
Student Viewpoint scale of Wehling and Charters' (1969)

Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs with respect to the two

Group Mean Scores of Dependent Variable 3—Student 
Autonomy versus Teacher Direction

Student teachers' group mean scores on

Note. N = 94: 17 in Group 1; 13 in Group 2; 5 in 
Group 3; 3 in Group 4; 20 in Group 5; 30 in Group 6; 4 in 
Group 7; 2 in Group 8.
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independent variables: (a) SES of school community by

grade level placement and (b) performance ratings of the
student teachers.

The same two-way analyses of variance techniques

that were employed to test the first three hypotheses also

were employed to test Hypothesis IV. The results of the

analyses of the data appear in Tables 8, 9, and 10. A

summary of analysis of variance of dependent variable 4,

Consideration of Student Viewpoint, is presented in

Table 8.

Analysis of the data as presented in Table 8

indicates that significant interaction effect of studenta

the Consideration of Studentteachers'

Viewpoint scale exists with respect to the two independent

variables operating together—SES of school community with

two grade placement levels and performance ratings of

The level of significance is at thestudent teachers.
Since the probability of chance.033 level of confidence.

alone operating is less than .05 (that is, the chances
that such differences in the interaction of mean scores

could be due to chance alone are fewer than five in 100) ,

null Hypothesis IV is rejected.

mean scores on
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Group means for variable 3—Consideration of

Student Viewpoint appear in Table 9. A graph of mean

appears in Figure 2.scores

Table 9

Performance Ratings
Group

Successful Less Successful

Middle SES

(Group 1) 4.008 (Group 2)Grades K-4 3.871

(Group 3) 3.633 (Group ‘4)Grades 5-8 3.960

Low SES

(Group 6)(Group 5) 3.8073.880Grades K-4

(Group 7) 4.700 (Group 8)3.425Grades 5-8

N = 94 :

4.700.R = 3.425

The group means of student teachers'

variable 4—Consideration of Student Viewpoint—indicate

that student teachers who are rated as less successful

Group Mean Scores of Dependent Variable 4-- 
Consideration of Student Viewpoint

Note■ N = 94: 17 in Group 1; 13 in Group 2; 5 in 
Group 3; 3 in Group 4; 20 in Group 5; 30 in Group 6; 4 in 
Group 7; 2 in Group 8. MS = 1.382.

scores on
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Low SES
Grades K-4 Grades 5-8

Less
Successful

-- Sucyfessful

Interaction Effect of SES of School Community/ 
Grade Level Placement and Performance Ratings on 
Consideration of Student Viewpoint Mean Scores

-------- 1------------
Middle SES

Grades K-4 Grades 5-8
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differ more function of the SES of school community

and grade level placement than do student teachers who

are rated as successful. Student teachers in middle SES

community schools, grades K-4 , and student teachers in low

SES community schools, grades 5-8, who were rated as less

successful tended to score higher than student teachers

Analyses of group means appear in

Table 10.

The evidence produced by analyses of the group

means reveals a significant difference in mean scores on

dependent variable 4—Consideration of Student Viewpoint—

between student teachers who were assigned to low SES

community schools, grades 5-8, and rated as successful

(Group 7) and student teachers who were assigned to low

SES community schools, grades 5-8, and rated as less

The student teachers rated as lesssuccessful (Group 8).
successful in low SES community schools, grades 5-8, had

significantly higher mean scores on the Consideration of

Student Viewpoint scale than student teachers rated as

successful in low SES community schools, grades 5-8

Apparently, ratings of less successful(Scheffe, 1953).
associated with higher scores on dependent

variable 4 than ratings of successful when student teachers
are more

in the other groups.

as a
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Table 10

Group dfGroup tMM P

1 2 29 .137 .322 2.05 <.05

.339 2.36 <.053 .3274 7

2.08 <•05.089 .1521 213

<•05.508 3.182 .3744 3

2.01 <•05.023. 0735 496
3.910 2.57 >.05*1.2755 ■7 8

2.07 <•051.139.4555 237
2.04.940 < .05.893316 8

.025 2.04 <•05.009361 5
2.31 <.05.893.53583 7
2.02 <-05.905. 201422 6
2.57 <•051.0201.06754 8

Analysis of Differences Among Group Means of Dependent 
Variable 4--Consideration of Student Viewpoint

*£>.05

Note. N = 94: 17 in Group 1; 13 in Group 2; 5 in 
Group 3; 3 in Group 4; 20 in Group 5; 30 in Group 6; 4 in 
Group 7; 2 in Group 3. MS = 1.332.
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are assigned to low SES community schools, grades 5-8.

Analyses of differences among mean scores of student

teachers in the other groups considered in the present

study did not reveal significant differences.

Hypothesis V. There is no significant interaction

effect among mean scores on the Classroom Order scale

of Wehling and Charters' (1969) Dimensions of Teacher

Beliefs with respect to the two independent variables:

(a) SES of school community by grade level placement and

(b) performance ratings of the student teachers.

The same two-way analyses of variance techniques

employed to test the other four hypotheses were also

employed to test null Hypothesis V. A summary of the

analysis of variance of dependent variable 5, Classroom

Order, appears in Table 11.

Analysis of variance of dependent variable 5—

Classroom Order—reveals no significant interaction effect

of student teacher mean scores with respect to the two

independent variables SES and grade level assignments

of student teachers and student teachers' performance

Apparently, there are no significant differencesratings.

in the beliefs of student teachers on the Classroom Order

scale with respect to SES grade level placement or with
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respect to successful or less successful performance

ratings. Null Hypothesis V is thus accepted.

Group means for dependent variable 5 appear in

Table 12.

Table 12

Performance Ratings
Group

Less SuccessfulSuccessful

Middle SES
(Group 2)(Group 1) 3.392Grades K-4 3.635

(Group 4)(Group 3) 3.1673.520Grades 5-8

Low SES
(Group 5) 3.392 (Group 6)3.385Grades K-4
(Group 7) (Group 8)3.6003.200Grades 5-8

3.635.3.167R

Summary
The present investigation consisted of a study of

Group Mean Scores of Dependent Variable 5— 
Classroom Order

Note. N = 94: 17 in Group 1; 13 in Group 2; 5 in 
Group 3; 3 in Group 4; 20 in Group 5; 30 in Group 6; 4 in 
Group 7; 2 in Group 8. MS = .304.
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the relationships among five of Wehling and Charters'

(1969) Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs and (a) the assign

ments of student teachers to two SES level community

schools at two grade levels and (b) the performance

ratings of student teachers. The performance ratings

included two levels — successful and less successful. The

five dependent variables included in the present study

were five of the eight dimensions delineated by Wehling

and Charters (1969) and included in their Dimensions of

The five scales whichTeacher Beliefs questionnaire.

served as dependent variables in the present study were:

(a) Subject Matter Emphasis; (b) Personal Adjustment

(c) Student Autonomy versus Teacher Direction;Ideology;

(d) Consideration of Student Viewpoint; and (e) Classroom

Order.

