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Prefac

(4

There is evidence of a resurgence of interest in teacher education in the
United States. This is seen in newspaper features on teacher (and student)
competerice, ﬁagazine articles critical of thexqua1ity,cf'schaa?ing, election
year rhetoric about state, regional, and local issues, and lay commissions
issuing recommendations for increasing the power of teaching and learning
situations. The societal interest is mirrored by that of the educational
professions. A cursory examination of educational journals reveals concern
from teachers, administrators, researchers, and teacher educators about the
nature of the teaching farcé and the potential of that force to make

significant differences in the lives of students in classrooms.

Development Center for Teacher Education at the University of Texas at Austin
conducted a large-scale study of preservice clinical teacher education, more
commonly known as student teaching, during the Fall and Winter of 1981-1982.
This descriptive study was designed to provide a comprehensive picture of the
zVinical component of the proféssiona? education of teachers. Our dintent is
that this description of what has come to be thought of as the most impartant
part of teacher education will serve two major purposes. First, the findings
from the study will provide the first extensive examination of the experience
fromr a variety of perspectives. Second, this description, when mirrored
against views of the "ideal" experience will suggest what must be done to
improve the experience for its participants and for those students in
elementary and secondary schools who, ultimately, are affected by prospective
teachers who move through it. This RITE study, theﬁ, caﬁgheip us to know
better what is and can help us to plan and test strategies to bring about what

£an be.



clinical teacher education. (Other reports treat the process itself, the
contexts in which student teaching takes place, the dinteractions of
partiéipant,xprocess, and context, and technical jssues associated with the
conduct of the study.) Our concern here is to describe who is involved in
student teaching from a set of complementary perspéﬂtives.! Student teachers,
cooperating teachers, and university supervisors are discussed in terms of
personality characteristics, cognitive characteristics, and prafe;si0n31
orientations. Changes in these characteristics and orientations are
described. Qutcomes of the experience are examined. And, importantly, the
relation between and among characteristics, change, and outcomes is noted.

This report was written by Robert Hughes, Jr. and Hobart Hukill. The
entire RITE study, however, is the product of a research team whose members
have worked together creatively, energetically, and enthusiastically
throughout what has been an enormously compiex experience for all of us. From
the designing of the study through data collection in two widely separated
cities to data analysis and reporting, the team has maintained intellectual
rigor and good humor. A great deal of the credit for what appears in this
volume should be extended to Susan Barnes, Heather Carter, Maria Defino, the
late Helen Durio, SaragEdwards, Linda Mora, Hugh Munby, and Sharon 0'Neal. A
lesson learned by all of us who engage in large-scale research is that support
staff can add or detract enormously from our efforts. Ve are grateful to
Freddie Green and Vicky Rodgers for levels of competence seldom encountered
and for unflagging patience and personal charm throughout.

Finally, the participants in the study who allowed us to become part of
their professional lives deserve our unqualified thanks. Cooperating

teachers, student teachers, university supervisors, university administrators,
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and school system officials were ronsistently cooperative and unfailingly

helpful.

Gary A. Griffin

Principal Investigator

xi




Abstract

A large-scale descriptive study of preservice clinical teacher
education was conducted in two sites involving 88 cooperating teachers,
¢3 ‘student teachers, and 17 university supervisors. This report
{trovides the findings regarding the personal and professional char-
acteristics of .the student teachers, cooperating teachers, and
university supervisors. The varicus constructs are discussed as
well as their interrelationships. Differences among the sites
(State or Metropolitan), samples (general or intensive), and par-
ticipants (student teacher, cooperating teacher, university super-
visor) are examined. Additionally, analyses assessing the degree
to which the participants changed are presented. The final section
provides information about the interrelationships between the
personal characteristics and satisfaction, expectations, and per-
formance ratings. These results are discussed in terms of their
implications for both research and practice in terms of clinical
teacher education.

vii




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Abstract . . . . . ¢ . L Lo e e e o e e e e
Prefac

Introduction . . . . . &« ¢ v & v i v i h e e e e e e e e
Sample Description . . . . . . . . + ¢ & & . o 0 e e s e

Construct Validation . . L g, .
Instruments, Their Cenetruete, and ThE1r Re1et1oneh1pe . e

Empathy Construct Rating Sclae (Empathy) . e e :

James Internal=-External Locus ¢f Control

Short Fo¥m (Locus of Control) . .
Different Situations Adaptation Sea1e (FTex1b111ty)
Educational Preference Scale (Educational Preference)

Teacher Concerns Checklist (Self, Task, Impact) . . . . . ;
Self-Perception Inventory--Teacher Farm (Self- Esteem) f e
Paragraph Completion Test (Conceptual Level) . e e e e

Group Embedded Figures Test (Cognitive Style) . . . . .
Teacher Work-Life Inventory (Institutional Constraints,
Rewards, School Norms, 0% ssat1efaet1an, Executive

Responsibilities . . s e s s e s e e s s e s

Quick Word Test (Voeabu1ary) e 6 e s e s e e e e
Expectation Scales . . . . . . .« . . i ¢« v v e 4 . e

Performance Rating Scales . . . s s s w2 s s e s e s
Student Teaching Satisfaction Sea1e e e e e e e e e

Discussion of the Constructs . . . e s e e e s
Personality Constructs: Empathy, F1ex1b111ty s e s s

Attitude Constructs: Self-Esteem, Locus of Control . . .
Cognitive Constructs: Eonceptuai Leve1f Cognitive Style,

Vocabulary e e s e e s [

The Teachers’' Perspective: "Educational Preference Sea?e,
Teacher Concerns Checklist, Teacher Work-Life Inventory

Site, Sample, and Participant Differences . . . . . . . - . . .

Site Differences . . . . « . . . -

Results . . . . . + «+ + &+ & « &« . - . .
Discussion . & . & & & 4 & 4 s e 4 e e 8 & e s .
Sample Differences . . . . . . . « & ¢ « & ¢« + & & &

Results . . . . . . . .. . ... e s s e e e s .
.Discussion . . e e s s e s s s e s e e s e s e e
Participant D1fferen:ee s s s s s s s s s s s & s oaea e s s
Results . . . . . & & & s v s e e e s s s e e e s e

Discussion . . . . . . . & & & 4 4 v e 4 e e e s s

. vii

ix

Lot o w o Bt Ry T I E-XMEN ]



Table of Contents, continued

Participant Change During Student Teach1n§ .
Student Teachers . . . .
Cooperating Teachers . e e e e s s
University Supervisors . . . . . . . .
SUMMATY « + & + = &+ + o 2 = = = s+ =+ =

Personal and Prgfes51nna1 Characteristics and Outcomes .

Student Teachers . . . . ¢ ¢« ¢« & + & o « & = &+ = & =
Gain S5COres . . & v 4 4 & 4 4w s s s e s .

Summary . . e e e e s s s s e s s a oa .. : : .

Cooperating Teachers e e e e e s s s e
Gain Scores . . . . . . e s e s s s s s
Summary . . s s = ,

University SUPEFVTSDPS e e e e e e e s
Gain Scores . . . . . . . . .. e e ..
Summary . . . 4 2 s s s s e s s

General Discussion . . . . . + « « « « = & - =
Glossary of Abbreviations of the Instruments .
Reference Notes . . . . . . . « o & « « + + &
References . . . = « « « « « + & « =

Appendix A: Instruments

Appendix B: Tables



Introduction

The Research in Teacher Education (RITE) program area of the Research and
Development Center for Teacher Education at The University of Texas at Austin
conducted a iarge—scaié descriptive study of preservice clinical teacher
education at two sites during the fall semester of the 1981-1982 school year.
This multi-method study focused on the personal and professional characteris-
tics of the participants, participant interactions, and clinical contexts.
This report is one of a series presenting the findings of the study.

A major focus of research on student teaching has been the personal and
professional characteristics éF the student teacher (Griffin, Hughes, Barnes,
Carter, Defino, & Edwards, Noteli)g The present research has expanded this
focus to include a broad descriptive picture of the attitudes, personality,
and cognitive characteristics of not only the student teacher but also the
cocperating teacher and the university supervisor.

This report presents the findings regarding the characteristics of the
triad (student teacher, cooperating teacher, and university supervisor)
members. The first section is a discussion of the various constructs that
were measured and a description of their interrelationships. The second
section describes the results of analyses of variance that were used to assess

differences due to the site (State (SU) or Metropolitan (Mu)l), sample

cooperating teacher (CT), student teacher (5T)). These are followed by
analyses assessing the degree to which the participants changed during the

semester. The final section provides information about the relationships

1, s s Lo , , .
Hames of institutions and cities have been changed to ensure anonymity.



between the personal characteristics and satisfaction, expectations, and
performance ratings.

This report is organized into a series of results and discussion/summary
sections: In the results sections the statistical information is provided and
in the discussion/summary sections the implications and interpretations of
these findings are discussed. Those readers who are more interested in the
implications may wish to skip the more technical sections. See Table 1,

Appendix B, for a representation of the general design of the study.

The following analyses are based on data collected by the RITE staff in
two sites. The first site was State University (SU), a Tlarge public
university whose student teachers were assigned to schools in a mid-sized
urban school district. In this school district data were collected on 43
cooperating teachers, 44 student teachers, and 13 university supervisors. The
second site was a large, private university (Metropolitan or MU) located in a
large urban center. Data were collected on 45 cooperating teachers, 49
student teachers, and four university supervisors who were assigned to schools
in the ufban school district. The sample was composed of a general and an
intensive group of participants. At each site university supervisors,
principals and others were asked to identify 10 effective cooperating
teachers. These cooperating teachers (CT) (10 at each site) and the student
teachers and university supervisors (US) with whom they worked composed the
intensive sample (20 cooperating teachers, 20 student teacher, nine university
supervisors). In addition to the data described within this report, the
intensive sample participants kept journals, were interviewed and observed and
made tape recordings of their conferences. The remaining participants, the

general sample, did not keep journals, nor recordings of their conferences,

10

™y



nor were they interviewed or observed. They did, however, complete background
questionnaires in addition to the instruments described in this report. Al1l

instruments were self-administered.

Construct Validation

Instruments, Their Constructs, and Their Relationships

Three criteria were used in the selection of the instruments used in the
present study: demonstrated reliability, dindications of validity, and
potential for explicating the personal and professional characteristics of the
student teaching triad members. (Copies of all of the instruments plus
1istings of their jtems by faét@r where appropriate may be found in Appendix
A. See page 73 for a glossary of their abbreviations as used in this report.)
The first section provides a description of each instrument, including a brief
description of the theoretical construct which its authors purport to measure,
information on its development, reliability data, evidence of validity, and
significant correlations (p < .05) with other instruments used in the present
study. (A11 of the correlations described in the following section regarding
each instrument are located in Table 2, Appendix B.)

The second section will examine the theoretical constructs. Construct
validation is, of course, a dialectical process. In one sense social science
is primarily concerned with construct validation. Certainly when possible it
behooves us to examine our premises, i.e., the theoretical constructs
underlying the instruments which we use in our research. The present study
offered an excellent opportunity to contribute to the construct validation of
the instruments used. The method used here involves an analysis of the
patterns of correlations among the instruments. The assumption is that the
constructs measured by the instruments can be elucidated by examining

strengths of their relationships with other constructs. While not

3
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multi-method, the analysis does consider wultiple tvaits. The discussions
will be framed when possible in terms of convergent and discriminant validity.

Empathy Construct Ratina Sca1gijgmg§§hgl. The empathy construct focuses
on the helper-client relationship and is defiped as follows: "Empathy !
signifies a central focus and feeling with and in the client's world. It
involves accurate perception éf-the client's work by the helper, communication
of this understanding to the client, and the client's perception of the
helper's understanding" (La Monica, 1981, p. 398). The original 84-item scale
was developed to measure empathy among nursing and health care pfo%essicna1s
(La Monica, 1981). It is a self-report, Likert-response instrument which La
Monica validated through Campbell and Fiske's (1959) multitrait-multimethod
approach. It was _found to have good discriminant validity and high internal
consistency (.96), though convergent validity was not apparent (not unusual
when measuring one personality construct by different methods and types of
response tasks). A shorter, 23-item version (internal consistency coefficient
(alpha) = .87) was adapted by the RITE staff from the original for use in the
study. In the present study some evidence of convergent validity emerges from
the correlations of the shorter empathy scale with James Internal-External

Locus of Control Short Form (r = .25, p < .01), Different Situations

Adaptation Scale (r =_539, p < .01), SE{f-PETEEPtiGﬁ Inventory (r = .44, p <
.05), Teacher VWork-Life Inventory Personal and Professional Rewards Factor (r
= .14, p < .05), Teacher Work-Life Inventory Dissatisfaction Factor (r = -,14,

- p <.05).

James Internal-External Locus of Control Short Form (Locus of Control).

Rotter (1966) defines locus of control as the degree to which individuals
telieve that their lives are within their control. The James instrument
consists of 11 self-report items in Likert-response format. Robinson and

12




Shaver (1973) report split-half reliabilities from .84 to .96 and test-retest

reliabilities from .71 to .86 in intervais from three months to one year.

correlating with the Rotter IE Scale at .64, though there is evidence that
locus of control instruments differ somewhat in the domains which they measure
(Borich & Paver, 1978). Significant correlations were obtained with several
instruments used in the present study: Different Situations Adaptation Scale
(r

Concerns Self Factor (r = -.19, p < .01), Teacher Concerns Task Factor (r =

.31, p < .01), Educational Preference Scale (r = .16, p < .01), Teacher

.21, p < .01), Self-Perception Inventory - Teacher Form (r = .16, p < .01),

Paragraph Completion Test (r = .13, p < .05), Embedded Figures (r = .15, p =<

.05), TW-LI Institutional Constraints Fartor (r = -.16, p < .05), TW-LI School
fiorms Factor (r = -.28, p < .01), TW-LI Dissatisfaction Factor (r = -.19, p<
ID1)§

Different Situations Adaptation Scale (Flexibility). The flexibility

construct measured by this instrument relates to the capacity to change and to
tolerate differences in interpersonal, social settings (Hughes, Griffin, &
Defino, Note 2). Thus, it contrasts with more cognitive, intrapsychic
constructs of flexibility such as Guiilford's (1967) divergent thinking or
Witkin's (Witkin & Goodenough, Note 3; Witkin, Goodenough, & D1tmén, Note 4)
cegnitive style. Rehfiéh‘s (1958) Rigidity Scale was modified by the addition
of 26 behaviorally-oriented items. (For example, "Is uncomfortable in
situations in which differences of opinion are aired."). These new items were
placed in a Likert-response format. The expanded version, retitled the
Different Situations Adaptation Scale (Hughes, Griffin, & Defino, Note 2), was
pilot-t.sted with a sample of 63 classroom teachers. Those items with the

Towest inter-item and item-scale correlations were removed, resulting in a

13



17-item instrument (alpha = .89). Convergent and discriminant validity was
established using the Campbell and Fiske (1952) multitrait-multimethod design.
Further evidence of convergent validity emerges from the present study with
the signifiiént correlations of the flexibility scale with the Educational
Preference Scale (r = .27, p < .G1), Self-Perception Inventory - Teacher Form

(r = .35, p < .01), Paragrach Completion Test (r = .19, p < .01), TW-LI

Professional Rewards Factor (r

{r

.16, p =.05;, TW-LI Dissatisfaction Factor

-.17, p < .05).

Educational Preference Scale (Educational Preference). This instrument

measures an individual's position between the philosophical peles of
traditicnalism and process-centered progressivism. A short story is presented
in which a young boy is shown two approaches to educaticn--one traditional,
the other process-centered. Both approaches are presented in a positive
light. The story is accompanied by 30 opposing pairs of statements about the
purposes and roles of students, teachers and learning. Test takers indicate
their positions between the bipolar statements via a five point
Likert-response mode. Lacefield and Mahan (1980) report internal consistency
of .85. High scores on the EPS (process-centered) are negatively correlated
(-.34) with high scores on Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale and are positively
correlated (.45) with the progressive education end of the Education Scale
(Lacefield & Cole, Note 5). Furthermore, the EPS accurately discriminated
between four groups of preservice and inservice teachers which were previously
determined to range from traditional to progressive (Lacefield & Cole, Note
5). The EPS significantly correlates with the following instruments used“in
the present study: Empathy Construct Rating Scale (r = .12, p < .05), James

1-E Locus of Control Short Form (r = .16, p < .05), Different Situations
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Adaptation Scale (r = .27, p < .01), Paragraph Completion Test (r = .24, p <«
.01), TW-LI School Norms Factor (r = .16, p < .05).

Teacher Concerns Checklist (Self, Task, Impact). This instrument is

based on Fuller's (1969) Concerns Theory which states that initially in their
careers teachers are concerned about self protection and consolidation (Self).
Later their concerns shift more to the demands of their jobs (Task). Finally,
as they mature professionally their concerns focus on the effects of their
teaching on students (Impact). The TCC, then, consists of 56 items thch are
grouped into three factors: (1) Teacher Seifsiangerns; (Z)VTeacher Task
Concerns; and, (3) TeaghEF Iﬁpact on Student Learning Concerns. The alpha
coefficients are, respectively, .86, .79, .91. Test/retest correlations over
a 1-week interval are .87, .80, and .77 for the three factors. Borich and
Fuller (Note 6) report some evidence for the developmental nature of the
concerns factors. 1In one study preservice teachers showed significantly more
Self concerns {p .001) and significantly fewer Task concerns (p < .001) than
inservice teachers. Group differences did not occur on the Impact factor
perhaps because both groups responded at the high end of the scale. Though
Borich ané Fuller (Note 6) report moderate independence of the factors in an
early form of the TCC (.23 between Self and Task; .45 between Self and Impact;
present study are considerably higher (.53 between Self and Task; .72 between

Seif and Impact; .54 between Task and Impact). The particularly high

correlation between Self and Impact (r .72, p < .01) casts further doubt on
the developmental sequence proposed in Concerns Theory. Other significant

correlations between the Teacher Concerns factors and other instruments used
in the present study are as follows: Self with James I-E Locus of Control (r

= -.19, p <.01), Self-Perception Inventory - Teacher Form (r = .19, p < .01),



Paragraph Completion Test {r = -.19, p < .01), TW-LI Institutional Constraints
(r = .13, p < .05}, TW-LI School Norms (r = .81, p < .01), THW-LI
Dissatisfaction (r = .34, p < .01), TW-LI Executive Responsibilities (r = .20,
p < .01), Quick Word Test (r = -.44, p < .01); Task with James I-E Locus of
Control (r = -.21,.p < .01}, TW-LI Institutional Constraints (r = .40, p <
.01), TW-LI 5chool Norms (r = .46, p < .01), TW-LI Dissatisfaction (r = .42, p <

.01); Empathy Scale (r = .18, p < .01), Self-Perception Inventory - Teacher

Form (r = .30, p < .01), Paragraph Completion Test (r = -.13, p < gﬁ1), TW=LI

Rewards (r = .26,

]

< .01), TW-LI School Norms (r = .39, p < .01), TW-LI
.29,

Dissatisfaction (r = .20, p < .01), TW-LI Executive Responsibilities (r
p < .01), Quick Word Test (r = -.18, p < .01).

Self-Perception Inventory--Teacher Form (Self-Esteem). This instrument

measures self-concept as a function of the system of perceptions which a
teacher formulates as part of an awareness of himself/herself as a teacher
(Soares & Soares, 1980). These percepticns might be generally positive or
negative, higher or Tower, but are comprised of both positive and negative
valences. Thirty-six pairs of dichotomous traits (adjectives) are 1in a
semantic differential, Likert-respcnse format. The 72_traits were selected
from lists of personality traits related tu teaching that were compiled by six
groups: (1) elementary and secondary public school students; (2) student
teachers; (3) university supervisors of student teaching; (4) classroom
teachers, (5) expert educators; and, (6) personality researchers. The traits
were selected on the basis of agreement among the groups, teaching
effectiveness research, and subsequent pilot-testing (Soares & Soares, 1980).
Test-retest reliability at an interval of four weeks is .89. The authors cite
evidence of concurrent validity: SPI with ratings of internship competence (r

= .37, p < .01), and predictive validity, with ratings of on-the-job success
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(r .38, p < .01). Alpha computed from the current data is .91 (Griffin,
Hughes, Barnes, Defino, Hukill, Munby, O'Neal, Note 7). The SPI also
correlates significantly with the following instruments used in the present
study: Empaéhy Construct Rating Scale (r = 549, p < .01), James I-E Locus of
Control (r = .16, p < .05), Different Situations Adaptation Scale (r = .35, p <
.01), Self (r = .19, p< .01), Impact (r = .30, p < .01), TW-LI School Norms
(r = .14, p < .05), TW-LI Executive Responsibilities (r = .22, p < .01).

Paragraph Completion Test {Conceptual Level). The PCT is a measure of

adult development which is based on the Conceptual Systems Theory of Harvey,
Hunt, and Schroder (1961). Tﬁg model was developed in the contexts of staff
development, teaching, and counseling and it describes a regular series of
stages {conceptual levels) through which adults move. It is assumed that the
way in which a person organizes his or her world, not only the physical
objects in it, but particularly the intergzrsonal relationships, determine and
reflect the conceptual level of that person. The PCT is designed to tap the
ways in which a person organizes his or her interpersonal world and, thus, to
show the conceptual level at which the person functions (Schroder, Driver, &
Streufert, 1967). The subject is asked to write two or three sentences in
response to each of five sentence items. Each item presents either control or
constraint (“What I think about rules..."), discrepancy ("When 1 am
criticized..."), or uncertainty ("When I am not sure...") to which most
subjects respond with an attempt at resolution. Schroder, et al., (1967)
report that such resolution responses result in high inter-rater reliability
and construct validity. Item-test correlations range from .57 to .75.
Split-half reliability is .70. Intra-rater reliebility coefficients of the
PCT scoring from the present study range from .90 to .93. The PCT correlates

significantly with the following instruments used in the present study: James
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I-E Locus of Control (r = .13, p < .05), Different Situations Adaptation Scale

.19, p < .01), Educational Preference Scale {r = .24, p < .01), Self (r

(r
-.19, p <.01), Impact (r = -.13, p < .05), and TW-LI School Horms {(r = -.18,
p <.01).

Group Embedded Figures Test (Cognitive Style). This instrument is one of

several developed by Witkin and his associates as a perceptual measure of
field dependence-independence, more generally referred to as cognitive style
or differentiation (Witkin, Oltman, Raskin, & Karp, 1971). The GEF% is an
adaptation of the original EFT which permits more flexible administration. In
both versions the subject is érégeﬂted with a series of complex figures each
of which incorporates a simple figure. The Subjéit‘s task is to identify the
incorporated simpie figure. The original EFT, requiring individual
administration, has bzen extensively validated (Witkin, et'aig, 1971). The
GEFT which does not require individual administration is closely modeled on
the original EFT, with 17 of its 18 complex figures taken from the EFT.
{Seven other Gottschaldi figures comprise a warm-up section which is not
scored.) The 18 items are divided into comparable sections of nine each.
Witkin, eﬁ al. report a correlation of .82 between the two sections. Evidence
of concurrent validity is provided by correlations of -.82 (males) and -.63
(females) of GEFT with the parent EFT (the correlations should be negative
because the EFT 1is scored 1in reverse fashion). The GEFT correlates
significantly with the following instruments used in the present study: James

.15, p < .05), TW-LI School Norms (r = -.15, p <

i

1-E Locus of Control (r

.05), Quick Word Test (r = .27, p < .01).

Teacher Work-Life Inventory (Institutional Constraints, Rewards, Schocl

Norms, Dissatisfaction, Executive Responsibilities). This instrument was

. developed to explore the character of the work-1ife of teachers and, thus,

18
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complement measures of organizational climate (Blumberg & Kleinke, Note 8).
The authors point out that there have not been valid and systematic means to
inguire into the school as a work environment. Toward that end they began the
development of the TH-LI whici: directly buﬁ systematically ingquires of
teachers about the character of their work place. The authors explicitiy state
that the TW-LI is a research instrument that may be further refined as it is
used in wider contexts. Items were drawn from interviews with teachers and
deduced from the concept of the school as a work place. Fortyssgvéﬁ items
were chosen for the original TW-LI. Items cecnsisted of a word or phrase:
"Tension," "Opportunities fgé advancement." Subjects were asked to rate each
item on a four-point scale as to how sharply each stood out as a descriptor of
their work-life from "very sharply” to "not at all." Three hundred eight
teachers responded to the original form. A principal components factor
analysis was performed, resulting in 13 factors. The items loading on rach
factor were examined, and those with high ioadings on more than one factor
were eliminated, reducing the total number of items to 36. A second factor
analysis, using the remaining items, esulted in 11 factors. In the present
study the RITE project statif performed a factor analysis with the constraint

d in a

m

that all factors would have eigenvalues of at least 1.00. This result
more parsimonious and intuitively appealing factor structure of five factors.
These have been tentatively labeled as follows (Alpha coefficients are in
parentheses): Institutional Constraints (.83), Rewards (.75), School Norms
(.71), Dissatisfaction (.76), and Executive Responsibilities (.63).
Intercorrelations of the five factors are as follows: Institutional
Constraints with Rewards, r = -.01, Institutional Constraints with School

Norms, r = .44 (p < .01), Institutional Constraints with Dissatisfaction, r =

.72 (p < .01), Institutional Constraints with Executive Responsibilities, r
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.25 (p < .01), Rewards with School HNorms, r = .10, Rewards with
Dissatisfaction, r = .00, Rewards with Executive Responsibilities, r = .48 (p =

.01), School Norms with Dissatisfaction, r = .60 (p < .01), School Norms with

Executive Responsibilities, r = .42 (p < .01), Dissstisfaction with Executive

Respensibilities, r.= .33 (p < .01}.
The following instruments correlate significantly with the indicated

Teacher Work-Life Inventory factor: Institutional Constraints with James I-E

tocus of Control (r = .-16, p < .05), Self (r = .13, p < .05}, Task fr = .40,

p < .01); Rewards with Empathy Construct Scale (r = .14, p < .05), Different

Situations Adaptation Scaie (r = .16, p < .05), Impact (r = .26, p < .01);

School Norms with James I-E Locus of Control (r = -.28, p < .01), Educational

Preference Scale (r = -.16, p < .050, Self (r = .51, p <.01), Task (r = .46,

p <.01), Impact (r = .39, p < .01), Self-Perception - Teacher Form Inventory

——

r .14, p < .05), Paragraph Completion Test (r = -.18, p < .01), Group

Embedded Figures Test (r = -.15, p < .05), Quick Word Test (r = -.35, p <

.01); Dissatisfaction with Empathy Construct Scale (r = -.14, p < .05), James

I-E Locus of Control (r = .19, p < .01}, Different Situations Adaptation Scale

(r==.17. p <.01), Self (r = .34, p < .01), Task (r = .42, p < .01), Impact
(r

Impact (r = .29, p < .C1), Self-Perception - Teacher Farm Inventory (r = .22,

.20, p < .01); Executive Respensibilities with Self (r= .20, p < .01),

p <.01).

Quick Word Test (Vocabulary). This instrument assesses vocabulary level

for the purpose of quickly estimating mental "ability (Borgatta & Corsini,
12€0). It is based on the assumption held by psychometricians that the
understanding of the meanings of words is the best single indicator of mental
ability. The QWT is a 100-item multiple choice vocabulary.measure. It has
been found to have consistently high reliability (.90's for split-halves and
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alternate forms), and it correlates (.80%s) with the Wechsler Adult
Intelligence Scale and with other measures of general mental ability
(Groteleuschen & Knox, 1967). The QUT correlates significantly with the
following instruments used in the present study: Different Situations
Adaptation Scale (r= .15, p < .05), Self (r = -.44, p < .01), Impact (r =
-.18, p < .01), Paragraph Completion Test (r = .23, p < .01), Group Embedded
Figures Test (r = .27, p < .01), TW-L1 Sehsoi Norms (r = -.35), p < .01).

Expectation Scales. The expectation items were drawn from a content

analysis of initial interviews with student teachers, cooperating teachers,
and university supervisors thét participated in the present study. Items were
placed in a 5-point Likert-response format indicating the degree to which the
expectations were met, from "Less than I expected" to "More than I expected."”
The student teacher instrument was comprised of 29 jtems grouped into four
areas: overall orientatien, teaching corpetence, time use, and prior course
work. The cooperating teacher instrument was comprised of 17 items grouped
into two areas: time use and expectations of the student teacher's
performance. The university supervisor's instrument was comprised of 11 items

grouped into two areas: time use and general supervision.

Performance Rating Scales. No scales were found specifically relating to
the student teaching experience, nor to the triad roles. Therefore, the RITE
staff created them de novo. 1Items for these scales were drawn from a number
of sources. The items were behaviorally focused and were generated from
research findings on the student teaching experience (Griffin, et al., Note
1), craft knowledge including supervision experience of the RITE staff mémbers
and interviews with university supervisors and cooperating teachers. The
student teacher performance rating scale also includes items from areas

indicated on the university evaluation forms for student “eachers. The items

13 21



were rated on a S5-point Likert-response scales from "Strongly agree" to
"Strongly disagree.” The perfcrmance of each member of the triac was rated by
that member as well as by the other two via approximately parallel forms.
Internal ﬁaﬂéistEﬁiy coefficients for all forms except the University
Supervisor Self-Rating Scale ranged from alpha =.82 to alpha = .94 (see Table

3, Appendix B). The dinternal consistency coefficient of the University

Supervisor Self-Rating Scale was alpha .64. Each triad member was asked to

rate the other two members in order to examine the consistency of thé ratings
from role to role, and, by inference, the commonality of their perspectives on
the student teaching experience (sez Table 4, Appendix B). Because each
university supervisor was assigned to more than one triad, the US's rated only
those of their triads that were in the intensive sample, or if none were, then
two randomly selected triads. This was done so as not to overburden the US's,
yet to maintain a modicum of useful data. This, of course, sharply reduces
the n of any intercorrelation involving ratings by US's, and, thus, makes
interpretation somewhat rore problematic.

It is reassuring to note that CT and US tend to agree on their
performance ratings of the ST {r = .31, p < .05), though the correlation is
not extremely high. The ST self ratings seem in greater accord with the
ratings by CT's and US's than those of the CT's with those of the-US's. The
self ratings of the CT's and US's do not seem to correspond with the ratings
of each by the other triad members.

Student Teaching Satisfaction Scale. This instrument, as the Performance

Rating Scales, was developed de novo by the RITE staff. Items were based on a
review of the literature dealing with experiences which are associated with
student teacher and teacher satisfaction (Griffin, et al., Note i), the craft

knowledge of the RITE staff and select student teachers, cooperating teachers,
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principals, and teacher educators. Thg items were 1low inference,
behaviorally-based statements about the student teaching experience which the
studant teachers rated in a Sgpoin% Likert-response format from "Strongly
Agree" to "Strongly Disagree." 1Its internal consistency coefficient (alpha) =
.88.

Liscussion of the Constructs

The present study offers an all-too-rare opportunity to carefully look at
patterns of relationships among a number of instruments, some widely used,
others newly developed, and by inference, their constructs. Though chosen for
their potential to elucidate aspects of the student teaching experience,
particularly effects of match or mismatch on personal attributes of the
members of the triad (Griffin, et al., Note 1), most of the instruments are
generalizable to other research contexts. In order to be of use in a given
context, though, the nature of the construct measured must be well understood.
Unfortunately, this is the exception rather than the rule (Borich & Madden,
1977). This is due not so much to methodological carelessness on the part of
the authors, but, rather to the complex and costly dialectic of construct
validation. Though the RITE inquiry was by no means a rigorous multi-trait
multi-method validation study (it was not practical to collect data on one
person from the other two perspectives, except for Performance Rating Scales),
the following discussion will be framed by the complementary concepts of
convergent and discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). It is hoped,
thereby, that the present study will enrich and refine our understanding of
the constructs underlying the instruments used in this study (Table 1).

The heterogeneous nature of the participants in this study presents both
advantages and difficulties for the interpretation of the constructs. With

regard to instruments whose constructs are broad in scope, convergent
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correlaticns with other measures aiso taken on the heterogeneous sample will
help support the generalizability cf the construct. However, with regard to

constructs which are narrower in scope or which simply have not been well

confound interpretations (see for example, the discussion of possible
confounding effects in Hughes, et al., Note 2). However, the increased range
of scores expected with the heterogeneous sample, especially on developmental
measures, was thought to outweigh possible confounding effects. Thus, the
correlations which provide the basis of the following discussion of constructs
are derived from responses from the full set of respondents.

Copies of all instruments can be found in the Appendix along with
listings of items by factor in the cases of Teacher Concerns Checklist and
Teacher Work-Life Inventory. The reader is encouraged to peruse these factor
1istings for further clarification of the following discussion of the
constructs.

A final caution: the following discussion is based on intercorrelations

of one set of scores. No causality of one construct over another is intended.

(o

At best one can only hope for internal consistency. The intent throughout is
to suggest components of constructs which seem to be in common and in a
particylar pattern. Tge constraints of discursive language in a structure
that considers one construct at a time, though, often belies this intent.
nor impiied. Al1 relationships tentatively outlined here are, of course,
hypothetical. 1t 1is hoped, though,fg%ét they are sufficiently interesting and
provocative to spur further studigsrcf their validity and of their causal
relations as well.
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Personality constructs: empathy, flexibility. The Empathy construct
measured here seems to be concernad with initiating supportive intérpersana1
communication. The focus of Empathy - the other person who is in need of
affective-suppaft‘ La Monica (1981) developed ﬁhe instrument initially for
use among nursing and health care professionals, people who are in positions
of giving help rather than receiving it and who are in positions of authority
relative to the recipients. As in Self-Esteem (see below) the generative

aspzct of interpersonal dyramics seems to be of great importance to Empathy.

The significant correlations of Empathy with Locus of Control (r .25, p =

.01) and Impact (r .18, p < .01) tends to bear this out. Unlike

significant others toward oneself nor concern about social convention seems to

be an important component of Empathy: the correlation with Self is extremely

Tow (r = .02) as it is with School MNorms (r = .01). Consistent with these
findings, Empathy seems not to be associated with organizational role as
reflected by Executive Responsibilities (r = .11). In contrast, Self-Esteem
is moderately correlated with Executive Responsibilities (r = .22, p < .01).
However, Empath:'s relationship to Impact suggests that position of authority
(concern to maintain it?) may play a part.

The strong correiation of Empathy with Flexibility (r = .39, p <.01) and
its low but Sigﬁificaéi correlation with Educational Preference (r = .12, p=<
.05) indicates that an ability and dirclination to adjust to individual

differences are important components of Empathy. Dissatisfaction is

negatively correlated with Empathy (r -.14, p < .05), suggesting that
negative affect is incompatible with Empathy. Certainly it stands to reason

that feelings of failure, boredom, isolation (all items on the Dissatisfaction



factor) would interfere with one's ability to be warm, supportive, accepting,
and respectful of individual differences (adjectives from the Empathy
Construct Rating Scale). Since Empéthy appears to be primarily affective, it

is not surprising that the correlations of its measure with the cognitive

measures are low and nonsignificant: PCT, r .DS§ EFT, r = .17; QUT, r =
.08.

Empathy, 1:hé;n,i involves a focus on providing affective support to others
in distress on a one-to-one basis. While not relzted to organizational or
status concerns, Empathy does seem concerned with accommodating iﬁdividua1
differences. With alpha = .87, this shortened form of the original La Monica
instrument appears internally reliable. There also seems to be substantial
evidence of convergent and discriminant validity.

The Different Situations Adaptation Scale was adapted and validated by
the RITE staff (Hughes, et al., Note 2). Evidence of both convergent and
discriminant validity emerged from the multi-trait multi-method validation
design. Thus, Flexibility as a construct already had strong support before it
was measured in the present study. As noted earlier, Flexibility relates to .
-the ability to change and to tolerate differences in social, interpersonal
settings. The crucial concept here is adaptation. In contradistinction to
Empathy, then, Flexibility is concerned with one's ability to maintain
congruence with a chang}ng, perhaps stressful social setting; whereas, Empathy
is concerned with providing support to another in distress, perhaps as an
expression of authority. Empathy certainly doesn’'t imply mutual support. It
is unidirectional. While both constructs are interpersonally oriented,
Flexibility is related to maintaining one's own equanimity and effectiveness
in the midst of interactions with different others. Mutuality seems important
to Flexibility, but it seems less so for Empathy. This difference in focus
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between Flexibility and Empathy is weil illustrated by the correlation of each
with Impact. The correlation of Flexibility with Impact is low and

.10), but Empathy's correlation is moderate and

il

nonsignificant (r
significant (r = .18, p < .01). As discussed later under Teacher Concerns, it
appears that Self is the complement of Impact, where Self is associated with
others' influence on the respondent and Impact is associated with the
respondent’s unidirectional influence on others. The differential
correlations of Flexibility and Empathy with Impact, then, support the claim
of differential foci for the two personality constructs. ‘ |

In another contrast to Empathy we find evidence of a cognitive component
of Flexibility. F1exibi1i%y correlates significantly with both the PCT (r =
.09).

.19, p < .01) and QWT (r = .15, p < .01), though not with the GEFT (r

According to Conceptual Systems Theory (Harvey, et al., 1961), upon which the

individuals in interpersonal contexts reflects the level of in;egratian among
one's interpersonal concepts, in short, reflects one's level of conceptual
development. The correlation with PCT, then, 4is consistent with ocur
understanding of the two constructs. The QWT is a measure of verbal facility

from which level of general intelligence is inferred. Certainly verbal

relationship is rather-;eak. The nonsignificant relationship with the GEFT is
also understandable, if we refer to its underlying construct, Cognitive Style
(Witkin, et al., 1971). The GEFT measures perceptual field-dependence-
independence which has been found to correlate highly with the analytic factor
of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, but not with the verbal-
comprehension and attention-concentration factors. MNor is Cognitive Style

thought to be systematically related to social adaptation (Witkin, et
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al., 1971). Later work (Witkin & Goodenough, Note 3; Witkin, Goodenough, &
Oltman, Note 4) suggests that, indeed an effectively functioning pefscn should
be atﬂel to choose whatever Cagnifive Style characteristics that are
appropriate to a given social milieu. Thus, we would not expect a significadt
relationship between Flexibility and Cognitive Style. Instead we would expect
Flexibility to be related to a construct which involves dinterpersonal
integration as with the PCT.

Educational Preference is rather strongly correlated with Flexibility
(r = .27, p < .01), suggesting that flexibility/rigidity is an iﬁﬁartaﬂt
factor in educational philosophy. Consistent with these findings, it appears
that negative affect as reflected in Dissatisfaction interferes with
maintaining interpersonal adaptability.

In summary, then, Flexibility as measured by the Diffarent Situations
Adaptation Scale principally concerns one's ability to accommodate individual
differences in interpersonal contexts. Though associated with Empathy,
Flexibility seems to have a cognitive component absent from Empathy plus a
more multidirectional sense of agency and mutuality. Finally, Flexibility
figures prominently as an aspect of educational philosophy and in a sense of
fulfillment on the job.

Attitude constructs: self-esteem, locus of control. The Self-Perception

Inventary--Teacher Form has been one of the most extensively used of the
instruments included in the present study (Soares S Soares, 1980). The very
high item-total coefficient (.91) reported in the previous section suggests
that the SPI is reliably measuring an empirically coherent construct. It
correlates most highly with the two personality measures: Empathy Construct

.35).

Rating Scale (r = .49) and Different Situations Adaptation Scale (r
Since both of these measures are interpersonally oriented, we may infer that
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Self-Esteem as measured here does have a large interpersonal component. That
is, a significant part of Self-Esteem seems to be bound up with interpersonal
concerns rather than strictly jndividualistic self appraisal. Furthermore,
these instruments tap the effectiveness or agency that one experiences vis a
vis others (Empathy) and vis a vis oneself (Flexibility) in interpersonal
contexts. Agency as used here refers to the experience of oneself as the
initijator of action, as its source. Agency refers to the generative,
initiating aspect of interpersonal dynamics where one acts toward others,
This interpersonal component maké; sense in that the SPI was designed
specifically to measure self-esteem as related to the role of teacher which
obviously involves many aspects of interpersonal dynamics. This is even more
the case for the members of the student teaching triad who must concern
themselves with the interpersonal dynamics between each other as well as the
usual teacher-student and teacher-administrator dynamics.