The data studied in the present investigation,

employing two-way analyses of variance techniques.

revealed no significant interaction effects of the two

independent variables on the mean scores of student

teachers on three of the dependent variables. Mean

scores of student teachers on three of the dependent

variables—Subject Matter Emphasis, Student Autonomy

versus Teacher Direction, and Classroom Order--were not
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significantly different among any of the eight treatment

groups.

mean scores of student teachers on two of the teacher

beliefs scales--Personal Adjustment Ideology and Con

sideration of Student Viewpoint—disclosed significant

interaction effects with respect to the two independent

variables.

The interaction effect of dependent variable 2,

Personal Adjustment Ideology, was significant at the .033

level of confidence. Student teachers tended to score

higher on this scale when they were rated as successful

teaching in middle and low SES community schools, grades

K-4; student teachers tended to score lower on this scale

when they were rated as successful teaching in middle and

low SES community schools, grades 5-8. The opposite was

true for student teachers rated as less successful.

However,
revealed no significant differences at the .05t table,

level of confidence between any of the group mean scores.

The interaction effect of dependent variable 4,

Consideration of Student Viewpoint, also was found to be

significant at the .033 level of confidence. Student

a t test of cell means, using a Scheffe (1953)

On the other hand, a study of differences among
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teachers tended to score higher on the Consideration of

Student Viewpoint scale when they were rated as successful

teaching in middle SES community schools, grades 5-8, and

when they were rated as successful teaching in low SES

community schools, grades K-4. Student teachers rated as

less successful tended to score in the opposite direction

for each of the treatment conditions. A t test of cell

using a Scheffe (1953) t table, revealed a sigmeans ,

nificant difference at the .05 level of confidence between

scores of student teachers in Groups 7 and 8—studentmean

teachers rated as successful in low SES community schools,

in low SES community schools, grades 5-8. Apparently,

beliefs of student teachers on the Consideration of

Student Viewpoint scale can make a difference when a

student teacher is teaching children of different SES

community levels, at different grade levels, and

especially when teaching low SES children.

grades 5-8, and student teachers rated as less successful



CHAPTER V

The prediction of teaching effectiveness has

This hasassumed increasing importance in recent years.

occurred in response to three societal developments:

The growing acceptance of the accountability1.

principle,

The changing economic picture which has2.

reduced the willingness of most voters to assume heavier

tax burdens, and

The mounting concerns of educators with the3.

issue of achieving relevance in education.

The Alabama State Department of Education

responded to these concerns by developing, through the

Alabama Association of Teacher Educator's Task Force

set of resolutions aimed at improving teacher

One of the board'seducation programs in Alabama.

resolutions mandated that teachers in training possess

94

Summary, Conclusions, Discussion, and 
Implications for Further Research

(Note 1) , a
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the "ability to perform at an acceptable level as deter

mined by requirements for success on the job" (p. 2) .
A major problem exists, however, in measuring

and defining quality of teaching. To accomplish this
task, the term teaching effectiveness must be defined

more adequately as applied to teachers in the field in

central Alabama schools.

Summary

The present investigation was conducted to explore

the relationships among the beliefs of student teachers

about the teaching process and (a) the socioeconomic

status of the school community to which the student

student teachers' performance ratings.

The relationships among these variables were

studied by determining relationships among student
(as measured after student teach

ing experience) by five scales of Wehling and Charters'
(1969) Dimensions of Teaching Beliefs and (a) the socio
economic status of the school communities and grade levels

to which the student teachers were assigned and (b) the
student teachers' ratings of success as made by

teachers ' belief scores

teachers were assigned in grades K-4 and 5-8, and (b) the
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cooperating teachers and college supervisors. The

variable SES of the school community by grade level place

ment was divided into four levels—middle SES grades K-4,

middle SES grades 5-8, low SES grades K-4, and low SES

grades 5-8. The variable student teachers1 performance

ratings was divided into two levels—successful and less

successful.

The subjects in this investigation originally con

sisted of the entire population of 130 Elementary and Early

Childhood Education majors enrolled in student teaching

courses at three Alabama colleges of teacher education--

Miles College, Samford University, and The University of

Observations were made of the student teachersAlabama.

as they worked in 45 elementary public schools located in

middle and low SES communities, and the student teachers

rated by their cooperating teachers and college super-were
These ratings were classified by the investigatorvisors.

as successful or less successful on the basis of computed

The teaching beliefs scale was adminis-percentile ranks.

tered after the student teaching experience. After the

administration of the teaching beliefs scale and the

collection of data, the number of subjects was reduced

from 130 to 94, due to incomplete data on 36 subjects.
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analysis of variance program (Barker & Barker, 1977) .

Processing was done

University of Alabama Computer Center. Hypotheses I, II,

analyses of variance techniques. The .05 level was the

criterion of significance for each of the analyses.

Five hypotheses were tested in this study. They

follow, along with the major findings for each.

There is no significant interactionHypothesis I.

scores on the Subject Matter Emphasis

(1969) Dimensions ofscale of Wehling and Charters'

Teacher Beliefs with respect to the two independent

(a) SES of school community by grade levelvariables:
placement and (b) performance ratings of the student

teachers.

As
present study, there was found no significant interaction

among mean scores
(1969) Dimensions of Teacher BeliefsWehling and Charters'

with respect to the two independent variables. Null

Hypothesis I was thus accepted.

effect among mean

on a Univac 1110 computer at The

on the Subject Matter Emphasis scale of

Statistical analyses were performed using a standard

a result of analyses of data collected in the

III, IV, and V were tested for significance using two-way

Hypothesis II. There is no significant interaction
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Ideology scale of .Wehling and Charters' (1969) Dimensions

of Teacher Beliefs with respect to the two independent

variables: (a) SES of school community by grade level

placement and (b) performance ratings of the student

teachers.

Analyses of data produced in this investigation

revealed a significant interaction effect among the inde

pendent variables included in this study on student

Ideology. The interaction effect was significant at the

.033 level of confidence. The mean scores of the student

scale 2 appeared to be higher among student

teachers who were rated as successful in grades K-4,

regardless of SES of school community, than among student

teachers who were rated as successful in grades 5-8. The

opposite seemed to be true for student teachers who were
Although a detailed comparisonrated as less successful.

of cell means using a Scheffe (1953) t revealed no sig

nificant differences between group means, null Hypothesis
II was rejected on the basis of the significant F ratio

revealed by the analysis of variance technique employed

to test Hypothesis II.

teachers on

teachers' mean scores on variable 2--Personal Adjustment
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Hypothesis III. There is no significant inter

Teacher Direction scale of Wehling and Charters'versus

(1969) Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs with respect to the

two independent variables: (a) SES of school community

by grade level placement and (b) performance ratings of

the student teachers.