In general, the correlations with Empathy and Flexibility indicate that
concern about managing oneself and others in interpersonal contexts is
strongly associated with Self-Esteem. The correlation with Empathy suggests

that Self-Esteem is associated with the capacity to express warmth and support
appropriately for different individuals, especially when they are under
stress. The correlation with Flexibility indicates that Self-Esteem is
associated with the ab{iity to accommodate oneself to chéﬁges in interpersonal
patterns; i.e., to be able to adjust oneself to new interpersonal, social
realities. From this standpoint, then, SPI scores obtained in the present
study might well be interpreted as reflecting the degree of agency experienced
in interpersonal interactions in both mutual and non-mutual modes. The low
but significant correlation of the SPI with James I-E Locus of Control (.16)

underscores this sense of agency. The relatively strong correlations with



Impact (.30) and with Executive Responsibilities (.22) suggest that in
addition to an interactive, mutual mode, Self-Esteem is also associéted with a
more unidirectional mode of intérpérsonai agency, related to exercise of
authority. That is, it appears that the Self-Esteem construct is also related

to non-mutual agency where one orders and others obey.

dynamics related to Self-Esteem appears to be the passive, receptive qualities
of interpersonal dynamics where the teacher experiences him or herself as the

object of others’' evaluations and actions. This is indicated by the Tow but

significant correlations with Self (r = .19, p < .01) and School Norms (r =
.14, p < .05), both of which concern the influence or power of others over
oneself. As will be discussed later, Self may be considered the complement of
Impact where Self reflects concerns about others' influence over oneself, and
Impact reflects concerns about opportunities to influence others. School
Norms also taps the degree to which one experiences oneself as an object of
others, but in contradistinction to Self, it is as an object of aggregates of
others, i.e., as an object of the social conventions of the school. These two
measures, then, reflect concern about the social 1imits to one's agency, or,
more positively stated, one's social-political status.

Based on the intercorrelations found in the present study, the
Self-Esteem construct ﬁeasurad-by the SPI seems to be associated in decreasing
order of strengths with (1) concerns about managing oneself and others
interactively in interpersonal contexts, i.e., mutual, multidirectional
agercy, (2) perceived opportunities to exercise authority, i.e., non-mutual,
unidirectional agency, and (3) an awareness of and concern about one's social

and political status.

30



These findings conflict with the relative importance attached to concern
over others' evaluations and actions toward oneself in Soares and Soares
(1980) social learning model of the self. In discussing the development of
the self the} list six sources; all but the last of which emphasize the
person-as-object of others' actions and evaluations:

(1) The responses made toward the individual by the people in his (sic)2

immediate environment who are important to him ;

(2) His perceptions of their bé%avigr relevant to himself as

a person; '

(3) The internalization of his perceptions into a coherent set of

self-views;

(4) The resultant self which he perceives as reflected back into

i

the eyes of those significant others;
(5) The reinforcement of that seif as seen by the organizers and by
others, and by his view of their concepts of him ;
(6) His responses to the challenges and pressures which he
encounters in the normal course of living. (Soares & Soares, 1920,
p- 9)
The central role of reinforcement in the maintenance of the self is
emphasized:
(1) The concept of self is maintained by an intermittent schedule of

reinforcement which made the self highly resistant to extinction.

suggested that authars o avoid overuse of the prnnnun he when she or thez is
equally appropriate" (p. 28). Since 1975 the APA has s recommended the
“"Guidelines for Nonsexist Use of Language" prepared by its Task Force on
Issues of Sexual Bias in Graduate Education. The APA policy statement on
nonsexist language (1977) states that authors "...are expected to avoid
writing in a manner that reinforces questionable attitudes and assumptions
about people and sex roles" (p. 1).
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(2) The individual is reinforced by:
(a) others who are 1ike him ; (b) others who are important to
him emotionally and cognitively; (c) others who are identification
models of behavior; and, (d) himse]% when he selectively, though
perhaps unwittingly, chooses those behaviors which "prove" that he
is right about himself and others' perceptions of him . (Scares &
Soares, 1980, p. 11)

Finally, in their discussion of the basis for an ada1t‘s ééTf
percepticns, they again exclusively focus on the adu1taas—bbje¢t—afaothers:

In the adult years, the %ami]y (both the one he comes from and the

new one he acquires), some peers, people important to him in his work

environment, and perhaps some of the "giants" in his work world, provide

the thrust for continually (though partially) dynzmic and multifaceted

self perceptions. (Soares & Soares, 1980, p. 12)

At a minimum the findings of the present study suggest that Soares and
Soares' self mgde] as applied to teachers is not adequate as a description of
the construct ;eiiab1y measuredéby their own instrument. It appears from the
data presented here that they have focused exclusively on a relatively minor
component of Self-Esteem, referred to above as the social and political limits
to one's agency, or, one's social-political status. Far more important to
Self-Esteem measured here seem to be the generative aspects of interpersonal
dynamics, those instances in which the teacher experiences efficacy in
managing self and others in interpersonal conteXts. It may be argued that the
importance of agency in interpersonal contexts rests on the increased
opportunities it affords for others to evaluate and respé;d to the teacher.

The data simply do not support this argument. In the first place teachers
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have very limited contact with any persons who, according to Soares and
Soares' description above, are likely to "reinforce" them (Jackson, 1968).
(Except for themselves, of course, but the circularity of this argument
cautions credﬁIity.) Sesopd1yi neither of tﬁe two constructs (Empathy and
Flexibility) with which Self-Esteem is most highly correlated and which are
concerned with agency in interpersonal contexts are correlated significantly
with either Self or School Norms. Finally, Locus of Control, a construct
which seems straightforwardly related to a kind of individualistic agéncy, is
negatively and significantly correlated with both Self (r = -.19, p < .01) and

-.28, p < .01). Nevertheless, all three instruments are

School Norms (r
positively and significantly correlated with the self-esteem measure. This
pattern of int rzGrrelations suggests the inadequacy of Soares and Soares self
model in describing Self-Esteem as measured by the Self-Perception
iﬁ}entoryésTeacher Form. Indeed, it appears that their description of the
construct ignores its most salient component, tentatively labeled here “agency
in interpersonal contexts.” Not even their own validity data contradict the
more comprehensive description of self-esteem suggested here:
Validity
1. Concurrent validity--SPI scores and ratings of internship
competence: SC; (.37) - sig. at .01
2. Predictive validity--SPI scores and prediction of on-the-job
success
SCT (.38) - sig. at .01 (Soares & Soares, 1980, p. 39)
Teachers' Self-Esteem, then, while certainly grounded in interpersonal
dynamics, appears more dependent on the degree to which a teacher influences
him or herself and others than on.the degree to which others in¥luence the

teacher. Though certainly the interaction of both generative and receptive
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aspects of interpersonal dynamics should be taken account of in describing
Self-Esteem.

Thus far, this discussion has centered cn evidence of convergent validity
for the ténstfuct of Self-Esteem. This fina]rsectien will concern evidence of
discriminant validity. Since Self-Esteem seems to be grounded in a teacher's
experience of his or her interpersonal relations, measures of more personal,
intrapsychic constructs, such as cognition should not be significantly
correlated with SPI. This is indeed the case. None of the three épénitively
related measures are significantly correlated with SPI. The two cognitive
measures whose constructs are;ciearly independent of interpersonal relations
(Group Embedded Figures Test is based on perceptual functions and Guick Work
Test is based on vocabulary) have almost no apparent relationship: with GEFT,

r=.02; with QWT, r = .03. The SPI correlation with the Paragraph Completion

Test is also extremely low (r = .09) though higher than the other two. This
is understandable when it is recalled that the PCT measures Conceptual Level
by tapping tﬁe way in which respondents structure their interpersonal world on
several dimensions.

In summary, then, evidence from the present study indicates that the
Self-Perception Inventory--Teacher Form is a highly reliable instrument. The
underlying construct of Self-Esteem is grounded in interpersonal experiences
as the authors of the inétrument have indicated. However, the current data
suggest that interpersonal skills and opportunities to use them to manage
oneself and others are more important to a teacher's self-esteem than others'
responses to him or her, although both generative and receptive aspects of
interpersonal relations are involved.

Locus of Control concerns the degree to which individuals feel that life
is Hithfn their control. Two major factors have been found in numerous locus
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of control scales, including the James Scale which was used in the present
study (Robinson & Shaver, 1975): (1) Control Ideology, which refers to the
respondent's belief about the extent to which people have control generally,
(2) PE?SQHET-COﬂtTG1, referf%ng to the extent to which the subject believes
s/he is in personal control. Two factors concerned with impingement on one's
control, Self and School Norms, are negatively cofreiated with the James Scale
(r = -.19, p=< .01; r = -.28, p < .01, respectively). The James Scale is also

negatively correlated with Task (v = -.21, p < .01), Institutional Constraints

(r = -.16, p <.01), and Dissatisfaction (r = -,19, p < .01). When considered

with the fairly strong correlations obtained with Empathy (r = .25, p < .01)

and Flexibility (r .31, p < .01), these patterns support the established
understanding of Locus of Control as reviewed by Crandall (in Robinson &
Shaver, 1975).

According to his review, Locus of Control has been related to conformity,
rioting, and reaction to influence attempts among other phenomena. He
concludes that all éf the research indicates that "...people are handicapped
by external locus of control orientations" (p. 170). Furthermore, he says
that over 50% of the locus of control literature indicates that Internals
engage in more instrumental goal-directed activity and that Externals manifest
more emotional non-goal-directed responses. While related to instrumentality
(or agency), though, locus of control seems to have 1little relation to
instrumentality as an exercise of authority. Locus of Control would be better
understood as similar to classic individualism, a belief that each person is a
free agent and basically equal to any other. The slight, negative
correlations with Impact (r = -.02) and Executive Responsibilities (r = -.06)

bear this out.
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The relationship of the James Scale with the cognitive measures is
somewhat anomalous. While significantly correlated with both PCT (r = .13, p <
.05) and GEFT (r = .15, p < .05), it is not significantly correlated with QWT
(r
PCT (r = .23, p < .01) and GEFT (r = .27, p < .01), but PCT and GEFT are not

i

1, p < .05). Furthermore, the QWT correlates rather strongly with both

significantly correlated (r = .10). It is unclear at this point what the
nature of these commonalities are. The pattern here indicates that each
construct discussed here is comprised of at least two rather diséinct
components. Beyond this, further speculation seems fruitless. More clear-cut
investigations are called fer;

Cognitive constructs: conceptual level, cognitive style, vocabulary.

Conceptual Systems Theory was initially formulated by Harvey, Hunt, and
Schroder (1961). Since then it has been specifically extended to education
(Hunt, 1971; Hunt & Joyce, 1967; Hunt & Sullivan, 1974; 0ja, Note 9; Santmire,
Note 10; Sprinthall & Thies-Sprinthall, Note 11). Conceptual Systems Theory
is explicitly developmental, involving the integration of increasingly complex
interpersonal concepts. It appears as well that cognitive differentiation in
a variety of domains must precede the development of these interpersonal
concepts and their integratiani Higher conceptual level as measured by the
gpafagraph Competion Test is associated with more internalization of values and
self definition vis a vis cultural norms; i.e., more acceptance of individual

differences. Consistent with this aspect of the construct, the PCT is

]

significantly correlated with the Educational Preference Scale (r = .24, p <

.01), the Different Situations Adaptation Scale (r = .19 p < .01), and the

James I-E Locus of Control Short Form (r .13, p <.05). PCT is also
correlated with the Quick Word Test (r = .23, p < .01) suggesting that verbal

facility is probably an important component as well. The PCT is not, however,
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significantly correlated with the GEFT (r = .10). The GEFT is a measure of
the ability to disembed, yet it is not associated with other classes of
cognitive tasks that do not require disembedding, such as those found in the
verbal ccﬁpréhensian triad of the HechsTer- (Witkin, et al., 1971).
Furthermore, Witkin, et al., acknowledge the distinction between cognitive
differentiation, which the GEFT taps, and integra;iaﬁ which the PCT apparently
taps, particularly the organization of interpersonal concepts. The lack of a
significant relationship between PCT and GE’T, then, under§cares;xthe
importance of this theoretical distinction between differentiation and
integration. Higher scores oﬁ the PCT are associated with more reliance on

oneself as referent in interpersonal contexts. The negative correlations of

PCT with Self {r = -.19, p < .01), Impact (r = -.13, p < .05), and School
Norms (r = -.18, p < .01) bear this out.

The construct of Tield dependence-independence and, later, cognitive
style or differentiation have been extensively studied and refined over the
last thirty years (Witkin & Goodenough, Note 3; Witkin, Goodenough, & Oltman,
Note 4). Thus, the construct measured by the GEFT has we11—estab1iéhed
integrity. Though groups of adults and children can be distinguished by their
scores on the GEFT, it is conceived of as a stable trait at least after
adolescence. In écntrast Conceptual Level is explicitly developmental. In
appropriate environments adults progress through the conceptual levels,
exhibiting ﬁua1itative1y more complex levels of integration of interpersonal
concepts.

Thouah not significantly correlated with PCT per se, the GEFT pattern of
intercorrelations rather closely parallels that of the PCT. The exceptions
are those instances where interpersonal dvnamics play a role: Flexibility (r

= .09), Educational Preference (r = .07), Self (r = -.02), Impact (r = .03).

29 37



Thus, 1in addition to distinguishing cognitive differentiation from
integration, these data suggest that differentiation is quaTitaéive]y
different from the development of iﬁ%égfation-

With the exceptions of its nonsignificant correlation with the James ;
Scale (r = .11) and its significant correlation with GEFT (r = .27, p < .01),
the pattern of intercorrelations of the QWT parallels that of the PCT in
direction and significance. The mederate correlation with the GEFT is
unexpected since the EFT, parent of the GEFT, does not have a significant
relationship with the Wechsler verbal comprehension triad. Apparent]y the QWT
taps more than verbal comprehension. The QWT requires that the respondent
choose the synonym of a given word from a list of four others. Yet, in order
to choose correctly, the respondent must "disembed" the appropriate denotation
from a misleading lexical field. Often the ambiguity of the item's part of
speech contributes to the camouflage, too. That is, the same form of an item
may be used as noun or verb (for example, taint, force, crack, angle, cheer,
share). Thus, in order to answer correctly, the respondent needs not only
denotative knowledge, but needs to be abl: to analyze the lexical fieid fnr_
the appropriate part of speech as well. This feature in conjunction with its
brevity would seem to make the QWT a very useful measure of general
intelligence, at least for speakers of standard English.

Jhe teachers' perspective: educational preference scale, teacher

concerns checklist, teacher work-life inventory. Consistent with its

construct of progressivism/traditionalism in educational settings, the

Educational Preference Scale is rather strongly correlated with both the

flexibility instrument (r = .27, p <.01), and the PCT (r = .24, p < .01).
Furthermore, its low but significant correlations with the Empathy scale (r =

.12, p <.05) and the James I-E Locus of Control instrument {r = .16, p < .01)



cuggest that a high score on the EPS (prggressive end) is associated with
interest in providing affective support and belief in free agency; While
instrumentality or agency in interﬁ%fsanai contexts seems important, as in
Flexibility and Empathy, Educational Preference seems not to involve status
concerns and is negatively related to the constraints of social convention,
all of which is consistent with what one would expect from a
progressivism/traditionalism construct. According to Lacefield gnd Cole (Note
5), the EPS was explicitly developed as a measure of value orientation. Since
values and general intelligence are not logically related, the two cognitive
measures most associated with general intelligence would not be expected to be
significantly related to the EPS. Indeed, this is the case: GEFT (r = .07);
QWT (r = .10).

In summary the present study offers further evidence of convergent and
discriminant validity for the progressivism/traditionalism construct. The
current data suggest that the Educational Preference Scale can be a very
useful tool in studies involving the interaction of educational values and
other aspects of teaching and educational organizations.

Both the Teacher Concerns Checklist and the Teacher Work-Life Inventory
are intended to reflect teacher perceptions of their work places, whether or
not the perceptions have objective validity. It can be argued that teachers'
pefieptjgns are of pr%ﬁary importance, regardless of validity, because
teachers' perceptions of their work places probably affect in numerous ways
their instructional practices. Certainly recent staff development literature
indicates the importance of considering teacher perceptions per se (Edelfelt,
1981). It would, of course, be instructive to study the relation-ships of
teachers' perceptions of their workplaces to objective data regarding

organizational characteristics. Among other things such a study would help to
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identify and verify instances of discrepancy between teachers' perceptions and
the realities of their workplaces. This in turn would help clarify areas of

focus for preservice and inservice programs. But such a study is beyond the

scope of the éresent efforg_ ;

The two measures share much in common, reflected in the pattern of their
intercorrelations (Table 1). Both sets of items were generated from in=-depth
interviews with teachers and student teachers. Respondents to the Teacher
Concerns Checklist are asked to indicate the degree of their concern about
each item from "Not concerned" to "Extremely concerned;" on the Teacher
HWork-Life Inventory they re5p6nd to each item as standing out "Very sharply
similar. Though the lengths of the two instrument differ (TCC with 56 items,
TW-LI with 36), their domains appear to overiap; however, the TCC items are
somewhat more detailed.

The most distinctive feature of each is its factor structure, three for
the TCC and five for the TW-LI. As mentioned earlier in the description of

the TCC, data from the present study-show the Self and Impact factors to be

highly correlated (r = .72, p < .0%). Examination of the items (see Appendix)
suggests that Seif and Impact are logical complements, where Self is concerned
with influence that others have on oneself and Impact is concerned with
influence that one has on others. The data, then, suggest that when one is
concerned about one of these factors, one will be concerned about the other.
An examination of the items on both factors (see Appendix) reflect concern
about people as objects of influence external to themselves. In the case of

Self it is concern about the evaluations and actions of significant others

Impact reflects concern about the evaluations and actions of oneself toward
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others (students) again over which the u..ers have little control. This is
borne out by the differential correlations with the James Locus of Control
Scale: significantly and moderately negative with Self (r = -.19, p < .01),
yet only s]iéht]y negative with Impact (r = %-Dz)i Recall that locus of
control seems involved with something like classic individualism. A person
scoring high on locus of control (internal end) certainly would not be very
concerned about significant others' evaluations and actions toward him or
herself as something out of his or her control. With a belief agout
individual personal control, one would logically act toward others in an
interactive, subjectitossubjec£ way, rather than in the objectifying, one-way,
non-mutual approach indicated by the Impact factor. Thus, we see no
significant relationship between locus of control and Impact. Underscoring
with mutual interpersonal accommodation and interactions (viz., flexibility
and educational preference) have no significant relationship with either the
Self or Impact factors. These findings imply that Self and Impact are
associated with a qualitatively different moc2 of interpersonal dynamics from
that associated with flexibility and educational preference. One might say
that Self and Impact can be considered objective and subjective factors of an
authoritarian mode. Certainly this is speculative, but further investigation
with the TCC might very well help elucidate authoritarianism as a factor in
the teaching experience.

The relationship of Self and Impact to the cognitive measures is
surprising from the standpoint of:TCC being a developmental measure. 1If
anything there is negative support for that claim from this quarter. The PCT,
an explicitly developmental measure, is significantly but negatively

correlated with both factors (Self, r = -.19, p < .01; Impact, r = -.13, p<
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.05), although Impact is less negatively correlated than Self. Perhaps more

1

unexpected is the very strong negative correlation (r
the measure of general intelligence, with Self. It is also negatively, though

moderately, correlated with Impact (r = -.18, p < .01). When the strong

School Norms are considered, this seems less surprising. With regard to the
GEFT (Self, r = -.02; Impact, r = .03), it appears that neither Self nor
Impact have a significant relation with cognitive style, or differeﬁ%iatign_
Referring to the previous discussion of the theoretical distinction between
differentiation and integration, there seems to be 1ittle logical basis for
assuming that Impact has a relation to development as it is commonly
conceived. More likely, as mentioned earlier, Self and Impact seem to be
better conceived of as objective and subjective aspects of an authoritarian

interpersonal mode.

The Task factor, by contrast, seems to be fairly independent of Self (r
.53, p <.01) and Impact (r = .54, p < .01), given that they are subscales of
the same instrument. Yet, it is only positively related to concern about job
stress (TW-LI Institutional Constraints, r = .40, p < .01), restrictive
46, p <

conventions of the social milieu of school (TW-LI School Norms, r
.01), and general dissatisfaction (TW-LI Dissatisfaction, r = .42, p < .01);
it 1is negatively related to locus of control (r = - 21, p < .01). The
limited, but strong, correlations are probably an - :.ifact of the high
correlations between TW-LI factors: Institutional Constraints with
Dissatisfaction, r = .72; School Norms with Dissatisfaction, r = .60. 1In
addition to the correlations mentioned above, an examination of the items
which load on Task (see Appendix) suggest it as a factor of essentially
frustrating, negative experiences (viz. "Standards and regulations set for
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of the situation,” "Feeling under pressure too muck of the time."). According
to these data if, as Borich and Fuller (Note 6) report, more experienced
teachers expéess significantly more Task concerns than less experienced
teachers. it may be taken as a sign of regression rather than development. At
the very least, it is a poor commentary on teachers' prospective work-Tives.
It appears that the TW-LI factors are strongly correlated. After
examining the items which load on each factor, we find that tﬂe
Dissatisfaction factor shares three of its eight items with Institutional
Constraints (Frustrating Eirsémstances, immediacy of demands, conflict); one
with Echoa1 Norms (People as superiors and subard%nates); and one with
Executive Responsibilities (Dealing with problems). If these common items
were deleted and the remainder factor-analyzed as before, it is likely that
the Dissatisfaction factor would fall out, leaving four. If the previous
analysis of the TCC factors holds, then we would hypothesize a similar factor

structure to the TCC: Institutional Constraints (similar to Task), School

Rewards might or might not survive as a factor. Certainly it is already

strongly correlated with Executive Responsibilities (r' .48), suggesting that
the Rewards construct may be primarily a:ref1ection of the self-esteem that
comes in an authoritarian context from exercise of the authority of one's
role. Certainly the need for empirical pursuit of these specu1at%ens is
obvious.

Site, Sample and Participant Differences

between the two sites (State University and Metropolitan University), the two

samples (general and intensive), and the type of participant (university
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supervisor, cooperating teacher, student teacher). For those instruments that

were given to all participants (US, CT, and ST) at both sites a 2 (State vs.

Metropolitan) x 2 (general vs. intensive) x 3 (US vs. CT vs. ST) analysis of
variance was used to examine differences witﬁin each factar and to examine

examine interactions. These analyses were conducted using the following
instruments: Teacher Concerns, Flexibility, Locus of Control, Empathy,
Self-Esteem, Vocabulary, Teacher Work-Life, Cognitive Style, and Conceptual
Level. As there were not equal numbers of participants in each cell a
hierarchical ANOVA technique was used and the variables ﬁere éntered in the
following order: site, partiéipant type, samrle, interactions. This order
was selected because the site was considered tne most basic characteristic,
followed by the type of role the person playec in student teaching (US, CT, or
ST), and lastly, sample was simply a function of the study itself.

For those instruments that were only given to certain participants or
that were designed for each specific role group (e.g., expectations), then
two-way ANOVAs with site and sample were conducted. These were conducted for
the following dinstruments: Expectations, Performance Ratings, and
Satisfaction. Again, due to unequal cell sizes, hierarchical analyses were
conducted with site entered first, followed by sample, and their interaction.

In the following sectioné the results of these analyses are presented.
When statistically significant effects were found, the means, F-value, degrees
of freedom, and p-value are reported. No such information is provided for the
non-statistically significant results. (See Tables 5 to 18, Appendix B for
statistics related to the following sections.)

Site Differences

Results. The study was conducted in two different locations that were

somewhat different in regards to both the training university and the school
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districts to whicé the student teachers were assigned. Metropolitan
University is a private institution and its students were assigned to schools
in a large urban school district. State University is a large pubiic
university whose student teachers conducted their training in a medium-sized
school district. (See the forthcoming report on context for more invormation
about these two sites). While there were no particular prior theoretical
participants and their experiences might be different in each of these places.
There were few differences between the two sites with regard to the
measures of the participants' personality, attitudinal, cognitive, and
professional characteristics (Table 5, Appendix B). In regards to their
concerns about teaching as measured by the Teacher Concerns Checklist there
teaching, that 1is, getting the job done. The participants from the

Metropolitan site (x = 21.17) were more concerned about these tasks than were

the participants (x = 19.66) at the State University site (F(1,173) = 4.72, p<
.05). There were no differences between the two sites in regards to concerns
about self and their impact on the students. There were also no significant
interactions amcng'site factor and either the sample or participant type
factors for these concerns variables.

There were relatively few differences between the two sites among the
personality variables. While there was no significant main effect for
flexibility, there was a significant site by participant interaction

(F(2,171) = 2.99, p < .05). At Metropolitan the cooperating teachers

i1

(x = 73.33) scored higher on flexibility than the student teachers

(x
(x

71.12), while the opposite was the case at State, where student teachers

74.72) scored higher on flexibility than the cooperating teachers
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(x 69.70). At both sites che university supervisors had the highest
flexibility scores (Metropolitan x = 75.75; State x = 76.64). There was also
one significant interaction for empathy. Participants in the general sample
at both State (x = 124.90) and Metropolitan (x = 124.25) had roughly equal’
empathy scores, but among the intensive sample the participants at
Metropolitan (x = 127.24) had greater empathy scores than those at State
(x = 121.12; F(1,174) = 4.00, p < .05). There were no significant differences
due to location for locus of control or seif-ssteem scores.

In ténns of educational philosophy there was a significant difference

between State and Metropolitan (F(1,170) = 12.20, p < .01). Participants at

State (x = 102.64) had higher scores on the EPS (progressive education end)
than those participants from the Metropc®itan site (x = 97.06). For the
cognitive measures of cognitive style, vocabulary and conceptual level there
were no significant differences due to the site.

Other variables regarding the participants' reactions to the student
teaching experiences were also examined regarding site differences (Tables
6-8, Appendix B). For student teachers there were no differences regarding
the degree to which their expectations (Table 7, Appendix B) were met for
orientation, competence, and their time in the student teaching experience.

For student teachers there were differences between sites in regards to

their perceptions of courses (F(1,80) 4.68, p < .05). The students at

Metropolitan University (x = 2.21) rated their courses as more valuable than

the student teachers at State University (x 2.60). There were no

differences between the two sites in regards to the number of student teachers
that expected to enter teaching upon graduation. There were no differences in
expectations for either the cooperating teachers or university supervisors at

either institution.



In addition to the expectation scales, the participants were also asked
to rate themselves and other members of the iviad on the @érfarmancé of their
respective roles (Table 8, Appendix B). For the ratings of themselves there
was a significant site by participant interacticn (F(2,178) = 3.64, p < .05).
4.51; ST:

Participants at State all rated themselves about the same (CT: x

x = 4.42; US: x = 4.48), while at Metropolitan ccoperating teachers (x =

4.48) and university supervisors (x = 463) rated themselves about equally, but

student teachers' (x = 4.30) ratings of themselves were lower. There were no
significant differences between sites in regards to how cooperating teachers
and student teachers perceived the university supervisor. Also, cooperating
teachers at both locations rated student teachers about the same. However,
university supervisors at Metropolitan University rated student teachers (x =
4.54) higher than did State University supervisors (x = 4.00; F(1,30) = 4.14,
p <.05). There was a similar finding regarding the rating of the cooperating
teachers at each site. Student teachers at each location viewed their
cooperating teachers about the same, but university supervisors at
Metropolitan University rated the cooperating teachers (x = 4.76) higher than
the supervisors at State University( (x = 3.94, F(1,28) = 8.76, p < .01).
Student teachers were also asked to rate their satisfaction of student
teaching (Table 7, Appendix B). There were no differences between the sites.
Discussion. Across a variety of different variables there were few
differences in regards to the site. While the participants originate from
quite different universities and school districts, there were few differences
on these personality and cognitive measures. This is not particularly
surprising since many of these characteristics tend to be considered stable
aspects of individuals' lives and not subject to much change. Some of the

differences that did emerge may have, however, important implications. The
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finding that participants in the Metropoli:an intensive sample were more
empathic than the participants from Stats: suggests that one should look
closely at the supervision and persénai rrelationships in these two sites for
other aspects of this empathic orientztion. Also, the differences in
educational philosophy suggest a closer isck at what institutional factors may
have contributed to this outcome.

While one might hypothesize that rxpectations, satisfaction and ratings

Satijsfaction with the experience and the degree to which expectations were met
appeared to be about the same at both sites. While there were some
differences in the ratings this was primarily due to consistently higher
ratings of both ccoperating and student teachers by the university supervisors
at Metropolitan University. This difference may be due in part to the
inclusion of some general sémp1e student and cooperating teachers among the
State University group, while the university supervisors at Metropolitan only
rated intensive sample participants. Since the intensive sample was selected
in part by the ratings of the university supervisors on the basis of their
effectiveness this may simply be confirming this fiﬁding for the university
supervisors. Ir conclusion, there were few differences between the two sites
perceptions.

Sample Differences

Another factor that was explored in the analyses was differences due to
the type of sample. Participants could either be in the general or intensive
sample. As described previously the intensive sample was selected on the
basis of the effectiveness of the cooperating teacher. Student teachers znd

university supervisors were included in the intensive sample due to their
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assignment to work with the cooperating teacher. While the researchers were
not aware of any systematic assignment procedures for these students,
differences were assessed to determine whether there were any general
differences between those participants in the intensive or general samples.
Results. Among the personality, attitudinal, cognitive, and professional
measures (Table 5, Appendix B) there was only one significart interaction

involving the sample factor. This was the interaction between site and sample

on the empathy variable (F(1,174) = 4.00, p < .05). The interaction indicated
that while empathy at the two sites was approximately the same for the general
sample (Metropolitan: x = 124.25; State: x = 124.90), among the intensive
sample the Metropolitan participants had higher empathy scores (x = 127.24)
than the State participants (x = 121.12). There were no differences due to
the sample for teacher concerns (self, task, impact), flexibility, locus of
control, and self-esteem, or educational philosophy. On the cognitive
measures there were no sample effects for vocabulary, conceptual level or
embedded figqures.

Analysis of the expectations data, as measured by the Expectations Scales
(Table 7, Appendix B), indicated that there were some differences for student
teachers due to sample membership, but this was not the case for cooperating
teachers and university supervisors. Student teachers' orientation toward
teaching was somewhat different for those in the general and intensive samples
(F(1,80) = 4.41, p < .05). General sample student teachers (x = 15.00) were
more 1ikely to indicate that their expectations for enjoying teaching were
exceeded than were the intensive sample student teachers (x = 17.11). This
same type of finding also appeared in terms of the student teachers'
expectations regarding their competence to teach (F(1,80) = 4.88, p < .05).

General sample student teachers' expectations (x = 9.98) were more 1ikely met
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in terms of competence in the classroom than were intensive sample student

teachers (x 12.06). There were no differences for student teachers'
expectations about the time spent in conducting student teaching activities,
the value of their coursawork or their plans to obtain teaching jobs following
graduation. For cooperating teachers and university supervisors there were no
differences in their expectations due to the sample they were in.

Sample effects were also examined for the ratings of the participants
(Table 8, Appendix B). There were no differences between the samples in

regards to the participants' ratings of themselves or each other except the

university supervisors' rating of the cooperating teachers (F(1,28) = 5.81, p <
.05). Supervisors' ratings of intensive sample cooperating teachers (x =
4.54) was higher than for general sample cooperating teachers (x = 3.61).
There was also a significant interaction between site and sample, but this
aﬁpears to be an artifact due to the lack of ratings for general sample
cooperating teachers by the university supervisors in Metropolitan. Intensive

sample Cooperating teachers were given higher ratings in both sites

(Metropolitan: x = 4.76; State: x = 4.34) than the general sample at State

(x = 3.61). There were also no differences between the levels of satisfaction
of the student teachers in the two samples (Table 8, Appendix B).

Discussion. Especially with the different levels of involvement in the
study, it might be ex%ected that some ﬁEjar systematic differences might
emerge in the two types of samples. 1In general, however, this was not the
case. There were few differences among the personality, cognitive or
attitudinal variables to evidence differences. Further examination of the
journals, questiOﬁna%res, interviews and conferences must be undertaken to
identify the consequences of these differences. Perhaps the empathy

differences were due to the method of selection of cooperating teachers at
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Metropolitan. While the degree to which expectations were met was not
affected for the cooperating teachers and university supervisor, there were
some differences for student teachérsi Student teachers' expectations in
regards to their orientation toward teaching and their competence among the
sample student teachers reported that their expectations were exceeded.
Perhaps this was due to the reflection and analysis that was undertaken as a
part of the study which may have consistantly reminded these individuals of
promises and problems of the experience. 5Since student teachers are often

insulated from many of the chores of teaching, they may develop a somewhat

intensive sample may have engaged in a slightly more realistic analysis of
teaching as a result of the journals, interviews, etc. that were completed as
part of the RITE étudyi The ratings also showed few differences, but the
finding that cooperating teachers in the intensive sample were rated more
effective by supervisors confirms the initial organization of the study.
While in Metropolitan the supervisors who initially identified the sample,
also rated the sample, this was not the case at State. The higher ratings by
the Metropolitan supervisors of the cooperating teachers tend to confirm the
selection procedures of the intensive sample. Also, this was not a general
bias tqward the intensive sample since university supervisors in neither place
made similar distinctions among the student teachers. 1In conclusion, while
some important differences between the samples did exist, the characteristics
and perceptions of the participants were not overwhelmingly different.

Participant Differences

Data were collected on three types of participants: student teachers,

cooperating teachers, and universiiy supervisors. The role groups differ in
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the sorts of training and experience and possibly differ in terms of the kinds
of basic characteristics they bring to the experience.

Results. 1In regards to teacher concerns (Table 5, Appendix B) there were

significant differences among role groups both for their self concerns
(F(2,189) = 13.91, p < .01) and their concerns about teaching tasks (F(2,173)

= 3.08, p <.05). As would be predicted by Fuller's (1969) theory, student
teachers had much higher self concerns (x = 65.12) than either the cooperating
teachers (x = 54.78) or the university supervisors (x = 51.69). Also, as
might be expected from the theory, cooperating teachers (x = 2.135) had the
highest task concerns, followed by student teachers (x = 19.72), and finally,
uniVEfsity supervisors (x = 15.90). There were no differences among any of
the g}oups in regards to their concerns about their impact on students.
Differences were also examined among the various personality measures
(Table 5, Appendix B) and there were few differences among the role groups.

The only measure to show any difference was flexibility in which there was a

significant interaction between participant type and site (F(2,174) = 2.99, p <
.05). As was discussed previously, cébperating teachers had higher scores at
Metropolitan (x = 73.31) than they did at State (x = 69.70). While the
reverse was the case for student teachers, with the State STs (x = 74.72)
having higher scores than the Metropolitan student teachers (x = 71.12). The
university supervisors' scores were about the same at both Metropolitan (x =
75.75) and State (x = 76.64). There were no differences among role groups on
locus of control, empathy, or self-esteem. In all cases the scores were
generally high. In regards to philosophy of education one might expect the

student teachers to hold more progressive points of view, hawevér, there were

no differences among the groups on educational philosophy.
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On the cognitive measures there wererdifferences among the role groups.
On the Quick Word Test which was a vocabulary measure there were significant
differences (F(2,186) = 45.27, p < .01). Student teachers (x = 46.98) had
much lower scores than either cooperating teachers (x = 66.20) or university

70.94). Also, differences emerged for conceptual level

supervisor (x

(F(2,176) = 8.81, p < .01). University supervisors (x = 1.82) had the highest

conceptual level with cooperating teachers (x = 1.47) and student teachers

(x = 1.48) about the same. There were no significant differences on the
embedded figures test.

On the ratings, expectations and satisfaction measures, it was not
possible to directly compare groups because each role group had its own
role-specific measure. Tables 6, 7, and 8, Appendix B, however, present the
means, standard deviations, and ranges of scores on these measures.

The expectations scales ranged from "better than I expected" to "not as
well as 1 expected.” Thus, a rating towards the center of the scale
represents a match between expectations and the actual experience. As might
be hypothesized the mean expectations of the university supervisor and the
cooperating teacher were almost exactly in the middle of the scale suggesting
that in general the experience was what they had anticipated. For student
teachers this was not quite the same. Student teachers generally reported
that they had a more positive orientation toward teaching than they expected.
That is, they liked the activities of teaching slightly more than they
expected (x = 15.45; midpoint = 18.00). They also reported that they were

better able to manage the tasks of teaching than they expected (x = 10.43;

midpoint 15.00). Thus, they felt they were more competent than they
expected. The student teachers also reported that they spent more time (x =

31.89; midpoint = 36.00) than they expected on student teaching activities.
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In general, the expectations of the cooperating teachers and uniy’er‘sity
supervisors were more closely met than the student teachers'.

The participants were also askéd to rate themselvas in regards to their
performance during the semester. There was a significant difference in the

ways in which the role groups rated themselves (F(2,178) = 9.19, p < .01).

Across the three role groups cooperating teachers (x = 4.60) rated themselves
most highly, followed by university supervisors (x = 4.52), and student

teachers (x = 4.36). Also, there was a significant interaction between site

L]

and participant type (F(2,178) = 3.64, p < .05). Cooperating teachers rated
4.68) than at State (x = 4.51),

themselves more highly at Metropolitan (x

while student teachers at Metropolitan (x = 4.30) rated themselves more poorly

0

than at State (x = 4.42). The Metropolitan university supervisors (x = 4.63)
rated themselves as more competent than did the State University supervisors
(x = 4.48).

It is possible to examine the ratings of the different groups of each
other (Table 8, Appendix B). University supervisors were rated by the student

teachers (x = 4.071) and the cooperating teachers (x = 4.22), with the CTs
giving somewhat higher ratings. Student teachers were rated slightly higher
by the university supervisor (x = 4.12) than the cooperating teacher (x =
3.99). The ratings Gfxthe cooperating teachers were about the same by both
the university supervisor (x =44,18) and the student teachers (x = 4.22).

Tables 6 and 7 also present the satisfaction scores for the student
trachers. The mean satisfaction score was generally high (x = 90.72)
indicating that student teachers were satisfied with the student teaching
experience.

Discussion. There were a few but important differences among the student
teachers, cooperating teachers and university supervisors. The differences
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among the concerns of the participants were generally consistent with Fuller's
(1969) theory. Student teachers were much more concerned with their personal
adequacy in the job than were the cooperating teachers or university
supervisors. As Fuller asserted the beginning ,teacher is preoccupied with
him/herself while teachers with more experience generally resolve their
concerns and are more concerned with other matters. Concerns with the tasks
of teaching were the highest among the cooperating teachers. According to
Fuller's theory this is the second level of concern that arises after the
resolution of self concerns. These concerns may also be héightened in the
student teaching situation for a variety of reasons. The cooperating teacher

has increased demands placed on him/herself by the student teacher and the

teaching tasks accomplished either by her/himself or by the student teacher.
One might also expect a heightened concern about the impact of the student
teacher on the students by the cooperating teacher, however, this did not

appear to occur in most cases.

There were few differences in the personality characteristics and
attitudes of the participants. A1l of the partizipantsrreported similar high
self-esteem, high empathy, strong internal locus of control and progressive
attitudes towards education. The general results suggest that the persons
entering teaching are quite similar in terms of these factors. The
significant interaction on flexibility suggests that while all groups had
generally high flexibility scores there were differences in cooperating
teachers and student teachers at each site. Further exploration is needed to
determine what institutional or other factors may contribute to these
differences. The lack of differences in educational philosophy was somewhat

surprising. Other researchers (Mahar & Lacefield, 1978) have generally
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reported that student teachers and persons in higher education have more
progressive orientations than those actually in teaching. The si%i1arity
among the views of these three raie;groups in this sample may lead to fewer
conflicts and disagreements as these individuals work in student teaching.