Analyses of data in the present study disclosed

no significant interaction effect of the independent

variables operating together on mean scores of student

teachers on scale 3—Student Autonomy versus Teacher

Direction. Null Hypothesis III was therefore accepted.
There is no significant inter-Hypothesis IV.

on the Consideration of

Student Viewpoint scale of Wehling and Charters' (1969)

Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs with respect to the two
(a) SES of school community byindependent variables:

grade level placement and (b) performance ratings of the

student teachers.
A two-way analyses of variance of student

the Consideration of Studentteachers'

(1969) DimensionsViewpoint scale of Wehling and Charters'
of Teacher Beliefs disclosed a significant interaction

action effect among mean scores

mean scores on

action effect among mean scores on the Student Autonomy
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effect with respect to the two independent variables—

student teacher assignments by SES of school community and

grade level placement and student teacher performance

ratings. The mean scores of student teachers were found

to be higher among those groups of student teachers who

were rated as less successful in middle SES community

schools and placed in grades K-4 and among those student

teachers who were rated as less successful in low SES

community schools in grades 5-8 than among any of the

The mean scoresother six groups of student teachers.

tended to be lower among student teachers rated as less

successful in middle SES community schools, grades 5-8,

and among student teachers rated as successful in low SES
A detailed comparison ofcommunity schools, grades 5-8.

employing the Scheffe (1953) t disclosed

significant difference at the .05 level of confidencea
between mean scores of two groups of student teachers—
student teachers rated as successful, grades 5-8, in low

SES community schools, and student teachers rated as less
grades 5-8, in low SES community schools.successful,

of student teachers on the Con-Apparently, mean scores
sideration of Student Viewpoint scale vary significantly
in low SES community schools, grades 5-8, as a function of

group.mean scores
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success ratings. Null Hypothesis IV was rejected on the

basis of evidence revealed by these analyses of data.

Hypothesis V. There is no significant interaction

effect among mean scores on the Classroom Order scale of

Wehling and Charters' (1969) Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs

with respect to the two independent variables: (a) SES

of school community by grade level placement and (b) per

formance ratings of the student teachers.

Analyses of the data collected to test null

Hypothesis V revealed no significant interaction effects

among the mean scores of student teachers on the Classroom

Order scale with respect to the two independent variables.

Null Hypothesis V was thus accepted.

Conclusions
The findings of this investigation indicate that

beliefs of student teachers, which are assumed to mediate

their teaching behavior, vary significantly on two of the

five dimensions of teacher beliefs studied with respect to

the two independent variables under study—SES of school

community (by grade levels) and student teacher performance

The two scales on which significant differencesratings.

or interactions of mean scores were found are as follows:
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1. Personal Adjustment Ideology. This scale of

Wehling and Charters' (1969) Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs

is designed to measure the extent that teachers

cerned about providing maximally for the social-emotional

adjustment of students in order to create an environment

for learning.

2. Consideration of Student Viewpoint. This

scale of Wehling and Charters' (1969) Dimensions of

Teacher Beliefs is designed to measure the extent that

teachers are concerned about affective attitudes toward

The evidence disclosed by the analyses of data

indicates that student teachers rated as successful are

apparently more concerned about the social-emotional needs

of their students in grades K-4 than student teachers

This is true forrated as successful in grades 5-8.
student teachers assigned to both low and middle SES

Student teachers rated as lessschool communities.
successful would seem to be more concerned about the
social-emotional needs of students in grades 5-8 and less
concerned about these needs of students in grades K-4.

this scale will be necessary before any valid conclusions

are con-

students as a means of teaching more effectively.

However, further study of student teachers' beliefs on



103
can be drawn. Group mean scores on this dimension were
not significantly different among groups, although the

interaction effect was significant at the .033 level of
confidence.

With regard to dependent variable 4—Consideration

of Student Viewpoint--student teachers who were rated as

successful in low SES community schools in grades 5-8

tended to score lowest on this dimension of teacher

beliefs. While all other groups of student teachers who

were rated as successful scored considerably higher than

student teachers rated as successful in low SES community

schools grade 5-8, student teachers rated as less suc

cessful in low SES community schools grades 5-8 had sig

nificantly higher group mean scores than student teachers

rated as successful in low SES community schools grades

This fact seems to indicate a possibility that5-8 .

students in grades 5-8 in low SES community schools have
need of more discipline and structure in the classroom

This finding tends tothan other groups of students.
support the research findings of Bloom (1976), Rosenshine

Further research seems necessary.(1976) , and Yee (1970).
however, with respect to these findings.
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Discussion

Prediction of teaching effectiveness has become

of great concern to educators in recent years (Tolor,

1973) . Although numerous research studies have been con

ducted since the fifties to measure and predict quality

of teaching, the results have tended to be inconclusive.

Much of the research has dealt with studies of teacher

characteristics or with studies of single dimensions of

the teaching-learning situation rather than with studies

of many interacting factors of the teaching process. Few

for example, have included a study of the charac-studies,

teristics of students as participants in the process of

Many recent studies seem to be focused in thisteaching.

direction (Bloom, 1976).

A major problem in predicting teaching effective

ness appears to be one of providing a theoretical frame

work for study in order to view the teaching process more

Trends apparent in theclearly in a variety of settings.

earlier research indicate that broad characteristics of

teachers and students must be considered before making

judgments about teaching quality.

According to Ornstein (1978), study of the

interaction or instructional process may be divided into
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two basic approaches. One is descriptive and is based

on nonsystematic observation. This method is largely

invalid since it is subject to biases of the observer.

is systematic and analytical, consisting of observing

such specifics as linguistic verbal interaction between

teachers and students, and the kinds of questions that

teachers ask. ' Despite the fact that the second approach

to studying the instructional process is based upon sound

research principles, the results of such research have

been "modest and often contradictory" (Smith & Meux,

1970, p. 284).
Bloom (1976) suggested that learning rather than

characteristics of learners or teachers should be the
He postulated thatfocus of future research studies.

the sequencing of instructional activities to meet the

mastery of the prerequisites of the learning task at hand

would result in effective teaching that can be empirically
Bloom's approach is highly structured andquantified.

capable of being tested with different groups of learners.

It seems particularly appropriate for use with children

of low SES community schools.

The second approach to studying the instructional process

students' individual needs and assistance in students'
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Evidence produced in the present investigation

tends to support Bloom's view, and to confirm the previous

research of Rosenshine (1976) and Yee (1970). Yee had

ceptions of administrators toward teachers, that princi

pals rate teachers in middle SES schools as successful

when the teachers express positive affective attitudes

toward the children, and rate teachers in low SES schools

as successful when the teachers express negative affective

attitudes toward the children. Results of the present

study confirm these findings, since student teachers were

function of their beliefs on therated as successful as a

Personal Adjustment Ideology scale, Consideration of

Student Viewpoint scale, SES of school community, and

grade level placement.

Although one cannot, on the basis of evidence

produced by the present study, make any assumptions about

what student teachers do believe when they score low on

a dimension of teacher beliefs, one may be led to wonder

whether the student teachers who were rated as successful

teaching in low SES community schools, grades 5-8, were

not also more structured in their approaches to teaching

the students than were student teachers who scored higher

concluded, as a result of his research study of the per-
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rated as less successful teaching the same group of stu

dents . Rosenshine's (1976) research results suggest

strongly that such might be the case. His review of

several research studies shows convergence on the "direct

instruction" method as optimal for successful teachers

of disadvantaged students.

Implications for Further Research

The results of the present study raise five

questions which may be answered by further research?

To what extent are student teachers'1. mean

belief scores on the Consideration of Student Viewpoint
(1969) Dimensions ofscale of Wehling and Charters'

Teacher Beliefs associated with the student teachers'

use of more structured approaches to teaching in

classrooms?