The different cognitive abilities of the groups were especially apparent.
The much lower verbal skills of the student teachers than either the
cooperating teachers or university supervisors were very clear. Comparison of
these scores, with norms from college graduates, based on the scores of 4,495
adults attending evening classes across the country in 3962-(Ecrgatta &
Corsini, 1964), revealed the following percentile ranks for the participants
of the present study: séudent teachers-15th, cooperating teacher-50th,
university supervisors-63rd. This evidence suggests that student teachers
have weaker verbal skills than teachers already in the field. Other evidence
also suggests that student teachers have weaker cognitive skills. In terms of
background about 44% of student teachers reported being in the top 10% of
their high school classes, while 71% of cocperating teachers and 70% of
university supervisors reported being in the top of their classes. Also,
university supervisors (47%) and cooperating teachers (21%) reported being
members of college honorary societies whereas only 7.5% of the student
teachers were in honor societies.

In addition to ve;ba1 skills .the conceptual levels of the participants
were also assessed with the Hunt instrument. While the scores of all the

1.82), the

participants were low (CT mean = 1.47; ST mean-= 1.43; US mean
university supervisors' scores were significantly higher than either the
cooperating teachers' or student teachers' (F(2,176) = 8.81, p < .01). The
cooperating teachers' and student teachers' means fall close together, almost

exactly between a Score 1 and a Score 2, while the university supervisors'
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mean falls close to Score 2. At Score 1 the individual focuses on the
standard or rule which defines right from wrong and conformity to it:
At 1, the person adapts to chan%es in the environment only by turning to
the "rule book" since for him (sic) the “rules of the game" are tﬁe game.
Such inflexible concreteness, of course, precludes effective adaptation
to change. Interpersonal relations occur in a network of role
prescriptions without any empathic understandingiiiﬁe (sic) s highly
sensitized to status and authority of other persons but not to their
personal characteristics. (Hunt, Greenwood, Noy, & Watson, Note 12, p.
5)
In contrast, Score 2 denotes a transition to self-definition:
This level shows beginning signs of self-delineation, beginning signs of
alternatives, and some indication of sensitivity to one's own feelings.
Thigfievei differs from 1 Score primarily in the beginning detachment,
differentiation of "out there" nature of the response. It differs from
the 3 response primarily in the degree to which the responses have been
clarified and integrated. (Hunt, Greenwood, Noy, & Watson, Note 12, p.
6)
Thus, both cooperating teachers' and student teachers' means suggest that they
are more categorical and less empathic than the university supervisors as a
group. , The universityééupervisars‘ mean indicates that university supervisors
are probably in transition toward self definition and sensitivity to personal
characteristics.
The comparison of the expectations results suggested that cooperating
teachers and university supervisors found the experience generally the same as
what they expected. Given the years of experience in similar situations it

would be reasonable that the experience matched their expectations. Likewise,
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it was expected that student teachers’ expectatiaﬁs would not match as
teaching more to their liking and fEUﬁd that they were more competent than
they expeéted, although they found they spent more time in student teaching
activities than expected.

The ratings of the participants of one another showed some differences.
University supervisors and cooperating teachers rated themselves more highly
than student teachers. This rating may reflect greater ability and/or greater
confidence in oneself either of which would be reasonable to expect since
these two groups have more experience than student teachers. There were
slight differences in the ratings of the university supervisor by the student
teacher and the cooperating teacher indicating that the cooperating teachers
had more favorable perceptions. University supervisors also were more
positive about the student teachers than were the cooperating teachers. These
slight differences may reflect the various ways in which these individuals
carry out their roles in relation to one another.

In conclusion, there were some clear differences among the types of
participants, especially in regards to their concerns about teaching and their
cognitive abilities. There were also some differences in whether the
participants' expectations were met indicating that more experience generally
leads to more reaiistié;expectatiansg Few differences among the participants
were found in the personality characteristics. The overall results indicated
that there were maﬁy‘ways in which student teachers, cooperating teachers, and
university supervisors differ in terms of their persanéT and professional
characteristics, although the magnitude of this change was not larger in some

cases.



Participant Change During Student Teaching

Many theorists and investigators of student teaching have suggested that
student teachers change during the time they practice teaching. It also has
been hypothesized by the current investigators that cooperating teachers and
perhaps even university supervisors may change over the course of student
teaching. To assess change in each of these groups participants were tested
at the beginning, middle, and end of the semester. A series of repeated
measures analyses were conducted separately for each pgrt%cipant group
{(university supervisors, cooperating teachers, and student teaﬁheré) on each
of the dependent variables. For repeated measures' means and standard
deviations see Tables 9-12, Appendix B.

Student Teachers

As student teachers venture into the world of teaching they face many new
opportunities and challenges. These experiences may result in numerous
changes. According to Fuller's (1969) theory of concern the beginning teacher
is initially very concerned about him/herself, but these concerns gradually
diminish and are replaced by concerns about teaching tasks and the impact of
teaching on the students. The results of this study at least partially
support this theory. Concerns about self (Tabie 11, Appendix B) did decrease
over the semester (F(2,166) = 4.46, p < .01). At the first of the semester (x
= 69.7]) the student £éachers expressed the most concern and this decreased
slowly at mid-semester (x = 67.57) and the end of the semester (x = 66.13).
There was not, however, any significant changé in these student teachers'
concerns about tasks or impact (Tables 11 and 12, Appendix B) sugagesting that
these concerns remained fairly steady throughout the semester. Perhaps the
student teachers had not sufficiently resolved their self concerns for these

other concerns to emerge, or are "protected" by the cooperating teacher from
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experiencing the breadth of responsibility in the classroom, or as suggested
in the discussion of TCC construct validation, this concerns typa]égy is not
developmental in nature. '

Research has indicated that student teachers become more conservative in
their educational philosophy (Mahan & Lacefield, 1978; Yee, 1967) and perhaps
less flexible. The results of the present study (Table 10, Appendix B)
indicated that student teachers did become less progressive in their

2.95, p <.05). At the beginning of the

educational philosophy (F(2,1€4)
semester their scores were 101.28, while they were reduced to 99.07 by
mid-semester and 98.63 by the end of the semester. Flexibility on the other
hand increased during the semester (F(2,168) = 5.63, p < .01). Student
teachers' scores at the beginning (x = 71.18) were lower than at mid-semester
(x = 73.94) or the end of the semester (x = 73.94). The educational
philosophy instrument measured attitudes while the flexibility measure (Table
10, Appendix B) focused on behavior. 1In general it appears that while
attitudes are becoming more conservative during student teaching, the social
behavior of the student teachers was becoming more varied.

Previous research regarding self-esteem in student teachers has suggested
that it decreases during the semester due to the conflict between the desire
to establish rapport with the children and role demands of establishing order
and discipline in the classroom (Walberg, 1968). Other researchers found the
student teachers placed in difficult teaching assignments showed a detriment
in self-esteem (Smith & Smith, 1979). 1In the present study the student
teachers were assigned to a variety of schools throughout the school
districts. Particularly at Metropolitan University many of the student

teachers were placed in schools in lower socioeconomic neighborhoods. 1In
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contrast to previous research the results of this study (Table 12, Appendix B)

indicated that the student teachers' self-esteem increased during the semester

(F(2,166) 5.47, p < .01). At the beginning of the semester the mean
self-esteem of the student teachers was 123.26; this increased to 125.36 by
mid-semester and then 126.79 by the end of the semester. These results
indicated that student teachers had more positive feelings about themselves at
the end of the semester. Despite previous research findings to the contrary
this would seem to be very consistent with Fuller's theory and the finding
that concerns about self diminish during student teaching. It would seem that
when student teachers gain more confidence in themselves they would have more
positive feelings.

The other measures did not show any change during the semester. There
were no significant differences from the beginning to end of the semester in
Eerms of empathy or locus of control (Table 7, Appendix B). In both cases the
scores were quite high initially and remained about the same throughout the
semester. Other than these two constructs there was considerable change in
these student teachers during the semester.

Cooperating Teachers

Change was also examined among the cooperating teachers in the study.
There is little research to suggest what types of changes may occur in these
individuals as théfé‘hgs been 1ittle theoretical or empirical work to indicate
what may affect the cooperating teacher. Clearly, there are many factors
within the school and university context which may affect the cooperating
teacher as well as the obvious effect of having a beginning teacher in the

classroom that may both stimulate and frustrate the cooperating teacher. As
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In the Stages of Concern model once a teacher resolves his/her concerns

about self, there should be an increase in concern about the tasks of teaching

and then the impact of the teaching; Also, since most cooperating teachers
have a number of years experience there should be little change in self

concerns. As predicted by the model there were no significant differences in
the cooperating teachers' self concerns during the semester. As indicated
previously these self concerns were lower than student teachers in general and
56.21 at the beginning to 54.77 at the end of the semester. Also, as would be
predicted by the theory there was a trend toward decrease in the cooperating
teachers' concerns about tasks during the semester (F(2,164) = 2.63, p < .07).
Task (Table 11, Appendix B) concerns at the beginning of the semester (x =
21.39) were slightly higher than those at the end of the semester (x = 20.81).
There was no significant change in their concerns about impact. These results
provide little support for the theory that concerns about impact increase.

The pattern of changes in regards to flexibility and educational
philosophy (Table 10, Appendix B) was directly parallel to the results of the

student teachers. Flexibility increased during the semester (F(2,164) = 4.39,

p < .01) and educational philosophy became less progressive (F(2,162) = 5.40,
p < .01). The means for flexibility were 70.39, 71.58, and 72.65 for the
three trime periods anﬁ!the means for educational philosophy were 100.82,
96.39, and 97.94 for the beginning, middle and end of semester periods. In
most studies in which only student teachers have been studied, the differences
among the student teachers would be attributed to the effects of the
cooperating teacher and the so-cailed "reality" of teaching. However, the

parallel change on these measures for both cooperating and student teachers
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indicates that some other factor (or factars) in the school or university
context may exert an influence on both of these individuals.

There were no other significant differences 1in variables measuring
characteristics of cooperating teachers. There were no differences in
empathy, locus of control or self-esteem (Table 9 & 12, Appendix B). These
characteristics appear very stable across the student teaching experience.

Overall, although there were fewer changes among cooperating teachers
than student teachers there were several important changes emphasizing the
need for researchers to consider both the CT and ST when examining student
teaching. The parallel changes in both the CT and ST suggest the need to look
at either reciprocal effects of the CT and ST on one another or external
factors that may influence change.

University Supervisors

The member of the triad that has been the most neglected in the student
teaching experience is the Uﬂive%sity supervisor. While this person has been
viewed from the role of a supervisor and has often been considered as a more
or less unitary influence on student teaching, the persons acting in this role
have rarely been studied. The university supervisor role is filled by a
variety of individuals ranging from full professor to first year graduate
student and with widely varying backgrounds and levels of experience. In the
present study these individuals were examined in much the same way as were the
other two members of th= triad.

The concerns of these individuals were assessed in terms of Fuller's
theory. 1In this case the concerns are about the supervisor's teaching and
supervision. Hall and his colleagues (Hall, Wallace, & Dossett, Note 13) have

argued that the concerns model applies to many different situations. Again
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and impact concerns. The findings indicated that there was a decrease in self

concerns (F(2,32) = 4.94, p < .01), but there was also a decrease in impact
concerns (F(2,32) = 3.72, p < .05). The means for self concerns were 51.06,

55.29, and 48.71 at the three different time periods (Table 12, Appendix B).

Appendix B). In both cases the decrease came primari1y at the end of the
semester. Perhaps as the student teachers became more proficient and
confident the university supervisor was less concerned with his/her gﬁf1UEnCE
and impact on the student teacher.

There were no other sign%fizant changes in the attitudes and personality
characteristics of the university supervisors (Tables 9 and 12, Appendix B).
Theirdempathy, locus of control, educational philosophy, and self-esteem
scores remained fairly constant throughout the semester. Overall, the
university supervisors showed the least change during the semester compared to

the other two groups.

The results indicated that each of the participants (university
supervisors, cooperating teachers, and student teachers) experienced some
change over the course of student teaching. As might be expected the student
teachers showed the most change, followed by the cooperating teachers, and
then, the university supervisors. A1l groups experienced some change in
terms of their concerns, however, most of the change showed a decrease in
concerns. There was no evidence to suggest that task or impact concerns
increased. Perhaps this was too short a period of time tc:find evidence of
this type of change, however, the trends were all towards decreasing concerns

in all areas. Student teachers' self concerns decreased, cooperating



the decline for university supervisors. These findings may suggest a revision
of the concerns theory which might be that all types of concerns decrease with
experience. Clearly, further study of these issues is needed.

Another interesting change was the paraiie1 effects noted in student
teachers and cnopéfating teachers in regards to flexibility and educational
philosophy. Flexibility increased while the measure of philosophy indicated a
more conservative focus over the semester. These changes may reflect both the
cooperating and student teachers' adjustment to the practical 1ife>6f the
school day in which ore must meet the many demands that occur and yet attempt
to maintain educational priafities. Yet it 1is still unclear why even
cooperating teachers with many years of experience would still show these same
changes.

In general, these findings provide a broad picture of the types of
changes experienced by all members of the student teaching triad. While many
of the changes for student teachers were consistent with past research, there
is little evidence about whether these changes are similar or different to
what other cooperating teachers or university supervisors experience. Much
further research is needed to explore ali aspects of the growth and
development of these individuals as they function in their supervisory roles.

Personal and Professional Characteristics and OQutcomes

One of the central questions in this study was the relationship between
the professional and personal characteristics of the participants to various
types of outcomes. In this section the relationship between personality,
attitude, and cognitive measures will be examined in relation to the
expectations, satisfaction and performance ratings of each member of the
student teaching triad. These relationships were examined in two ways; first,

correlatioss were computed between the entry characteristics of the
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individuals and the outcomes; second, residual gain scores were computed to
assess the degree of change that occurred during the semester and {heseAgain
scores were correlated with the outcomes. By looking at the relationships of
the entry characteristics with outcomes it is possible to answer the question:
Are certain types of people who enter the student teaching experience more
likely to experience certain levels of expectations, satisfaction, and
performance? The analyses involving the change scores (residuals) and

utcomes focus on the question: Are certain types of change related to

[»]
w

certain levels of expectations, satisfaction, and performance? Answers to the
first question have implications for selection, while answers to the latter
question have implications for the training and supervision process. The
results of these analyses will be presented for each group: student teachers,
cocperating teachers, and university supervisors.’

Student Teachers

The correlations between the entry characteristics and the outccomes for
the student teachers appear in Table 13, Appendix B. The expectations scale
was composed of three scales including the degree to which the expectations
were met regarding the student teachers' orientation toward teaching,
competence, and time spent in student teaching activities. As one would
expect there were negative correiations between the student teachers' entry
Tevel concerns and the%} expectations regarding their orientation to teaching;
that is, the higher the initial level of concern the more 1ikely they were to
find the teaching tasks more enjoyable than they expect=d. There were also
somewhat similar correlations between self and dimpact concerns with
expectations regarding competence. This indicated that student teachers with
high initial concerns found themselves more competent than they expected.

Perhaps concern reflects motivation or interest rather than anxiety. There
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were also significant correlations between expectations about competence, and
empathy and self-esteem. That is, those individuals with high empathy and
self-esteem were more competent than they expected. In contrast the higher
the canceptu31 level the more 1ikely the student teachers indicated they were
less competent than they expected.

There were also significant correlations between entry characteristics

and expectations about time. Student teachers with high scores on empathy,

time on student teaching activities than they had expected.

Another outcome measure Qas the degree of satisfaction reported by the
student teacher. There were positive correlations between satisfaction and
the student teachers' initial empathy and impact concerns scores. These
correlations indicated that persons with high empathy and impact concerns were
more 1ikely to report being satisfied with the experience. Conceptual level
again showed a reverse relationship with those having high conceptual level
scores being less satisfied with the experience of student teaching.

Three separate performance ratings were gathered in this study. The
student teachers were asked to rate themselves and they Qere also rated by the
cooperating teacher and university supervisor. 1In terms of self ratings, high
empathy, flexibility and self-esteem scores were correlated with high ratings
of performance. That is, student teachers who rated themselves as having
performed well during student teaching also had given themselves high scores
on empathy, flexibility and self-esteem. Cooperating teachers gave high
performance ratings to student teachers with good verbal skills and high
empathy scores. High ratings by university supervisors were given to student

teachers with high empathy scores, progressive educational philosophies and
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high self-esteem scores. In generai, it appears that each of the raters was
using different criteria for judging the performance of the student teachers.

As one examines the pattern of correlations across all of the outcome
measures, embathy emerges as a consistent preaictcr of the various outcomas.
Student teachers who initially rated themselves as highly empathic individuals
were given high performance ratings by themselves as well as the cooperating
teachers and university supervisors. Empathy was also related to satisfaction
and to spending more time than expected and to feeling more c@nfidé%t than
expected. Self-esteem was also related to performance raéings.by the self and
the university supervisor as QeTT as to spending more time than expected and
feeling more confident than expected. Other than self-esteem and empathy
there were not strong relationships across the outcome variables.

These findings suggest that few of these entry characteristics are
strongly related to whether student teachers' expectations were met, whether
they were satisfied or whether their performance was rated highly. Only
self-esteem and empathy appear to show strong consistent patterns across
outcomes. The relationship of teacher concerns and expectations about
orientation and competence in teaching was interesting. This relationship of
high concerns to finding that teaching was more enjoyable and one was more
competent provides support for the validity of these two measures. Also,
different performance ratings indicating that those ratings are based on quite
different characteristics. - :

Gain Scores. In addition to the entry characteristics the changes in
personality, attitude and cognitive variables were examined in relation to
outcomes. Table 14, Appendix B provides these correlations for the stude:t

teachers. A number of changes were correlated with the student teachers'



expectations about orientation. For self and impact concerns, an increase in
concern over the semester was correlated with having a more positive
orientation than expected. That is, despite the fact that teaching was
reported aé being more likeable than expected, the student teachers report
being more concerned about self and impact over the semester. Increases in
seif-esteem and conceptual level were also related to finding teaching more

positive than expected. The only correlation with orientation to run counter

internal perspective was related to finding teaching less positive than
expected. Changes in con§2ptﬁai level were also correlated with student
teachers' reports that they were more competent than they expected. None of
the change scores were correlated with expectations about time spent in
student teaching activities. |

The student teachers' satisfaction was related to positive changes in
flexibility and self-esteem throughout the semester. Also, positive changes
in empathy and self-esteem were correlated with high performance ratings by
the student teachers of themselves. -Ail three of the correlations involving
self-esteem indicated that changes in self-esteem are highly related te 1iking
teaching, being satisfied with the student teaching experience and judging
oneself as competent. Positive changeg in conceptual level were aiso related
to the student teachers' own performance ratings. The cooperating teachers'
ratings were correlated positively with changes in the student tear w-*’
flexibility, empathy and ganceptué] lTevel. None of the change: »=vq
correlated with the rating of the university supervisor.

Considering the broad pattern of relationships changes in self-esteem and
conceptual level are related to the most outcome measures. The relationship

of increasing self-esteem with positive orientation, satisfaction and
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performance suggests self-esteem as an important construct for student
teachers. While causal relationships cannot be established among these
variables, the implication is that the lack of positive changes in self-esteem
during student teaching are associated with iess positive attitudes about
teaching suggesting the need to consider whether behavior differences among
these student teachers exists and what factors contribute to improved
self-esteem. The link between conceptual level changes and positive ratings
of performance by both self and CT suggests the need to examine whaﬁifactors
contribute to growth in conceptuai levels during student teaching.

Summary. The overall pattern among student teachers' characteristics in
both Tables 13 and 14, Appendix B indicated that these measures do have
implications for both selection and supervision in student teaching. Also,
the failure to find more positive relationships among variables that have

-

ﬁréviQUSIy been found to be related to teaching must lead both researchers and

and the factors that contribute to positive growth in student teachers.

Cooperating Teachers

Little has been written on the selection of cooperating teachers
(Brodbelt, 1980). Most of this work hés'been based primarily on craft
knowledge regarding the kinds of persons who will be good at supervising
student teachers. As with the student teachers the investigators in this
study sought to find out what types of entry characteristics are related to
expectations and performance ratings. The correlations of these measures with
outcomes are presented in Table 15, Appendix B.