2.
belief scores on the Personal Adjustment Ideology scale

(1969) Dimensions of Teacherof Wehling and Charters'

structured approaches to teaching in classrooms?
To what extent is children's academic3.

on the Consideration of Student Viewpoint scale and were

To what extent are student teachers' mean

Beliefs associated with the student teachers' use of more
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achievement in various subject matter areas such as

reading, mathematics, and language arts related to more

in low SES community schools?

4. Does the grade level placement of student

teachers make a difference with regard to their use of

more structured or less structured approaches to

teaching?

Where does the low SES community school5.

student stand academically in relation to middle SES

community school students in mathematics and/or reading

before and after the employment by teachers of more

structured approaches to teaching at two different

elementary school grade levels?

or less structured approaches to teaching in middle and



APPENDIX A

DIMENSIONS OF TEACHER BELIEFS ABOUT THE TEACHING 
PROCESS QUESTIONNAIRE .
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you

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

The overall plan of education suffers when teachers 
depart substantially from the subject outline.

Before pupils are encouraged to exercise independent 
thought they should be thoroughly grounded in the 
facts and knowledge about the subject.

The backbone of the school curriculum is subject 
matter; activities are useful mainly to facilitate 
the learning of subject matter.

The curriculum consists of subject matter to be 
learned and skills to be acquired.

5 means
4 means
3 means
2 means
1 means

This questionnaire contains a series of 
Read each one, decide how you feel about it,

"Strongly Agree"
"Agree"
"Undecided"
"Disagree"
"Strongly Disagree"

Pupil failure is averted when mastery of subject is 
the prime requisite for promotion.

Grading pupils separately on achievement and citizen
ship assures that teachers will insist on mastery 
of subject matter as well as good behavior.

Dimensions of Teacher Beliefs About the 
Teaching Process Questionnaire

Teaching of specific skills and factual subject 
matter is the most important function of the school.

Directions: 
statements. 
and then mark your answer on the special answer sheet. 
If you strongly agree with a statement, blacken the space 
under the number 5; if you strongly disagree with a 
statement, blacken the space under the 1. Read each 
statement carefully and then decide the extent to which 

agree or disagree with each statement.
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8.

9..

10.

11.

12.

13.

14 .

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Teachers increase their chances of directing the 
work into productive channels by having pupils 
participate in the planning.

Group activity teaches children to think and plan 
together, independent of direct supervision by the 
teacher.

Pupils gain 
encourages

The development of social and emotional security for 
pupils is the most important function of the school.

The teacher assures optimum learning conditions by 
giving top priority to the social-emotional needs 
of pupils.

The individuality of pupils is sustained when 
teachers make allowances in their grade reports for 
the varying interests pupils have.

The essential function of junior high school courses 
lies in their preparing pupils for later courses.

In teaching it is quite essential to cover the 
material in the course of study.

a sense of belonging when the teacher 
friendships among pupils in the room.

Pupils learn library skills more readily by using 
their own devices in searching for materials of 
special interest than by a series of exercises 
designed to teach the logical steps in library 
procedure.

The structure of a field of knowledge is intrinsically 
interesting to pupils when it is clearly taught.

The main reason for the curriculum guide is to 
provide the teacher with definite information 
regarding the material to be covered in the course.

Learning is essentially a process of increasing one's 
store of information about various fields of 
knowledge.
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20.

21.

22. con-

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30 .

31.

Children should be given more freedom in the 
classroom than they usually get.

A teacher can frequently "reach" a rebellious pupil 
by taking an intense personal interest in his 
welfare.

Teachers who do not like pupils will usually decide 
on and plan a lesson alone rather than use pupil 
participation.
There is too great an emphasis on keeping order in 
the classroom.

Pupils master the essentials of a subject only when 
extensive plans are made for accommodating individual 
differences in pupils.

The effectiveness of the teacher depends entirely on 
the amount of personal interest he can invest in 
the progress of each pupil.

A properly motivated group of mature students might 
learn more in a semester's time if they were left 
entirely to their own resources than if they had a 
teacher to guide them.

Nothing stimulates a pupil to apply himself more 
diligently than a warm, personal interest in his 
progress shown by the teacher.

Teachers who like pupils will usually encourage 
pupils initiation and participation in planning 
lessons.

The attitudes learned by a student are often the most 
important result of a lesson or unit.

Small group work uses to best advantage the 
trasting personalities, skills, and interests 
pupils have.

The goals of education should be dictated by 
children's interests and needs as well as by the 
larger demands of society.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43 .

44.

Children need and should have more supervision and 
discipline than they usually get.

A well established classroom routine enhances the 
emotional stability of pupils.

Pupils must be kept busy or they soon get into 
trouble.

When given a choice of activity, pupils generally 
select what is best for them.

Pupils frequently learn much more under their own 
initiative than they do under teacher direction.

Across-the-school routine imposes a consistency in 
classroom procedure which tends to restrict important 
avenues for learning.

Pupils learn best when permitted to set their own 
pace in doing the work.

Pupils do their best work when they know exactly what 
to expect from day to day.

Nothing captures students' interest in school work 
as quickly as allowing them to wrestle with problems 
of their own choosing.

Pupils are motivated to do better work when they feel 
free to move around the room while the class is in 
session.

A firm hand by the teacher promotes emotional 
security for pupils.

Pupils must see clearly that it is the teacher, not 
they, who has charge of classroom learning.

Time to choose freely their own activity during the 
school day is a must for pupil morale.
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45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54 .

55.

56.

Children learn best in an atmosphere filled with 
love and emotional support.

Students who misbehave or do not learn are generally 
children who need more love.

Good rapport with pupils is maintained by the 
teacher who always finds time to help individuals 
with special problems.

The effectiveness of teaching is enhanced when the 
teacher has the ability to see the world as each of 
his pupils sees it.

A teacher's effectiveness rests upon his ability to 
maintain proper "professional distance" between the 
pupils and himself.

His effectiveness is seriously impaired when the 
teacher permits himself to become emotionally 
involved in the personal problems of pupils.

Pupils are induced to greater motivation when the 
teacher remains somewhat aloof from the interper
sonal affairs of the class.

Establishing the rules well in advance strengthens 
the teacher's hand in meeting the various problems 
that might arise.

The effective teacher has complete control of the 
learning situation at all times.

The teacher who organizes the material and presents 
it to pupils in a forceful way gets the best results.

Children learn the necessary skills of group par
ticipation only when they are exposed to sequences 
of activity requiring increasingly difficult skills 
from kindergarten through grade twelve.

The teacher's ability to see the world as each of 
his students sees it is an absolute must if he is to 
have any success at all in teaching.
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57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

Pupils learn efficiently the essentials of a subject 
when every member of the class moves simultaneously 
through carefully planned lesson sequences.

In the interest of good discipline pupils who 
repeatedly disrupt the class must be severely 
punished.

Optimum learning takes place when the classroom 
setting is completely free of distractions.

The use of sarcasm by teachers can accomplish 
nothing but emotional harm for the pupil.

The pupil's impression of the teacher's personality 
greatly influences what he learns.'

Pupils respect teachers who expect them to work hard 
in school.