There were no significant correlations between any of the entry variables

and the expectations scale. That is, there was no relationship between
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personality, attitude, and cognitive measures and whether or not the
expectations of the cooperating teacher were met.

There were several significant correlations between entry characteristics
and the coopérating teachers' own ratings of themselves. Those cooperating
teachers whc rated themselves highly on performance had initially rated
themselves as empathic and having high self-esteem. They also indicated that
they had hignh self, task, and impact concerns. There were no significant
relationships between the student teachers' rating and cooperating teachers'
characteristics and only one significant correlation involving the university
supervisors' ratings. This Eérrelation indicated that high task concern was
negatively related to good performance ratings by the US. Clearly, there was
little similarity among the pattern of relationships across the different
performance ratings.

In general, it appears that few of the cooperating teachers' ratings are
related to the set of personality, attitude, and cognitive characteristics
attended to in the present study. This suggests that the cooperatiﬁg
teachers' ratings are perhaps more closely tied with specific types of
supervisory and teaching behavior than with entry characteristics. Also, as
has been noted previously, there was little similarity in the ratings of
cooperating teachers by the ST and US. There appears to be little agreement
as to actually what the cooperating teachers' behavior looks like.

Gain Scores. The relationship between change among the cooperating
teachers and outcomes was also examined (see Table 16, Appendix B). As was

the case among the entry characteristics, none of the change scores correlated

him/herself. Positive changes in empathy and self-esteem were correlated with
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positive ratings of oneself, while changes towards a more progressive
philosophy of education were negatively related to good ratings of oneself.
Student teachers' ratings of the performance of their cooperating teachers was
negatively correlated with increased fTexib%1ity and more progressive
educational philosophy. The only significant correlation involving university
supervisors' ratings indicated that increasing task concerns was negatively
related to the performance rating.

Overall, there were relatively few relationships among EDopE;ating
teacher changes and their expectations or performance. The most surprising
aépect of these results is thét several of the correlations seem to be in the
opposite direction of what might be intuitively expected. One would expect
student teachers to appreciate flexibility and a progressive educational
philosophy on the part of their cooperating teachers, however, this was not
the case. Perhaps this behavior reflects a relatively unstructured
supervision style that student teachers react to negatively. Given their low
conceptual level scores, this is understandable. Further exploration is
needed to examine this finding. It is somewhat difficult to know how

important some of these findings are since there has been little work

Summary. Many of the personality, cognitive and attitude variables
showed little relationship to -expectations or performance. Regardless of
whether entry or change scores were used, there were few consistent predictors
.across the performance ratings by self, ST and US. Some of the findings
suggest that cooperating teachers who view themselves as effective, initially
had high levels of concern for self, task, and impact. Again this suggests

that these areas of concern often tend to be tied together rather than

evidence some sort of differential or developmental profile. Both entry level
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and positive change in empathy and self-esteem were correlated with self-rated
performance suggesting that these represent important criteria in the
cooperating teachers' perception of him/herself.

University Supervisors

The entry and gain scores of the university supervisors were ailso
examined. The correlations between the entry characteristics and outzome
measures appear in Table 17, Appendix B. There were two significant
expectations and both locus of control and educational philosophy. Those
supervisors with more interﬁa1 control and progressive educational
philosophies were more likely to indicate that they had spent more time than
they expected and that they had been less satisfied with the semester. Also,
university supervisors with more progressive ratings tended to give themselves
Tower ratings on performance; however, this was not the case for the student
teacher or the cooperating teacher.

Several of the entry characteristics were correlated with the CTs'
performance ratings. Both empathy and self-esteem were correlated with
ratings by the cooperating teacher. A1SD,iSE1f and impact concerns were
related to the performance ratings. Internal locus of control was related to
high performance ratings by the student teacher. These correlations provide
some indications about the type of individual that is perceived as effective
by the cooperating teacher. The empathy and self-esteem correlations suggest
that supervisors who are warm, yet confident of themselves, are considered by
cooperating teachers as effective. Likewise, these individuals should show a
high degree of concern about self and impact perhaps indicating a high degree

of interest and investment in the student teaching experience. The small
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number of significant correlations with self and ST rating make these ratings
more difficult to interpret.
Gain Scores. The correlations of the gain scores and the outcome

measures appear in Table 18, Appendix B. An increase in concerns about self

are related to the uﬂivers%ty supervisor indicating the he/she spent more time
than expected and that the experience went more poorly than expected. The
other side of this matter is expressed by the finding that those supervisors
who experienced an increase in locus of control indicated that they sbent less
time and perceived the experience as better than they expected. These
findings lend support to the'1c¢us of control as an important factor: one
would expect that dincreased sense of personal control would result in
decreased anxiety about others' evaluation of oneself (self concerns). What
factors contribute to these increases remain to be identified.

There were few significant correlations across the performance ratings.
An increase in impact concerns was positively related to performance ratings
of oneself, but an increase in conceptual level was negatively correlated with
these ratings. Perhaps the increase in conceptual level results in a more
critical examination of self. Changes in flexibility were correlated with
cooperating feacher ratings and changes in locus of control-was related to
student teacher ratings. The flexibility change would seem very reasonable as
cooperating teachers may find these supervisors easier to work with. The
change in locus of control may indirectly improve the experience for the
student teacher perhaps by allowing the student teacher more support for their
ideas and initiatives.

Summary. These findings provide an initial picture of the kinds of entry
characteristics and changes that may be related to expectations and

performance ratings of the university supervisor. The most consistent finding

66 74



seems to be the importance of locus of control to the supervisor's own
perception of him/herself. The findings aiso provide a general picture of the
type of supervisor that is rated as effective by the CT, that is, a sensitive,
concerned perénn who is se}f—ﬁanfident; Thesé findings may begin to help us
understand the role and impact of the university supervisor in student
teaching.

General Discussion

This report summarizes a variety of analyses that examined the
personality, cognitive, and attitudinal characteristics of each member of the
student teaching triad. The EesuIts provided information about the strengths
and weaknesses of the various measures that were used, the differences among
the sites, samples, and participants, and the change that occurred during the
semester. Additionally, the relationship between the participant's initial
characteristics and change during the semester was examined in relation to
expectations, performance ratings and satisfaction.

The student teaching study presented a good opportunity to inquire into
the constructs of a number of instruments, some of which have been used
widely, and others, more recently developed, less so. As mentioned earlier,
each instrument showed high reliability prior to its inclusion in the study.
Thus, an essential for construct validity, good reliability, was established
initially for all the instruments. A total of ten instruments comprised of 16
separate scales were administered to 198 student teachers, cooperating
teachers, and university supervisors. The number of measures used plus the
substantial sample size provided an unusual opportunity to examine the
patterns of relationship among the dinstruments, displayed 2s an
intercorrelation matrix (Table 2). These patterns in turn were compared to

‘descriptions of the underlying construct as given by the authors of the
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instruments. Implied relationships were sought in the data for evidence of
convergent and discriminant validity. Anomalous patterns and their
significance for refining or revising the construct in question were noted, as
well as questions for future research. Thié approach provides useful
validation information, as well as a heuristic for further elucidation of
constructs,

There are, however, a number of limitations on the analyses of the
constructs. The participants in the study were volunteers, seifeséiectedi
rather than randomly selected. This may have introduced systematic bias into
the sample which is réf1ected in the correlation matrix. It is possible,
sample and not generalizable. On this point alone, then, it is clear that
this analysis should be augmented with other studies. Another possible
problem to the interpretation is that of spurious significant correlations.
Certainly a few might be; however, since the approach taken here 1is to
consider the pattern of a number of correlations and the pattern's relation to
a given construct, any single spurious correlation will tend to have less
importance in the overall discussion. Moreover, it is unlikely that a number
of correlations forming a sensible pattern will all be spurious. Finally,
objections may be raised to the consideration of low but significant
correlations in the analysis. Once again, though, it must be emphasized that
this analysis is concerned with patterns of relationship as much as with the
absolute value of any given relationship. Certainly the importance of any
correlation less than .20 is arguable. However, these relatively low’
correlations have not been accorded undue weight in the analysis, and to the
extent that further light is shed on a given construct by their consideration,
it seems justified. Obviously, many questions have been raised; the heuristic
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purpose of this analysis has been serveq thereby. - In 1jeu of further
investigation, the suggestions made herein are tentative and open to argument.

Given the above limitations, the current data suggest generally good
construct validity for the instruments used. iIf anything, most of the
constructs under consideration appear somewhat broader than originally
conceived of by their authors. Constructs such as Empathy, Flexibility,
Self-esteem, and Educational Preference seemed to benefit particularly from
comparisen and contrast with others. The Locus of Control and the cognitive
constructs appeared well supported with few embellishments necessary. The
patterns of relationship of the Self, Task, and Impact factors of the Teacher
Concerns Checklist were the most anomalous vis a vis Concerns Theory. Yet,
even here the patterns suggested a set of constructs consistent with the
findings. Refactoring of the Teacher Work-Life Inventory seemed in order,
with the resultant factor structure hypothesized to be similar to that of the
TCC. The TW-LI constructs, then, might correspond with the factor structure
of the TCC, though much work remains to establish the links. There seemed to
be less evidence for the developmental schema described by Concerns Theory.
Another anomaly which should be investigated is the relationship of the locus
of control construct to the cognitive constructs. 7

The constructs as elaborated in this study have most relevance and
generalizability to th; populations of public school teachers and student
teachers. Further research with other populations will certainly help
contribute to our understanding of these constructs and the confidence with
which we use these instruments. As it stands, though, it appears that their
qualified use in educational.contexts is meaningful and useful.

In examining the general differences between the sites at State
University and Metropolitan University, there were relatively few differences.
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That is, all of the participants in each of these settings were quite similar.
This, of course, does not indicate that the settings, schools, uné;ersities
and programs were the same. As will be indicated in the RITE report on
“Context" (a separate document in this series) there were numerous differences
among the sites themselves. This, however, was not manifested by the
participants on many of the variables that were assessed. Additionally, there
were few differences between the general and intensive samples. This
indicates that these individuals were generally similar. The intensive sample
cooperating teachers who were selected for their effectiveness were'generally
rated as more competent than the general sample. However, given the
relatively Tow level of agreement between the ratings by US's and the ratings
by both ST's and CT's (Table 3), the selection of intensive CT's may have been
more random than expected, and the subsequent few differences in their
ratings, more problematic.

In terms of change during the semester, the general conclusion was that

evidenced some change during the semester. While student teachers showed the
most change, these findings emphasize the need to consider not just the impact
of student teagﬁing on the student teacher, but also the impact on the other
members of the triad. Much work is needed on the effects of this experience

on the cooperating teacher and university supervisor.

notable. There were similar changes among the cooperating teachers and

student teachers on flexibility and educational philosophy. During the

individuals became more conservative. While these may seem contradictory, it

seems that behaviorally the individuals became more flexible but their

78

70



attitudes became more conservative. The other interesting aspect of this
finding is that the findings are parallel for both the CT and ST. This
suggests that perhaps some aspect of the school or teaching experience had
similar effects on these individuals. A1l too often changes are only examined
among the student teachers and the effects attributed to the cooperating
teacher. These parallel changes necessitate a broader look for factors that
influence change in student teachers.

Another change that may have important implications for student teaching
was the effects on teacher concerns. The self concerns of the étudent
teachers and the teaching task concerns of the cooperating teachers both
decre§§ed during the semester. Each of these changes represents an important
adjustment to the situation indicating that student teachers acquire more
confidence in themselves and cooperating teachers become more confident of
their own ability to manage the daily teaching responsibilities. Both of
these conditions may represent an important quality of a successful or an
effective student teaching experience. Further exploration should be
undertaken to identify which factors lead to these types of outcomes.

While there were several differences among the Qariaus types of
participants (Ué; CT, and ST), the most dramatic differenée was the weaker
verbal skills among the student teachers. Other researchers have reported
that teachers entering the field are less capable academically and these
results tend to confirm this finding. Both university supervisors and
cooperating teachers had clearly superior vocabulary skills over the student
teachers. 1In a profession that depends on persons with clear and expressive
verbal skills, these findings raise serious questions about the emerging

teaching force.
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This report also examines the relationship between the initial
characteristics and change of the participants to the outcome measures éf
expectations, performance ratings and satisfaction. One notable finding was
the role of the student teachers' empathy in predicting high scores on the
outcome measures. This suggests that the student teachers' sensitivity to
others lead to positive experiences in student teaching. This seems to be the
most consistent predictor and suggests that more attention may need to be
directed toward the interpersonal aspects of the student teaching experience.
predictive of the student teachers' outcomes than the outcomes for the
cooperating teachers or uﬁ%versity supervisors. Perhaps specific incidents
and experiences within the student teaching experience were more important to
the success of the cooperating teachers and university supervisors, while the
personal characteristics were more crucial to the neophyte student teacher.
As mentioned earlier much more study of the CT and US is needed to answer
these questions definitively.

In summary, this report prnvides' a variety of analyses of the
characteristics of the persons involved in the student teaching experience.
While much inf@émati@n has been provided about the experience, many questions
remain. While programs and settings contribute much to the quality of the
student teaching expergence, the main focus of teacher preparation must
inevitably center on the participants, that 1is, the -student teacher,
cooperating teacher, and university supervisors that both affect and are

affected by their participation in student teaching.
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DSAS
ECRS
EPS
GEFT
JI-ELC

PCT
QWT
SPI
TCC
TW-LI

Glossary of Abbreviations of the Instruments

Used in the Student Teaching Study

Different Situations Adaptation Scale (Flexibility)
Empathy Construct Rating Scale (Empathy)

Educational Preference Scale (Educational Preference)
Group Embedded Figures Test (Cognitive Style)

James Internal-External Locus of Control Short Form
(Locus of Control)

Paragraph Completion Test (Conceptual Level)

Quick Word Test (Vocabulary)

Self-Perception Inventory--Teacher Form (Self-Esteem)
Teacher Concerns Checklist (Self, Task, ILmpact)

Teacher Work-Life Inventory (Institutional Constraints,
Rewards, School Norms, Dissatisfaction, Executive
Responsibilities)
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Appendix A: Instruments

Empathy Construct Rating Scale (Empathy)

James Internal-External Locus of Control Short Form
(Locus of Controi

Different Situationé Adaptation Scale (FTexibi1%ty)
Educational Preference Scale (Educational Preference)
Teacher Concerns Checklist (Self, Task, Imﬁazt)
Self-Perception Inventory--Teacher Form (Self-Esteem)
Paragraph Completion Test (Conceptual Level)

Group Embedded Figures Test (Cognitive Style)

Teacher Work-Life Iﬁventory (Institutional Constraints,
Rewards, School Norms, Dissatisfaction, Executive
Responsibilities)

Quick Word Test (Vocabulary)

Expectation Scaies
ST Expectations
CT Expectations
US Expectations

Performance Rating Scales
ST by CT and uUS (II)
ST by Self (III)

CT by ST (I)
CT by US (II)
CT by Self (I
US by ST (I)
US by CT (II
US by Self (III)

Student Teaching Satisfaction Scale
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Date

This instrument contains 23 items that describe a way that a person
may feel about another or act toward someone. Your task is to read each
statement and decide the degree to which you perce1ve yourself, as like
or unlike the statement. You are asked to please give an honest opinion
on every statement according to the following scale:

Moderately 1ike
Extremely like

Extremely unlike =1
Moderately unlike -2
Unlike -3
Like -4
-5
-6

=
e

Please read each statement carefully and completely. Circle one
response for each item.

Copyright 1980 Elaine L. LaMonica. -

Reproduced by permission of the author.



Extremely Unlike

Moderately Unlike

Moderately Like

EutrﬂmemF Like

= 2
55
Mo.  Items = _
1. Cannot accept individual differences. 3 4
2. Does not respect individual differences. 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Helps a person realize that options are
available. 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. s not concerned with the feelings of
others. 1 2 3 4 5 &
5. Does not appreciate individual differences. 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
6. Is responsive to the needs of the whole
person. l 2 3 4 5 &6
7. 0Offers no support to others. 1 2 3 4 5 6
&. Treats other people as if they were objects. 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. Seems inconsiderate of other people's
feelings. ) 1 2 3 4 5 6
1C. Has no respect for the opinions of others. 1 2 3 4 5 6
11. Shows no sympathy for others during a crisis
or stressful situation. 1 2 3 4 5 6
12. Never even tries to comprehend another - )
perscn's situation. 1 2 3 4 5 6
13. Seems hostile rather than sympathetic 7
when another person is in a trying situation. 1 2 3 4 5 6
14. Feels that opinions and values of others
should be respected. 1 2 3 4 5 &6
15. Is uncooperative. 1 2 3 4 5 6
16. Makes time in a busy work schedule to talk , )
to someone who is upset. 1 2 3 456



Extremely Unlike

Moderately Unlike

Moderately Like
Extremely Like

Q
s
- 2
£ =
) =R
No. Items e R
17. Listens thoughtfully and patiently to
another.
1 2 3 4 5 6
18. Shows consideration for a person's o
feelings and reactions. 1 2 3 5 6

20.

21.

22.

23.

Does not seem to accept responsibility for
his/her actions toward others.

Reaches out and touches another person in
a scothing manner when it seems right.

Gives genuine consolation, advice, assist-
ance, and support.

Is kind, positive, warm, and accepting
of others.

Respects the values of others.
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JAMES' INTERNAL-EXTERHAL
LOCUS OF CONTROL SCALE

Short Form

Below are a number of statements about various topics. They have
been collected from different groups of people and represent a
variety of opinions. There are no right or wrong answers to this
questionnaire; for every statement there are large numbers of people
who agree and disagree. Please indicate whether you agree or dis-
agree with each statement as follows:

Circle SA if you strongly agree
Circle A if you agree.
Circle D if you disagree
Circle SD if you strongly disagree

Please read each item carefully and be sure that you indicate the
response which most closely corresponds to the way which you person-
ally feel.
1. Many times I feel that we might just as well make many of
our decisions by flipping a coin.
SA A D 5D
2. Getting a job seems to be largely a matter of being
lucky enough to be in the right place at the right time.
SA A D sSD

It is difficult for ordinary psople to have much control
over what politicians do in office.

[ %]

-SA A D sD
4, It isn't wise to plan too far ahead because most things
turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow.
SA A D SD
5. MWhen fhingsraré going well for me I consider it due to a run
of good luck. oo
SA A D sD

6. 1 have usually found that what is going to happen will
happen, regardless of my actions.

SA A D 5D
7. Success is mostly a matter of getting good breaks.
SA A D sD

PLEASE TURN OVER

1



Internal-External Locus of Control Scale

10.

11.

There's not much use iﬂiwafrying about things...what will
be, will be.

SA A D sD
Success in dealing with pecple seems to be more a matter
of the other person's moods and feelings at the time
rather than one's own actions.

SA A D SD
1 think that life is mostly a gamble.

SA A D SD
Many times I feel that I have 1ittle influence over the
things that happen to me.

SA A D SD

W]
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DIFFERENT SITUATIONS ADAPTATION SCALE

This questionnaire is concerned with how people adapt to different
situations. There is no correct or best answer. Please read each
statement and decide whether the behavior is similar or dissimilar to
yours. Read each statement carefully, and-circle the number that best
represents your opinion. In making your responses to each statement,
use the following scale to represent your answer.

Very dissimilar to me
Moderately dissimilar to me
Somewhat dissimilar to me
Somewhat similar to me
Moderately similar to me
Very similar to me

(]
O U LD P

PLEASE TURN OVER
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1. Is quiet around strangers. 1 4 5 6
2. Has difficulty initiating conversations. 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Has difficulty being at ease with new
people. 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
4. Is nervous at meeting new pecple. 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. Is uncomfortable in formal social
settings. ) 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. Takes active part in entertaining
others in social settings. 1 2 3 45 6
7. 1Is a good story-teller. 1 2 3 4 5 &6
8. Is embarrassed around people not
well-known. 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. Is bothered when something unexpected }
occurs. 1 2 3 4 5 6
10. Does not want to begin a project unless )
end results are known. l1 2 3 4 5 6
11. Has difficulty setting aside a task
once it is begun. l1 2 3 4 5 6
12. Does not like uncertain or urpredict- ' ,
able things. l1 2 3 4 5 6
13. Has stereotypical views of men and women. l1 2 3 4 5 ¢
14. Is uncomfortable unless dressed like others. 1 2°3 4 5 ¢
15. Avoids trouble at all costs. 1 2 3 456
16. Likes to do things the same way all the time. 1 2 3 4 5 6
17. Is uncomfortable in situatiors in which A
differences of opinion are aired. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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THE EDUCATIONAL PREFERENCE SCALE

Devéicped
by
Warren E. Lacefield and Henry P. Cole

College of Education
University of Kentucky

General Instructions

This scale has been developed to measure preferences for various types
of education held by groups of parents, educators, curriculum developers
and other persons. You have becn asked to complete this scale as a
representative member of one group. The information from your scale
will pe used to help develop procedures for matching existing
educational methods and programs to the preferences of teachers,
administrators, parents, and students.

It should take you only a few minutes to complete the scale. Most
persons enjoy the experience.

Please read the following story.

PLEASE TURN OVER



Ally and the Genie

Crnice upon a time there was a little boy named Ally who loved to explore the
great forest rear his home. One day in the forest Ally found a dirty old lamp under
a log. He was cleanning it with his shirttail when, suddenly, out of the lamp came a
large dark cloud which tumed into a very big and smilling man.

“Behold,” said the man, *“I am the genie of the magic lamp and am very happy
to have been set free. For your good service, little boy, 1 will grant you two
wishes!™

Although very surprised, Ally knew about genies and so he thought very hard.
*“ only a small boy and I need help to make the best wishes. Can you help
me, Gengwe ™

“Yes,"” said the genie, “I can show you many tr*ihgs but I can’t influence your
decisions. You may use this request as your first wish. Then you will have one wish
left after my help. Ferhaps then it will be a good wish.”

“l want to be a great man, Genie, and all zreat men are very wise. So I will
wish for wisdom. But perhaps some ways to acquire wisdom are better than others.
Genie, my first wish is that you show me the different paths to wisdom. Then I can
choose the best path as my second wish." .

“That is a very good wish, young fellow,” said the genie. “I will show you two
paths, but you yourself must see and choose.”

And no sooner said than done, a dark cloud enveloped the little boy and the
gente. Then came a great wind; and, as the cloud blew away, Ally found himself in a
strange and unusual place, the llke af which he had never seen before.-

He turned questioningly to the genic and was told, “Here is a place where
childrea come every day to acquire wisdom. You and I are invisible and can walk
around and observe fﬁr as long as we like. Go now, and when you have seen your
fill, return here to me.” .

Whercupon the widc-eyed little boy began to look around. It was a beautiful
day, the sun warm and bright, the grass-and trees green and alive, and th= air fresh
and fragrant. Directly in front of him was a large and impressive buijlding shaped
like a huge cube and completely covered all around with a shining blue metal. There
were no windows of any kind and only onc wide door atop a large, white stone stair-
way on one side of the building. Ally was amazed by such a magnificent place to
acquire wisdom and greatness.
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Hearing voices and lauchter, Ally noticed groups of children v:r;r much like
himself approaching the building from all around. Remembering that he was in-
visible, Ally only watched and waited. As they neared the big door, the groups

became much quieter and more serious looking. Certainly these dedicated children
were on their way to acquire wisdom. Joining a group, Ally followed thein into the
great building.

The inside of the building was equally surprising and equally different from
anything Ally had ever imagined. First, it was much cooler inside than it had been
out of doors and very much quieter. There were no shadows, and everywhere
seemed to be filled with a cool, white light emanating from the walls and ceiling.
Ally found himself in a long hallway surrounded by quiet, hurrying children who

- were disappearing right and left into doors on cither side of the corridor. Standing
by each door was a grownup person who smiled at each child as he ducked through
a doorway. These grownups were very wisc and serious looking, and Ally felt awed
in the presence of such obviously powerful and wise people.

Remembering he could not be seen, Ally followed some children into one of
the rooms, very curious about what was happening. Inside were rows and rows of
small childrensized desks, and every child scemed to know just which onec was his.
Soon the grownup lady closed the door and sat at her large desk in front. Everyone
was quict. Once seated she began to call every child by name and make marks in a
book. Ally stood in a comer for there were no empty desks anywhere in the room.
Soon the lady began to tell a wonderful story about a very important man who lived
long ago. At first Ally listened very closely, hoping to acquirc some wisdom himself:
but the lady continued to talk about the man, what he had done, where he had lived
and how he had looked and felt. As much as he wanted to learn more about this
great man, Ally also wanted to see what was going on in the many other interesting
rooms. :

Leaving the room with the lady talking about the great man, he went down the
corridor and into a second room. In this room the children were learning how to
paint. Each child had a picture on the table before him and was copying it free hand
on drawing paper. Ally looked at everyone’s work and marvelled at what good
artists they must be. One child had drawn a clever and funny picture that was very
different from the one in front of him. As Ally watched, the growhup man, who
Ally knew must be a very great artist and teacher, came over to comment on the
chiid’s funny picture. The teacher helped the child saying, “Let me show you how
to make the picture like the other children so that you can learn the technique of a
great artist,”

Ally visited one room after another in this great place of wisdom. Everywhere
he saw how quiet, happy and busy the children were; how impressive, Xnowledge-
able, kind and surc the grownup teachers were; how carefully knowledge was passed
on te the children: and, finally, how sure and *vell orpanized was this path toward
wisdom. At last a bell rang somewhere, and all the children began to leave the build-
ing. Ally was tired after his long and exciting visit and went outdoors to find the
genie.



Outside the sun was setting and the day drawing toward its close. As the
children left the ‘building, they joined into groups laughing and running, just as they
had in the morning when he had first noticed them. The genie was precisely where
Ally had left him and Ally wondered if the genie’s day had been as fascinating and
exciting as his.

The genie said, “It has bren a long day, Ally, and you are tired. We will go

“home now. Today you have se=n one of the paths to wisdom. Tomorrow you'll see

another.” With that the genie waved his arms. The cloud formed around them once
more, and they were whisked home by the wind.

The next day Ally and the genie met again in the woods.

“Today, Ally,” said the genie, “you will see another path to wisdom. Give it
the same careful attention as you have the first one so you can choose freely and
rightly.”

“All right.” said Ally, and immediately they were carried away by the wind and
the cloud.

Again Ally found himself in an equally strange and unusual place. Receiving
the same instructions from the genic, he set out to see and learn as much as he could
abonut this second path. To be sure, it was hard for Ally to imagine any greater a
path toward wisdom than the one he had seen the previous day. Looking about, he
found himself again to be in a bright, cheerful, sunny place with trees, grass, and
birds, and many happy, noisy children all around.

time the bulldmg was lgu- and flat and spread aut w:th many gard:ns and paths It
was a beautiful building, designed to blend with the natural setting and made mostly
of glass and metal. There were many children about, some entering or leaving the
building through many doors: but most were in small groups scattered about. There
were a few casually dressed grownups outside as well, some talking with each other,
others at the center of some of the children’s groups, laughing, talking, and waving
their hands about in the air.

a wanderful stary ‘about a j-reat t;xty EE"Ed Rame and the fantasnc thmg that went
on there. She was interrupted many times by children’s eager questions; but often
another child would shout out what he thought could be the answer, and all would
" 1dugh as the story got under way again.

] Sonn the story ended and Ally wandered into the beautiful building. A soft,

wann light filled the halls; and quiet music filled the air. Again there was much
husile and bustle and many children in the halls and rooms, but the laughter and
nois: of the outside continued everywhere.



Eagerly, Ally entered one of thie rooms where severa! groups of children were
playing. The room abounded in color and sound, and the walls and shelves were
decorated with many things the children had mads. One group was making pretty
pots out of clay. They had picturcs.of ali sorts or pots and cups and were busily
working on the different patterns. One child was having trouble making his clay
work right; and one of the grownups came to Lelp him. Ally heard the teacher say,
“It doesn’t have to be exactly like the picure, Bcbby. There are many ways to make
pots when you know how. See if you can figure out how to make a better pot than
the one in the picture.”

Ally saw many things happening in the different rooms. Children were leamning
to do many things. Everywhere he saw busy children acquiring wisdom as they
playzd; how clever and friendly the teachers were; and finally, how individual and
flexible was this path toward wisdom.

Soon shadows began to grow in the rooms, children began to drift off home-
wards, and quietness settled over the playground. Ally watched the children gather
up their things, say goodbye to the grownup teachers, and run outside with a yell ta
their friends. Ally, too, left the building and returned to the genie who was waiting
precisely witere Ally had left him. Once again he wondered if the genie’s day had
been as fascinating as his own.

“Hello, Ally” said the genie, “it really has been a long day and you must be
tired. Now it is time to go home.” And with a gust of wind and a great cloud, home
they were.

“Ally, 1 have granted your first wish as best I could and you have now seen two
paths toward wisdom and greatness. Go home and get some sleep after your long
day: but spend tomorrow thinking very hard about your second wish. Tomorrow
night we will meet again. Good Luck, Ally!”

With that the genie vanished.

PLEASE TURN OVER

938



INSTRUCTIONS (Read these before going on)

Ally is only a small boy and is faced with a vers difficult decision.
Obviously there is much to be said about each path. Can we help Ally?
Suppose he could wish for only the best parts of each path ts make his
own path? What should he request? Let us pretend that we must decide
for Ally and consider the qualities of the two paths best for him.

Here is a list of thirty pairs of path qualities. Indicate how you
think Ally should choose in every case. AIthGugh you will have as much
time as you need to complete the 1list, it is best to work quickly. Mark
your answers as demonstrated in the sample question.

Sample question:
1) Ally should remember the genie was:
A) a very good genie
E) a very tricky genie

Mostly agree Moderataly Agree 1 & Moderately Mostly agree

with A agree with A % with both agree with E with E
A&E
A B c D | E

Use the A - E scale on the response sheet to mark your preference.
Columns A and B refer to the first choice. Column C indicates a blend
of both choices. Column D and E refer to the second choice.

For example, if you thought that Ally should remember the genie was
moderately good, you would mark B for question number 1 on the response
sheet. A B c D E .

However, if you thought Ally should remember he was a very, very, tricky
genie you would mark E for question number 1, A B € D E

If you felt that Ally should feel that the genie was ne;ther very gaad
nor very tricky you would mark C. A B C D E

-
=

¥ ) — S — éxk S—— ——
Please proceed now. Respond to all thirty questions on the next six
pages, marking only one space on the resporise sheet for each numbered
item. Refer back to these instructions if fﬁu experience any
difficulty.

& K
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~ g

Ally wculd do better in a classroom

1)

3)

where the éhi1dﬁen;

A) are respectful of the rules of good
classroom conduct, and know they should
wait their turns to talk or ask
questions. -

E) should speak out freely, addressing
friend and/or the teacher at will
when the need arises.

where everything is:

A} "kept neat and orderly in the room.

E) less organized but convenient and
available.

‘where the activities are more:
A) informal, relaxed, and unstructured.

E) organized, structured, and planned.

Ally should be aware

4)

5)

that wisdom usually:

A) comes easily with feelings of
satisfaction and competence

E) 1is acquired through hard work
and discipline

that the greatness stemming from wisdom
1ies mastery of:

A) the form of knowledge - that is, how
it can be used.

E) the content of knowledge - that is, its
-indepth acquisition.

PLEASE TURN OVER

101



Ally would best profit

6) from teachers who would try to:

A) c¢hannel his energies along accepted
pathways:
E) encourage him to find his own special
paths.
L 7) from teachers who believe:
A) 1learning is easy and children
naturally want to learn
E) 1learning is difficult and that children
often don't appreciate its value,
— 8) ir a classroom where the children are
mestly
A) attentive Tisteners and diligent
workers who show respect for learning.
E) active participants and enthusiastic
workers, aware that the value of
education is what they make it.
The best teachers try
o 9) to present material:
A) in unusual, varied ways.
E) 1in ways known to work.
R 10. to evaluate children:

A) on what they know and have learned.

E) on what they do and how they do it.
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Ally would do best to choose:

11.

13.

a school that:

A) prepares-him for specific roles in
adult Tife.

E) prepares him to choose among possible
roies in adulthood.

a teacher who sees his relationship
to students as:

A) a friend and older respected comrade.

E) an instructor, "question answerer" and
helper.

a school designed as:

A). a transmitter of man's achievement's
carrying his past into his future.

E) a building built around the needs and
experiences of the people who use it.

4. a place where learning proceeds mostly:

A) independent of personal relationships
with the teacher.

E) idnclusive of personal relationships
with the teacher.

In addition Ally needs to be aware, that
15. history is the study of:
A) events, when and how they happened.
E) people's approaches to problems cc%-
fronting them.
16. science is:

A) the setting forth and determination of
of the laws of the universe.

E) the ordering and interpreting of man's
experience in ways he can understand.

PLEASE TURN OVER
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In_addition Ally needs to be aware, that (con't)

17. music is primarily:

A) the sequences, urrangements, and
relationships between the notes.

E) the properties, characteristics and
order of the individual notes.

Ally would do better

18. with teachers who try to:

A) encourage the child to experience life
for himself.

E) encourage the child to engaye in
experiences known to be useful in
adulthood.

19. 1in classrooms:

A) that contain few distractions from
learning and the work at hand.

E) where spontaneity is enhanced by
interesting diversions.

20. with teachers who try to put across:
A) important fdeas and facts.
E) ways of dealing with facts.

When possible, school classes should be held:

21. A) in-doors.

E) out-of-doors.

It is the primary task of the teacher to

22. A) pass along knowledge and vaiues of
society to the students.

E) encourage the students to fcrm new

~ knowledge and values from available
information.
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23. A) maintain the proper distance between

- T T = = themselves and their students.
E) try to interact with the children on
their Tevel.
Ally should choose a school
— 24. where the most emphasis is placed on:
A) finding and using the facts.
E) knowing and explaining the facts.
Concerning wisdom, Ally should know that
— 25. knowledge is:
A) inherent in the universe.
E) contrived through experience,
o 26. the importance of learning is:

A) the preparation for work and later
life.

E) the enhancement of immediate
experience.

e 27. a theory is a:

A) tentative hypothetical construct based
on the ideas, hunches, and intuitions
of the scientist.

E) a rigorous analytical model deduced by
the scientist from direct observations,
measurements, and other empirical data.

—_— 28. the important thing is to:

A) find your own way to do something.

E) Tlearn the right way to do something.
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The wisdom A11y obtains in_school shgqu be

,r1mar1T

%

29. A) his own gained from experience.

E) that of his teachers and great
scholars.

The school should primarily

30. A) shape, channel, and direct the
students' energies.

E) gratify, please, and motivate
student effort.

THE END
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TEACHER CONCERNS CHECKLIST

Frances F. Fuller
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
‘The University of Texas at Austin

Name

DIRECTIONS: This checklist is des1gned to explore what teachers are
concerned about at different points in their careers. There are, of
course, no right or wrong answers; each person has his or her own
concerns.

We consider you to be "concerned" about a thing if you think about it

frequently and would like to do something about it personally. You are
not concerned about a thing simply because you believe it is important
-- if it seldom crosses your mind, if you are satisfied with the current
state of affairs, do not say you are concerned about it. You may be
concerned about problems, but you may also be concerned about
opportunities which cﬂu?d be realized. You may be concerned about
things you are not currently dealing with, but only if you anticipate
dea11ng with them and frequently think abaut them from this point of
view. In short, you are concerned about it if you often think about it

and would like to do something about it.

On the following pages, you will find statements about some things
related to teaching. Read each statement. Then ask yourself: WHEN I
THINK ABOUT MY TEACHING, HOW MUCH AM I CONCERNED ABOUT THIS?

If you are not concerned about that now, circle “1".
If you are a little concerned, circle "2".

If you are moderately concerned, circle. "3".

If you are very concerned, c‘rcle "gn,

And if you are extremely cuncerned circle "5".



WHEN I THINK ABOUT MY TEACHING, HOW MUCH AM I CONCERNED ABOUT THIS?
1 = Not concerned 5= Extremely Concerned
1. Lack of respect of some students. ' :l 2 3 4 5

2. Standards and regulations set for
teachers. 1 2 3 45

3. Selecting and teaching content well. 1 2 3 4 5

4. The mandated curriculum is not
appropriate for all students. 1 2 3 4 5

5. Whether students are learning what
they should. 1 2 3 45

6. MWhether the students really like me
or not. 1 2

[ %]
B
N

7. Increasing students' feelings of
accomplishment. 1

({4
L
o
o

£. The nature and quality of instructional
materials. 1

L

9. Where I stand as a teacher.

L T [

‘ 1
10. Motivating students to study. 1
1

[ ]

11. Working productively with other teachers.

[
L I T R P N N
oW o

12. Lack of instructicnal materials. 1

12. Rapid rate of curriculum and instructional
change. 1 2 3 4 5

14. Feeling under pressure too much of the
time.

—
]
‘w‘
H
o

15. The routine and inflexibility of the -
situation. 0 1 2 3 4 5

16. Becoming too personally involved with ' o
students. 1 2 3 45

17. Maintaining the appropriate degree of
class control. 1

18. Acceptance as a friend by students. 1

L™ . | My

19. Understanding the principal's policies. 1

W oW W W
FIY S Y
L T ]

P
(4,1

20. The wide range of student achievement. 1
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1 = Not Concerned 5

Extremely Concerned

21. Doing well when a supervisor is present. 1 2 3 4 5°

2Z. Meeting the needs of different kirds of

students. 1 2 3 4 5
23. Being fair and impartial. 1 2 3 4 5
24. Diagnosing student learning problems. 1 2 3 4 5
25. Getting a favorable evaluation of ny )

teaching. 1 2 3 4 5
26. Being asked personal questions by

my students. 1 2 3 4 5
27. Too many noninstructicnal duties. 1 2 3 4 5
28. Insuring that students grasp subject

matter fundamentals. l1 2 3 4 5
29. Hérking with too many students each day. 1 2 3 4 5
30. Challenging unmotivated students. l1 2 3 4 5
31. The values and attitudes of the current

generation. 1 2 3 4 5
32. Adapting myself tc the needs of different

students. 1 2 3 4 5
33. Whether students can apply what they

learn. 1 2 3 4 5
34. \Understanding the philcsophy of the ,

school. ; 1 2 3 4 5
35. Students who disrupt class. 1 2 3 4 5
36. Instilling worthwhile concepts and

© values. 1 2 3 4 5

37. How students feel about me. 1 2 3 4 5
38. Student health and nutrition problems o

that affect learning. 1 2 3 4 5

39. The psychological climate of the school. 1 2 3 4 5

40. (Clarifying the limits of my authority ) )
and responsibility. 1 2 3 4 5

L)
F-
Ly

41. Assessing and reporting student progress. 1 2
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1 = Not Concerned 5 = Extremely Concerned

42. Chronic absence and dropping out of

students. 1 2 3 4 5
43. Lack of academic freedon. 1 2 3 4 5
44. Teach1n§ required content to :tudents of
varied background. 1 2 3 4 5
45. Student use of drugs. 1 2 3 4 5
46. Feeling more adequate as a teacher. 1 2 3 4 5
47. Guiding students toward intellectual and
emotional growth. 1 2 3 4 5
48. Being accepted and respected by pro-
fessional persons. 1 2 3 4 5
49. Adequately presenting all of the required
material. 1 2 3 4 5
50, Slow progress of certain students. 1 2 3 45
51. My ability to present ideas to the class. 1 2 3 4 5
52. Helping students to value learning. 1 2 3 4 5
53. Whether each student is getting what
he needs. 1 2 2 4 5
s4. JIncreasing my proficiency in content. 1 2 3 4 5
55. Recognizing the social and emotional
needs of students. 1 2 3 4 5
56. The wide diversity of student ethnic and
socioeconomic backgrounds. 1 2 3 4 5

Please use the rest of this page for any comments. These may be about
the questionnaire in general, about specific items or about any
additioral concerns you may have.




List of Items Loading on Each Factor

of the Teacher Concerns Checklist

self
1. Lack of respect of some students.

6.

9.
16.
17.
18.
19.
21.
25.

Whether the students ;eaiiy 1ike me or not.

Where I stand as a teacher.

Becuming too perscnally involved with studerts.
Maintaining the appropriate degree of class control.
Acceptance as a friend by students.