The natural flow of events is enhanced by the teacher 
who manages to eliminate any disruptive pupil 
behavior.

Pupils learn to stay alert when they are expected to 
respond immediately to teacher demands.

Learning is enhanced when teachers praise generously 
the accomplishments of pupils.

A good teacher will establish a routine and stick to

The logical structure of subject matter is the most 
realistic guide to the organization of the work in 
the classroom.

Proper control of a class is amply demonstrated when 
pupils work quietly while the teacher is out of the 
room.

Under ideal conditions pupils would view each teacher 
as a "special list" in the subject taught.
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70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

The basic function of education is fulfilled only 
when pupils are led to understand the general 
significance of the material they have learned.

The completion of any worthwhile task in education 
requires hard work on the part of pupils.

Pupils learn self direction by having opportunities 
to set their own goals from learning.

Pupils gain better understanding of the subject if 
assignments are presented to them as a series of 
interrelated problems.

In planning their work teachers should rely heavily 
on the knowledge and skills pupils have acquired 
outside the classroom.

Teachers must set definite items aside to show pupils 
the relationships between their subject and the 
overall, goal of education.

Teachers must always be prepared to explain to 
pupils inter-relationships among various elements 
of the overall curriculum.

Pupils respect teachers who stand firm on their 
convictions.

Pupils gain more satisfaction from doing a difficult 
task well than any other achievement.

Lessons presented in the form of problems to be 
solved are the best means of motivating pupils.

Pupils never really understand a subject until they 
can relate what they have learned to the broader 
problems of the world.

If curriculum plans are to be developed, they must 
go into detail on how course content can be 
integrated across subjects.
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82.

83.

84 .

85.

86.

Source:

The deep interest which pupils sometimes develop in 
one subject can be valuable to them, but only if 
teachers succeed in broadening their perspectives 
across subject matter boundaries.

The most important thing a teacher can do to set the 
stage for learning is to discover the interests of 
students.

The teacher must avoid strict adherence to the 
sequence provided by a textbook series.

The pupil's knowledge is best developed when teachers 
interrelate facts and figures from many different 
subject fields.

An essential component of a good lesson is one of 
showing how it is related to other areas of 
knowledge.

Wehling, L. J., & Charters, W. W., Jr. 
Dimensions of teacher beliefs about the 
teaching process. American Educational 
Research Journal, 1969, 6y 24-29.
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Summary of Student Teacher Rating Forms

Student Teacher's Name: 

Grade Level: Semester: 

School: College: 

Location: 

Date : 

Rating Scales (Elementary Education)

UA: Miles: Samford:

1.

(Miles)

(Samford)2.

(UA)

3.

4 .
(Miles)

0—No Chapce to Observe
1— Superior
2— Very Good
3— Average
4— Minimal
5— Unacceptable

College
Supervisor 

(Samford) 
(Miles)

1— Poor
2— -Below Average
3— -Average
4— Good
5— Excellent

1— Poor
2— Below Average
3— Average
4— Good
5— Excellent

Skills in asking and answering questions.
Shows skill in questioning. (Miles) 
Uses thought provoking questions. (UA) 
Asks questions on different levels of thought.

Preparation for instruction. (Samford) 
Always comes to class prepared to teach. 
Plans for teaching. (UA)

Adequacy of knowledge in major and minor subjects.
(Samford)

Broad and accurate knowledge of his/her field.
Knows subject matter. (UA)

Adequacy in classroom organization. 
Has worked out a systematized routine.
Manages classroom effectively. (UA)
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5.

(UA)

6.

(UA)

7. (Samford)
(Miles)

(UA)

8.

(UA)

9.

Response to student needs.
Strives to care for individual differences.
Adapts lesson to needs of children.

Evaluation of student progress.
Provide means for evaluating results. 
Evaluates a child's achievement.

(Samford)
(Miles)

Willingness to receive constructive criticism.
(Samford)

Making intelligent use of criticism and suggestions.
(Miles)

Accepts criticism and new ideas in a constructive 
manner. (UA)

Rapport with co-workers. (Samford)
Dependable in relationships with pupils and 

teachers. (Miles)
Relates to peers and professional staff.

Rapport with students. (Samford)
Able to relate well to students. (Miles)
Uses eye contact, voice quality, and facial 

expression to build rapport with children.
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Student Teacher Grade 

Cooperating Teacher Subject 

Cooperating School Date 

I. Rating

14.

II.

1.

2.

3.

1.
2.
3.

11.
12 .
13.

4 .
5.
6.
7.
8 .
9.

10.

Miles College Final Evaluation for 
Student Teachers

Professional
Is the student teacher:

Dependable in all of her relationships 
with pupils and teachers? 
Cooperative with teachers, pupils, 
administration, and the community? 
Setting any high standards for her 
personal conduct? 

Personal
Does the student teacher:

Dress neatly and in good taste? 
Have good posture and carriage? 
Exhibit enthusiasm in the 
presentation of materials? 
Show poise and self control? 
Exhibit self confidence? 
Have a clear and pleasant voice? 
Exhibit courtesy in speech and action? 
Exhibit any undesirable mannerisms? 
Show interest in her work? 
Keep a good balance between dignity 
and familiarity? 
Have a sense of humor? 
Have sound health habits and attitudes? 

 
Show evidence of doing hard work 
usually? 
Show an interest in teaching?

A point scale of 1 to 5 is suggested. Put the figure 
in the column provided. A rating of 1 means that you rate 
the student being poor in the particular trait; 2 means 
fair or below average; 3 is average; 4 means good or 
above average; and 5 means excellent■
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Rating
4 .

5.

6.

7.

8.

III.

4 .

11.

IV.

4 .

1.
2.
3.

Developing a good professional 
attitude?
Making intelligent use of criticism 
and suggestions?
Making a growing acquaintance with 
reference materials?
Developing an understanding of 
children?
Able to relate well to the students?

1.
2.
3.

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

5.
6.
7.
8.
9 .

Instructions
Does the student teacher:

Always come to class prepared to teach? 
Make assignments clear and definite?
Have active pupil participation in his 
or her class?

Strive to care for individual 
differences?

Show skill in questioning?

Motivate pupils effectively?

Try to teach pupils how to study?

Vary methods of procedure?
Use illustrative and supplementary 
materials?

School Management
Does the student teacher:

Start his or her classes promptly? 
Help the student feel at ease? 
Usually have the attention of the 
pupils? 
Make use of all teaching materials 
effectively? 
Take care of heat, light, ventilation? 
Keep the room neat and orderly? 
Keep pupils busy? 
Have proper classroom control?
Have worked out a systematized routine? 
Seat pupils with defects in a proper 
place? 
Utilize time and talent to the best 
advantage?
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Rating

13.

17.

23.

24.

25.

V. Additional Comments:

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

10.
11.
12.

14 .
15.
16.

Make explanations properly?
Have unit or daily objectives?
Relate unit or daily plans to course 
of study as a whole?
Derive objectives from curriculum 
requirements and pupil need?
Provide means for evaluating results? 
Develop reliable and valid tests?
Conduct her work in such a manner as 
to avoid the possibility of disciplinary 
trouble?
Seek to eliminate distractions from 
the classroom?
Habitually use good English?
Have an adequate vocabulary?
Spell correctly?
Write clearly and logically?
Have a broad and accurate knowledge of 
his or her field?
Have an adequate knowledge of related 
fields?
Exhibit any creativity, originality, 
ingenuity in his or her work?
Exhibit any evidence of being able to 
evaluate pupil progress?
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Student Teacher 

Grade Level

Cooperating Teacher 

College Supervisor 

School

Location 

Date 

I. Teaching Techniques

Plans for TeachingA.

B. Knows Subject Matter

 1.

 2.
 3.

Code:
0—No Chance to Observe
1— Superior
2— Very Good
3— Average
4— Minimal
5— Unacceptable

 4 .
 5.

 1.
 2.
 3.

University of Alabama Criteria for 
Elementary Teacher Evaluation

has well-written plans
uses visual aids to full advantage 
meets planning deadlines

answers children's questions or directs them 
to the answer
uses several sources of information
channels class discussion in appropriate 
areas
builds on child's prior knowledge 
capitalizes on spontaneous incidents to 
direct teaching-learning situations
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C.

1.

2.

3.

D. Facilitates Children's Learning

Controls Verbal BehaviorE.

1.
a.

b.

c.

2.
a.

b.

c.

4.
5.

1.
2.
3.

Communicates Subject Matter and Skills to 
Children

communicates enthusiasm
uses a variety of means to interest children 
incorporates children's interests with 
learning process
uses thought-provoking questions
uses eye-contact, voice quality, and facial 
expressions to build rapport with children 
listens attentively to children
involves children in suitable activities in 
the lesson

6.
7.

questioning skills
asks questions on different levels of 
thought:

--analytical
—comparative
—evaluative

asks questions that lead to further 
research and study
uses questions to lead to free 
discussion

involves children in verbal interaction 
encourages children to participate and 
to withhold impulsive evaluative 
comments
provides opportunities for divergent 
thinking
provides for many response opportunities 
for all students

uses standard English and employs a 
versatile vocabulary
begins with the simpler and more concrete 
and then moves to the more complex and 
abstract
adapts lesson to needs of children
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Diagnoses NeedsF.

1.

c.

d.

G. Manages Classroom Effectively

1. groups,

2 .

3.

Evaluates a Child's AchievementH.

1.

2.

II. Relationships with Others

Relates to Peers and Professional StaffA.

1.
2.
3.
4 .

2.
3.

works cooperatively
helps willingly
respects individuals
displays ethical behavior and adheres to 
professional standards

a.
b.
c.
d.

Works effectively with individuals, 
and class; is fair and consistent 
manages deviant behavior problems 
appropriately 
provides satisfactory physical environment 

temperature 
furniture to fit children 
housekeeping 
bulletin boards

areas
groups by performance
can determine variance in reasoning 
ability of children
provides material to accommodate needs 
of children
discovers interests of children 

personal needs—perceives health needs 
social needs—demonstrates an awareness 
of children's social interaction

in content
a.
b.

outlines clear objectives which are 
measurable
uses a variety of evaluative techniques
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Relates to ChildrenB.

3.

III. Personal and Social Characteristics

A. Learns Willingly

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Accepts Teacher RoleB.

8.

5.
6.
7.

_9.
10.

3.
4.

1.
2.

1.
2.

is emotionally stable
exhibits vitality and interest in working 
with children
performs clerical duties when necessary 
is punctual, dependable, and assumes 
responsibility well
diagnoses own professional needs 
is poised in working with individuals 
plans and carries out plans in a 
professional manner
shows interest in and respect for teaching 
profession
evaluates own performance
is ethical in professional relationships

respects and accepts children as people 
is objective in decisions involving 
children
recognizes needs of children

uses judgment in appropriate dress for the 
classroom
accepts criticism and new ideas in a 
constructive manner
shows insight in learning experiences and
uses this knowledge to improve
seeks help from others to improve teaching 
skills
sees what needs to be done and tries to do 
it
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Qualifying Comments by Cooperating Teacher:

1. Major strengths of student teacher:

2. Areas needing improvement:

Suggested Grade Symbol

S i g n a t u r e_______________________
(Cooperating Teacher)
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Student's Name Semester 

Grade/Subj ect Days Absent

5 4 3 2 1COMPETENCIES IN THE COGNITIVE DOMAIN:

9.

10.

11.

12.
13.

14 .
15.

1.
2.
3.
4 .
5.
6.
7.
8.

Skills
Skills
Skills
Skills

Samford University Student Teacher 
Evaluation Form

excellent, 
1 = poor.

Adequacy of knowledge in major subject 
Adequacy of knowledge in minor subject 
Adequacy of general knowledge 
Intelligence, enough to lead

in conducting class discussions 
in conducting reviews
in making meaningful assignments 
in asking and in answering

questions
Skills in testing and use of test 
results
Skills in ability to communicate 
(grammar, ethical)
Adequacy in classroom organization, 
discipline
Adequacy in establishing common goals 
Knowledge and use of instruction 
materials
Preparation for instruction
Makes wise use of class and pupils' time

Rate the student teacher on as many of the competencies as 
you feel capable of doing. A check mark in the appro
priate space will represent the student rating: 5 =

4 = good, 3 = average, 2 = below average,



130

COMPETENCIES IN THE AFFECTIVE DOMAIN: 5 4 3 2 1

10.

4 3 2 15COMPETENCIES IN THE PSYCHOMOTOR DOMAIN:

1.

2 .

11.
12.
13.

14 .
15.
16.

1.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8 .
9.

Proficiency in use of equipment necessary 
to the subject discipline (music, 
laboratory, physical education, art, 
health education, etc.)
Proficiency in written communication 
(manuscript, cursive, chalkboard) 
Physical stamina
Housekeeping, attractiveness, 
orderliness

3.
4 .

Rapport with students
Rapport with peers, faculty, 
administrators, parents
Sense of humor
Responsiveness to needs of students
Personal hygiene, health habits, vitality 
Appropriateness of attire—clean, neat, 
ethical
Emotional stability
Evaluation of pupil progress
Willingness to participate in 
co-curricular activities
Willingness to receive constructive 
criticism
Attitudes toward educational goals
Model for students to emulate
Attitudes toward paper work, records, 
reports
Promptness, consistency
Cooperative attitude toward people 
Sense of human values, allow leaders 
to arise
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Do you feel his overall rating is:

FailShould his final grade be Pass ?

Supervising Teacher 

School 

Date 

USE BACK FOR COMMENTS.

Poor
Average
Below Average 
Good
Excellent 

Have you discussed with the student his level of 
competencies? Yes No  
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Metropolitan Birmingham School Communities

$ 4,739101 24.1%

10,658 41.0%30

36.3%7,74457

53.4%■9,70338

50.3%6,98213

16.0%6,07217

89.9%27,906108

37.2%7,4653

12,394 75.0%107

Avondale Elementary School 
4000 Dolly Ridge Road 
Mountain Brook, Alabama

Cahaba Heights Elementary
School 

4401 Dolly Ridge Road 
Mountain Brook, Alabama

Edgewood Elementary School 
901 College Avenue 
Birmingham, Alabama

Census
Tract

Mean 
Income

Percent
High School
Graduate

Comer Elementary School 
1220 50th Street South 
Birmingham, Alabama

Powderly Elementary School 
Dawson Avenue S.W. 
Birmingham, Alabama

Graymont Elementary School 
300 8th Avenue S.W.
Birmingham, Alabama

Dunbar Elementary School 
2515 6th Avenue 
Bessemer, Alabama

Wilkerson Elementary School 
116 61st Street 
Fairfield, Alabama

Robinson Elementary School 
305 61st Street 
Fairfield, Alabama
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$11,476118 66.3%

11,060 42.3%303

12,394 75.0%107

89.9%27,906108

28.0%7,112119

83.0%15,574129

Shades Mountain Elementary
School 

2250 Sumpter 
Mountain Brook, Alabama

Erwin Elementary School 
528 23rd Avenue N.W.
Centerpoint, Alabama

Greenvalley Elementary
School

3200 Old Columbiana Road
Hoover, Alabama

Shades Cahaba Elementary 
School

3001 Montgomery Highway
Homewood, Alabama

Census 
Tract

Mean
Income

Percent
High School 
Graduate

Tarrant Elementary School 
1425 East Lake Boulevard 
Tarrant, Alabama

Vestavia Hills Elementary
School 

2109 Parkview Place 
Vestavia Hills, Alabama
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Metropolitan Tuscaloosa School Communities

$10,332 55.6%109

55.6%10,332109

55.6%10,332109

70.3%10,572121

39.8%7,603123

71.2%9,262114

73.6%12,042124

22.0%4,940118

71.2%9,262114

Alberta Elementary School 
2700 University Boulevard W. 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Skyland Elementary School 
408 Skyland Boulevard E. 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Census
Tract

Mean 
Income

Percent
High School 
Graduate

East End Elementary School 
2200 14th Street E.
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Northington Elementary
School

1300 21st Street E.
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Oakdale Elementary School 
5001 25th Street 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Parkview Elementary School 
1103 17th Street 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Arcadia Elementary School 
3700 14th Street, East 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Central Elementary School 
3015 Fifteenth Street 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Stafford Elementary School 
1614 Fifteenth Street 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama
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$ 4,484117 28.8%

4,484 28.8%117

22.0%4,940118

73.9%10,914120

95.9%6,935112

77.5%12,634108

30.9%6,974106

49.2%12,634108

93.0%21,106104

Woodland Forest Elementary 
School

6001 East Hargrove Road
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Brookwood Elementary School 
Brookwood, Alabama

Thirty-Second Avenue
Elementary School 

2430 32nd Avenue 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Twentieth Street Elementary
School

2010 27th Avenue
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Cottondale Elementary School 
Route 3
Cottondale, Alabama

Crestmont Elementary School 
2400 34th Avenue 
Northport, Alabama

Census 
Tract

Mean 
Income

Percent
High School 
Graduate

Verner Elementary School 
901 10th Street 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

University Place Elementary
School

221 18th Street
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Stillman Heights Elementary
School

3834 21st Street
Tuscaloosa, Alabama
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$ 8,463125 43.9%

35.2%103 7,760

43.9%8,463125

52.3%10,280102

33.1%6,674107

35.2%7,760104

33.1%6,674107

52.3%10,280102

52.3%10,280102

35.2%7,760103

Flatwoods Elementary School 
3800 66th Avenue
Northport, Alabama

Holt Elementary School 
7 Nunnelly Drive 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Matthews Elementary School 
1225 Rice Mine Road 
Northport, Alabama

Vestavia Elementary School 
Northport, Alabama

Census 
Tract

Mean 
Income

Percent
High School 
Graduate

Englewood Elementary School
Route 1, Box 200 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Maxwell Elementary School 
Route 1, Box 231 
Duncanville, Alabama

Walker Elementary School 
Route 5, Box 175 
Northport, Alabama

Westwood Elementary School 
Coker, Alabama

Myrtlewood Elementary
School

Route 1, Box 246
Fosters, Alabama

Vance Elementary School 
P.O. Box 208
Vance, Alabama
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Raw Data

16151412 1310 1197 81 5 62 3 4

3.43.52.53.43.84.41 LLow01M ELMB B BF
3.62.64.82 SLow02 ELMM BM B B
4.24.01 LLow03M ELMF B W B

LLow04M ELMB BF B
LLow05M ELMBF B W

3.82.34.1L1 Low06 ELMM BF BB
L1 Low07M ELMF B BB
S108M ELMW BF B
S109 ELMM M B BB
S1 LowM ELMB BF B
LM ELMW BF B
SS ELMW W WF
S2S ELMWF W W
LS ELMWF W W
SS 15 ECEW W wF
S1S 16 ECEW WF W
SS ELMWW WF
LECES W WF W
L1ELMS WW WF
LELMS 20 WW WF
LECES WWWF
SELMS W WF W sLowS 23 ELMWWF W sECES BF W B
SECES ww wF
SELMS WW WF
S2ELMS WWM W
L1ECES BWF W
L2ELMS wwF W
LECES WWF W
LECES WW WF
LECEA BBWF
LECEA WW WF
LLowELMA WWBF
LLowELMWA WWF
LECEWA WW
LECEWA W B
SLowECEWWA WF

1
1
1

10
11
12
13
14

17
18
19

21
22

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

F
' F

1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

Low
. Low

Low
Mid

Low
Mid
Mid

Low
Mid

Low
Mid
Mid
Mid

Low 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid

4.7
4.5
3.8
4.2

4.3
5.0

4.3
4.8
4.5

3.2
3.8
2.5
3.0
3.5
2.1
3.2
2.2
2.9
3.4
3.3
3.0
2.9
3.1
3.3
3.5
3.0
3.0
3.2
3.3
3.1
2.9
3.1

3.4
3.0
3.5
4.2
3.8
3.7
4.2
2.7
3.7
3.2
3.1
3.4
3.1

1
1
2

Low
Mid
Mid

3.0
4.4
4.8
4.7
4.6
4.7
4.6
4.6
4.1
3.8
3.3
4.2
4.4
4.3
3.3
4.1
4.1
4.1
4.8

4.8
4.2

4.0
3.3

3.0
2.6
3.0

3.0
4.7
4.0
3.3

4.9
4.7
4.4
4.6

3.8
3.2
4.3
3.1
3.8
3.8
3.5
4.1
3.8
4.0
3.4
3.0
3.7
3.6
3.7
2.9
4.1
3.5
2.1
4.4
3.1
3.3
4.0
3.6
3.8
3.6
4.3
4.0
3.8

3.8
3.5
3.5
3.8

2.4
3.7
1.8
2.3
2.8
1.9
2.2
2.3
3.1
2.1
2.3
2.3
2.6
2.9
3.0
2.4

2.4
2.7
2.9

2.7
2.5
2.6
2.6

2.6
2.2
2.2
1.8
2.8
2.1
2.2

2.5
2.5
2.6

3.8
3.5
3.8
3.8
3.4
4.6
4.0
3.7
4.6
3.6
4.7
4.3
5.0
3.6
2.3
3.6
3.9
3.6
3.5
4.0
4.1
2.1
4.5
3.5
4.4
4.5
3.9
4.0
3.7
4.1
4.7
3.7

2.9
3.8
4.1
4.1
4.4
3.7
2.4
4.0
3.6
3.3
4.3
4.4
3.1
3.6
3.5
4.2
2.8
4.1
3.5
2.4
3.4
3.4
3.2
3.2
4.0
3.1
2.6
3.5
3.6
3.8
3.4
3.4
4.1
3.0
3.5
3.0
3.1
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Raw Data—Continued

3 4 5 6 7 9 10 111 2 8 12 1513 14 16

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A

39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76

F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
M 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
M

W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W w 
w w w w w w 
w w 
w w w w w w w w 
w w 
B w w w w w w w w w w w w

w 
w 
w 
B w w w w 
B w w w w w w 
w w w w 
B w w w w w 
B 
B w w w w 
B w w w w w w

w 
w w 
B w w 
B 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W w w w w w w w w w 
w 
B w w w w w w 
B 
W w w w w w

ELM 
ELM 
ECE 
ECE 
ELM 
ECE 
ECE 
ELM 
ELM 
ELM 
ELM 
ECE 
ECE 
ECE 
ELM 
ELM 
ELM 
ELM 
ELM 
ELM 
ELM 
ECE 
ELM 
ELM 
ECE 
ECE 
ELM 
ELM 
ELM 
ELM 
ECE 
ECE 
ECE 
ELM 
ELM 
ELM 
ECE 
ELM

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Low 
Low 
Mid 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Low 
Low 
Mid 
Low 
Mid 
Low 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Mid 
Low 
Mid 
Low 
Mid 
Low

L 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
L 
S 
L 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
L 
L 
L 
S 
S 
L 
S 
L 
S 
L 
L 
L 
S 
S 
L 
L 
S 
S 
L 
S 
L

4.4
4.8
4.7
4.7
4.9
4.9
4.3
4.8
4.0
4.9
4.8
4.9
4.9
4.9
4.8
4.9
4.9
4.3
4.3
4.2
4.9
4.7
4.3
4.9
3.8
4.7
3.9
3.7
3.5
4.9
5.0
4.4
4.2
4.7
4.8
4.1
4.8
3.0

2.9
2.7
2.8
3.0
2.9
2.5
3.1
2.7
3.2
3.0
3.1
2.9
2.5
2.6
3.4
3.0
3.1
3.1
2.6
3.1
3.3
2.5
3.7 .
3.0
3.4
3.3
2.9
3.6
3.2
2.5
3.0
3.1
2.9
2.9
3.1
2.6
2.8
3.0

3.4
3.8
3.3
3.5
3.6
2.8
3.8
3.9
3.8
3.8
3.3
3.6
3.9
4.0
3.8
4.2
3.7
2.6
2.7
4.3
3.9
3.9
3.8
3.9
4.5
3.9
3.9
4.3
2.3
4.1
4.0
3.8
4.0
4.2
3.9
3.3
3.6
4.1

2.0
3.0
3.2
2.9
3.5
2.5
3.0
2.7
2.1
3.2
2.3
2.7
3.5
2.6
2.3
2.3
2.3
3.1
3.5
2.5
2.8 
3.0 
2.5
2.6
2.3
2.6
3.2 
2.0 
3.0
2.7
2.6
2.3
3.6
2.7
3.0
2.4
3.6
2.9

3.4
4.4
2.6
3.4
1.6
4.2
4.0
3.9
4.0
3.1
3.6
3.7
3.9
2.5
4.0
4.6
3.8
2.4
2.2
4.2
3.9
4.2
3.9
4.6
4.8
4.2
3.7
4.4
2.5
4.3
4.4
4.1
3.9
4.4
3.9
3.8
4.4
3.9

3.7
3.1
3.3
3.3
3.1
3.9
3.5
3.6
3.7
3.7
3.6
3.1
2.3
3.2
2.5
3.9
3.1
3.1
2.1
3.9
3.9
3.5
4.1
3.5 
4.0
3.9
3.1
3.9 
3.0 
4.0
3.3
3.5
3.1
3.6
3.8
3.4
2.8
3.9
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Raw Data—Continued

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A

W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W
B 
W 
W 
W 
W

W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
B 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
B 
B 
W 
W

B 
W 
B 
W 
W 
W 
W 
W 
B 
W 
W 
W 
B 
W w w w w

ELM 
ELM 
ECE 
ELM 
ELM 
ECE 
ELM 
ELM 
ECE 
ECE 
ELM 
ELM 
ECE 
ELM 
ELM 
ECE 
ECE 
ECE

1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1 .
1
2
1
1
2
2
1
1
1

3.0
3.2
2.7
2.9
3.3
3.1
2.7
2.6
2.9
3.2
2.8
2.5
2.9
2.7
2.2
3.2
2.6
2.4

77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94

Low 
Low 
Mid 
Mid 
Mid 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Mid 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low

L 
L 
L 
S 
S 
L 
L 
S 
L 
L 
S 
S 
L 
S
L 
S 
L 
L

F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F

4.3
3.2
4.4
4.7
4.9
3.8
3.8
4.8
4.4
4.4
4.5
4.7
3.1
4.8
3.1
4.7
4.0
4.0

3.0
2.8
2.8
3.2
2.2
3.1
2.6
3.7
3.4
3.2
3.3
3.5
2.9
3.1
2.4
3.1
2.8
3.5

3.9
3.8
4.1
4.0
3.9
3.9
4.1
4.7
3.8
3.9
2.0
3.4
4.8
3.3
4.5
4.4
3.0
3.9

3.1
3.4
3.2
3.7
3.1
3.1
2.1
4.4
3.4
3.4
3.4
3.6
3.4
3.6
3.3
3.8
3.6
3.5

3.9
4.3
4.7
4.1
4.1 
4.0 
4.0
4.6
4.1 
4.0 
2.4
3.5
4.4 
4.0 
5.0
4.6
4.1
4.1

Note. Column 1 = college I.D.—M = Miles College, S = Samford 
University, and A = University of Alabama; Column 2 = I.D. number for 
each subject; Column 3 = sex—F = female, M = male; Column 4 = race 
of subject—B = black, W = white; Column 5 = race of cooperating 
teacher; Column 6 = race of students—B = predominantly black stu
dents, W = predominantly white students; Column 7 = major field of 
subject—ELM = elementary education, ECE = early childhood education; 
Column 8 = grade level at which subject is placed—1 = grades K-4, 
2 = grades 5-8; Column 9 = SES of school community—Low = low SES 
community. Mid = middle SES community; Column 10 = performance rating— 
L = less successful, S = successful; Column 11 = mean ratings; Column 
12 = subjects' mean scores on the Subject Matter Emphasis scale; 
Column 13 = subjects' mean scores on the Personal Adjustment Ideology 
scale; Column 14 = subjects' mean scores on the Student Autonomy 
versus Teacher Direction scale; Column 15 = subjects' mean scores on 
the Consideration of Student Viewpoint scale; and Column 16 = subjects' 
mean scores on the Classroom Order scale.
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