Understanding the principal's policies.

Doing well when a 5upéfviso? is present,

Getting a favorable evaluation of my teaching.

Being asked personal questions by my students.

The values and attitudes of the current generation.
Understanding the philosophy of the school.

Students who disrupt class.

How students feel about me.

Clarifying the limits of my authority and responsibility.
Feeling more adequate as a teacher.

Being accepted and respected by professional persons.
Adequately presenting all of the required material.
My ability to present ideas to the class.

Increasing my proficiency in content. .

o
=
‘P.c.



List of Items Loading on Each Factor of the Teacher Concerns Checklist, cont.

Task

2. Standards and regulations set for teachers.

12. Lack of instructional materials.

13. Rapid rate of curricu%um and instructional change.
14. Feeling under pressure too much of the time.

15. The routine and inflexibility of the situatién_
27. Too many noninstructional duties.

29. HWorking with too many students each day.

Impact

3. Selecting and teaching content well.

4. The mandated curriculum is not appropriate for all students,
5. Whether students are learning what they should.

7. Increasing students' feelings of accomplishment.

8. The nature and quality of instructional materials.

10. Motivating students to study.

11. Working productively with other teachers.

20. The wide range of student achievement.

2Z. Meeting the needs of different kinds of students.

23. Being fair and impartial.

Z24. Diagnosing student learning problems.

28. Insuring that students grasp subject matter fundamentals.
30. Challenging unmotivated students.

32. Adapting myself to the needs of different students.

11z




List of Items Loading on Each Factor of the Teacher Concerns Checklist, cont.

Impact (cont.)

33. Whether students can apply what they learn.

36. Instilling worthwhile concepts and values.

38. Student health and nu£}ition problems that affect learning.
39. The psychological climate of the school.

41. Assessing and reporting student progress.

43. Lack of academic freedom.

44, Teaching required Ecnteni to students of varied background.
45. Student use of drugs.

47. éuiding students toward inteliectual and emotional growth.
50. Slow progress of certain students.

52. Heiping students to value learning.

53. Whether each student is getting what he needs.

55. Recognizing the social and emotional needs of students.

56. The wide diversity of students ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds.




Sex: M F Name /Number __ o L

Grade/Level I

SELF-PERCEPTION INVENTORY (T)

Form SC

w3

People are different in the ways they think about themselves. We are imterested
in discovering what kind of teacher you believe yourself to be like &t this moment.
Therefore, you are requested to describe yourself, as you now are, by placing a check in
one of the four .paces on the line between two words which are opposite in meaning. Each
line represents how well the adjective fits your perception of your self as a teacher.

quiet F/{

Example:

- . I loud

 : more
loud
than =
quiet :

W
=
[ 1 H. f
o om
rr
LT O R O T T
(L T T T
pgy
]
i
[ =M

C LI L TR T T
o
R-:
o EQ
n\

Look at the words at both ends of the line before you decide where to place your
checkmark. Work rapidly; give your first reaction to the items, since your first
answer 1s likely to be the best. Please do not omit any items and mark each item only
once. Remember: there are no right or wrong ansvers--only answers which best describe
yourself as a teacher.

(1) accepting 2 _ _ ) — rejecting (1),
(2) epproving L _ s — ;_ _ R criticsl (2)
(3) articulste I WE I N " insrticulate (3
(4) cheerful ——— _ ; - sullen )
(5) coanpetent s ﬂ;ﬁ — incompetent )
(6) considerate - s ; ,, = , 7 inconsiderate (6)
(7) consistent — 5 ,77?_47;:7 e inconsistent (7)
(8) cooperative — N ; — uncooperative (8)
(9) courteous —— ; ) : sarcastic (9
(10) creative — ; o imitative (10)
(11) democratic . ,; — sutocratic (11)

(12) dynamic R S S S 7 passive (12)

-
-
Iy




{13) enthusiastic , P t B indifferent (13)

(14) even-tempered —— : irritable (14)

(15) fair — R L H - unfair (15)
(16) flexible o 3 . rigid - (16)
(17) friendly I B N 7§W”;;;7 . unfriendly Qa7

{i8) humble . I L overbearing (18)

w o oww fow ww fow oww fuw o B oww fuw wn

{13} industrious - s . lazy -{19)

(20) 1informed R o uninformed (20)

(21) Just .. — A S punitive (21)

(22) lenient _ . ! _ strict (22)

(23) msture immature (23)

Lt ] _ untidy {24)

© {24} neat - 7 3

»
| .
LEE T T T T
L]

(25) optimistic - : pessimistic (25)

(26) organized — s : _ unorganized (26)

{27) out-going _ o A o withdrawn (273

(28) patient o __ ) : _ impatient (28)

(29) pleasant _ N S Ha : unpleasant 29

(30) poised oz : awkward {(30)

(31) respecting — st ] disparaging (31)

_ - insecure {(32)

(32) self-confident =

(33) sociable . : : i L shy {33)

(34) stimulating -: H

) _t . dull (34)
(35) tolerant — s __ o intolerant (35) -
(36) wunderstanding : : I S unsympathetic (36)

Copyright: Dr. Anthony T. Soares & Dr. Louise M, Soares,
1965, 1970; revised 1975. '
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HUNT'S
PARAGRAPH COMPLETION

Name __
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Directions

You are asked to write at least three sentences on each of the topics in
this booklet. You should spend no more than three minutes writing on
each tépic or a total of 15 minues on a'! five. It might be useful to
use a timer or check your watch. Friease try to indicate as accurately
as possible how you feel about the topic rather than how you think
others feel or how you think one should feel. Begin with the first
sentence stem. Write for three minutes. Turn the page and write for
three minutes on the secona topic, and so so. Do not go back over your
work. Tnere is no need for editing.

Thank you for your coope:ration.

PLEASE TURN OVER
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1. What I think about rules...

118




Z. When I am criticized...

PLEASE TURN OVER
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4. When somecone disagrees with me...




5. When I am told what to do...

PLEASE TURN OVER
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6.

When I am not sure...

122



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o Al N
GROuUP

_EMBEDDED _
7HGUHESTEST

Name —— __Sex___ . __

Today's date - — — Birth date — I

INSTRUCTIONS: This is a test of yaur abilify to find a simple form when
it is hidden within a complex pattern.

Here ls a simple form which we have Iabaled "Xt

>

This simple form, named "X", is hidden within the more complex figure
below:

=
/

\

samplsx hgura ss when l! appeared alune.

When you linish;- turn the fg éa check your solution.

L]



This is the correct salutmn, with the simple form traced over the lines
of the complex figure: '

Note that the top righ-hand triangle is the correct one; the top lefi-hand
lriangle is similar, but laces in the oppostle direction and is therefore nol

Now ry anolher praclice problem. Find and trace ihe simpla lorm named
“Y" in the complex figure below it;

Y

QE pyright 1871 by Cansulilng Paychalogisis le I, Pnnlld in tha United Statax
& Ameiich. All tights reserved. This beakiul or pans thareal fay pol be ripredutes
I &ny loim wilhoul parmbision of iha publither,

o194

Solution;

in the following pages, roblems lika the ones above will appear. On
each page you will see a complex figure, and under il will be a letler
corresponding 10 the simple form which is hidden in it, For each problem,
ook al the BACK COVER o this booklet to see which simpla form 1o
find. Then try o trace it in pencil over the lines of the complex figure.
Nole these points:

1. Look back at the simple forms as often as necessary.
2, ERASE ALL MISTAKES.

3, Do the problems in order, Dont skip a problem unless you are abso-
lulely "sluck” on il,

4, Trace ONLY ONE SIMPLE FORM IN EACH PROBLEM, You may see
more than one, but just trace ona of them,

5, The simple form is always present in the complex figure in the SAME
SIZE, the SAME PROPORTIONS, and FACING IN THE SAME DIREC-
TION as it appears on the back cover of this booklet.

6. You nust time this test yourself,

scction are as follows:

First section = 2 minutes

Second section - 5 minutes

Third section - 5 minutes
Correct timing 1s crucial to dccurate scoring, Few
people finish all of any section. [ease phserve the
limits, Youp canperat1on is crucfal and appréciéted;

Time Timits for each



FIRST SECTION 2 rruemutiar

)

NI

Find Simple For~ ~B"

Find Simple Form "G"

Go on lo the next page
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Find Simple Form D"

4 ——
Find Simple Form “E”
' Go on lo the nexi page
. -
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Find Simpla Form "C"

Find Simple Form “F*

Go on lo lhe next page
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Firsd Simple Feorm “A"

PLEASE-STOP-Wait-for
fuetherinstructions.

11
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‘ SECOND SECTION & mmmul2e

_ Find Simple Form "G"

2
Find Simple Form “A"
Go onlo the next  page
Wa Ve -13
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Find Simpig Form “G*

Find Simple Form “E"

Go on lo the next page
. 15




Find Simple Form "B”

Y )

N
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Find Simple Form “C"

Go on o thethext page
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

7 T ~
Find Simpla Form “E”

Find Simole Form D"

Go on to the next page
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Find Simple Form “H"

HEEASE-STOP-Wait tar
furthar-insiructions.
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THIRD SECTION

Find Simple Form “f'

mple Form "G"

Find Si
L]

Go on to the next page
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Find, Simple Form “E"

Go on to the next paga
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Find Simple Form "B"

Find Simp!2 Form “E”
.

Go on o the next page
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Find Simple Form “A"

o

Fipd Simple Form “C"

Go .'7 to the next psée

29
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Find Simple Form "A"




SIMPLE FORMS
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Arthur Blumberg
David J. Kleinke

School Of Education

TEACHER WORK-LIFE INVENTORY

The items listed below represent a variety of ways that teachers
might describe their 1ife at work in a school. What you are asked to do
here is to think about your job as a teacher and then, using the scale

" below, rate each item relative to how sharply it stands out +in your mind
as a descriptor of your work-life. Please circle your response on each
item. The scale is:

As T think about my work-life as a teacher,
this feature of it stands out:

VS Very sharply for me

QS Quite sharply for me

LS A little sharply for me

NA Not at all
1. Tension 1. V§ QS LS NA
2. Fast pace 2. VS Q5 LS NA

VS QS LS NA

[

3. Colleagueship

-9

4. Being powerful VS Q5 LS NA

5. Repetitive activity VS QS LS NA

o wm
» »

VS Q5 LS NA

o
»
a

ormal relationships
7. Loneliness VS Q5 LS 'NA

8. Frustrating circumstances VS QS LS5 NA

L] o ~J

9. Opportunities for advancement V§ QS LS NA
10. Maintaining order 10. VS Q5 LS NA
11. Immediacy of demands 11. V5§ Q5 LS NA
12. Exciterment 12. V5 QS LS NA
13. Feeling supported 13. V5 QS LS NA

14. Kids 14. VS QS LS NA

PLEASE TURN OVER

14j]




13. Conflict 15, VS QS LS NA
16. Sense of prestige z 16. VS QS LS MNA
17. Boredom 17. V§ Q5 LS NA

18. People as superiors and sub-
ordinates 18. V8§ QS LS NA

19. Feelings of failure "19. VS QS LS KA
20. Busyness 20. VS QS LS NA
21. Feeling financially poor 21. VS QS LS NA
22. Feeling emotionally drained 22. ¥S QS LS NAA
23. Being appreciated 23. VS QS LS NA
24. Dealing with problems 24. V5 QS LS NA
25. Isolation from peers 25. VS Q5 LS HNA
26. Opportunities to help 6. VS QS LS NA
27. Autonomy 7. V§ QS LS NA
28. Specified procedures 26. VS QS LS NA
29. Fatigue 29. VS Q5 LS NA
30. Life by the clock 30. VS QS LS NA
31. Fun 3. V8§ Q5 LS NA
32. Making important decisions 32. VS QS LS NA
33. Routine B 33. VS QS LS NA
<34. Representing formal values 34. VS Q5 LS NA
35. Sense of security 35. VS QS5 LS NA
36. Being responsible for others  36. VS QS LS NA
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List of Items Loading on Each Factor

of the Teacher Work-Life Inventory

Institutional Constraints

Tenéian

Fast pace

Frustrating circumstances
Conflict

Busyness

Feeling emotionally drained
Specified procedures

Fatigue

Rewards

3.
12.
13.
14.
23.
31.
32.

Colleagueship
Excitement
Feeling supported
Kids

Being appreciated
Fun

Making important decisions

School Norms

5.
Eé
9.

Repetitive activity
Formal relationships
Opportunities for advancement

Maintaining order

_Norms (cont.)

Yol
o

33.
34,

People as superiors and

suborcirates )
Opportunities to help
Specified procedures
Routine

Representing formal values

Dissatisfaction

8.

Frustrating circumstances

Immediacy of demands

Conflict

Boredom

People as superiors and
subordinates

Feelings of failure

Dealing with problems

Isolation from peers

Executive Responsibilities

- 24,

26.
32.
34.
35.
36.

Dealing with problems
Opportunities to help
Making important decisions
Representing formal values
Sense of security

Being responsible for others
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Expectation Scales
ST Expectations

CT Expectations

US Expectations
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STUDENT TEACHIMNG EXPECTATIOM SCALE

Directions: For the following aspects of your student teaching
experience, please indicate the relationship between what you expected
and what actually occurred during student teaching. Circle the
appropriate resgcnse. .

More than The same as Less than

I expected I expected I expected

I liked seeing my students make 1 2 3 4 5
academic prcgress. .

I liked seeing my students make 1 2 3 4 5
sccial progress.

[a]
ad
o+
o

1 liked interacting with my 1
students.

1 liked managing behavior 1 2 3 4 5
problems.

I 1iked grading. 1 2 3 4 5

I 1iked the time spent on 1 2 3 4 5
planning lessons.

Better than As well as Not as well
I expected I expected as I expected

I was able to present the subject 1 2 3 4 5
matter so that the students )
understood.

I related personally to the students. 1 2 3 4 5

was able to meet individual .1 2 3 4 5
students' needs.

i

I was able to handle behavior 1 2 3 4 5
problems.

I established myself as a. teacher. 1 2 3 4 5




For the following items indicate whether the TIHE you spent was more

than you expected, the same as you expected or less than you expected.

More than The same as Less than

1 expected as I expected [ expected
Time spent at the school (not the 1 2 4 5
university).

Lad

Time spent at home working on 1 2 3 4 5
student teaching matters.

Time spent preparing lesson plans. 1 2

]

Time spent in classroom teaching. 1
Time spent grading students' work. 1

Time spent in routine paper work, 1

WooWw W W W
Y S -
U Ly | LAy} L

Time spent conferring with 1
individual students.

Time spent in extracurricular 1 2 3 4 5
activities with your students,

o

Time spent in contact with parents. 1 2 3 4

Time spent with your ccoperating/ 1 2 3 4 5
master teacher.

Time spent with your university 1 2 3 4 5
supervisor.

Time spent with other student 1 2 3 4 5
teachers.

How valuable to your student teaching were the following preparatery
experiences: _ 7
' Very Somewhat Not at all
Valuable Valuable Valuable

(4]

3 4 5

Observations in classrooms prior ]
to student teaching

[
[
P
L%y ]

Reading Ketheds Course 1

Math Methods Course 1

P (]
[ )
Y
un

Other lMethods Course 1
(please specify)

(8]
Lad
I
L

Educational Psychology Course 1

I plan to teach after my ﬁertifigatijﬁgég YES NO




COOPERATING TEACHER EXPECTATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Directions: For the followipg aspects of your supervising/master
teaching experiences, please indicate the relationship between your
expectations and the actual experience. Circle the appropriate
response, .
More than The same as Less than
I expected 1 expected I expected
I Tiked working with my student 1 2 3 4 5
teacher, .
The time I spent planning lessons 1 2 3 4 Z
with my student teacher was :

The time I spent observing my student 1 2 3 4 5

teacher was

-
Mo
w
oo
L5y}

The tine I spent giving feedback to 1
My student teacher was

The time I spent {in conference with 1 2 3 4 5
my student teacher was - :
The time I spent in contact with the )
university supervisor/coordinator 1 2 3 4 5
was
Better than ° As well as  Not as wel]
I expected I expected as I expected

The student teacher was prepared for 1 2 3 4 5
student teaching.

The student teacher acquired a sense 1 2 3 4 5
of the classroom routines.

L
oW
o
L8y ]

The student teacher assumed responsi- 1
- bility for instruction.
The student teacher assumed responsi- 1 2 3 4 5
bility for clasiroom ifanagement.

The stucent teacher got to know the 1 2 3. 4 5
pupils.

‘The student teacher assumed responsi- 1 2 3 4 5
bility for grading/eva?uating :
pupils' class work.

The student teacher assumed responsi- 1 2 3 4 5
bility for planning.

149




For the following items indicate whether the TIHE you spent was more
than you expected, the seame as you expected or less than you expected.

More than The same as Less than
1 expected as ] expected 1 expected

Time spent at the school (not the 1 2 3 4 5
university). - ’

Time spent at home working on 1 2 3 4 5
student teaching matters.

Time spent preparing lesson plans. 1
Time spent in classroom teaching. 1-.
Time spent grading students' work.

Time spent in routine paper work.

™M O O™ MW
WoWw W W W
(44} L9, o LUn oy

Time spent conferring with 1
. individual students.
activities with your students.
Time spent in contact with parents. 1 2 3 4 5

Time spent with your ccoperating/ 1 2 3 4 5--
master teacher.

Time spent with your university 1 2 3 "4 5
supervisor.

Time spent with other student 1 2 3 4 5
teachers.

How valuable to your student teaching were the following preparatcry
experiences: : )

Very - Somewhat Not at all
Valuable Valuable Valuable

Observations in classrooms prior 1 2 3 4 5
to student teaching

Reading Metheds Course ' 1 2 3 4 5
Math Methods Course 1 2 3 4 5

Other Methods Course 1 2 3 . 4 5
(please specity) : é

n

Educational Psychology Course 1 2 3 4
1 plan to teach after my Eertifi:aticn YES NO
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Better than As well as Hot as well as
1 expected 1 expected - I expected

The student teacher was able,to 1 2 3 4 5
handle behavior problems.

The student teacher was able to 1 2 3 4 5
indivicualize instruction. .

I was able to work as a colleague 1 2 3 4 5
with the student teacher.

The university supervisor/coordi- 1 2 3 4 5 7

nator provided competent super-




UNIVERSITY SUPERVISOR EXPECTATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE

£

Directions:

For the following aspects of Yyour supervising experiences, please indicate
the relationship between your expectations and the actyal experience. Circle
the appropriate response.

Better than The same as Not as well Not
I expected I expected as I expectad AppTic.

In general last semester's 7
supervising experience was 1 2 3 4 -5 6

My interactions with my student ) 7 )
teachers were 1 2 3 4 5 6

My interactions with the master/ )
supervising teachers were 1 2 3 4 5 6

The supervising/master teacher 7 B
provided competent supervisjon 1 2 3 4 5 6
for the student teacher.

The student teacher acouired the ) 7
skills of teaching. 1 2 3 4 i) 6

More than The same as Less than Not
I exnected 1 expected I expected Applic.

The time I spent observing was 1 2 3 4 5 6

The time I spent in providing ) , )
feedback was - 1 2 3 4 5 6
The time required by my seminars . , )
was 1 2 3 4 5 6
The time I spent in grading ) - ) )
seminar students' work was 1 2 3 4 5 6

The time I spentlwith the super- ) )
vising/master teacher was 1. 2 3 4 5 6

The time I spent handling routine
matters for the university or ‘
the schools was 1 2 , 4 5

(]
[,

Do you have any other comments
about your éxpectations vis a
Vis your experience this semester?
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Performance Rating Scales

ST
ST
cT
T
cT
us
us
us

by CT and US (1I)

by
by
by
by
by
by
by

Self (III)
ST (I)
us (II)
Self (III)
ST (1)
CT (II)
Self (III)

[
)

o



Student Teacher Scale by both CT and US (11)

Please think about your work this semester with the student teacher. Consiger
— 7 “each of"the following statements very carefully. As far as possible make a
precise judgment about the degree to which this person's behavior is similar or
dissimilar to each statement. Please indicate your exact degree of agreement or
disagreement, . )
Stroengly - Neutral Strongly Mo
Agree Disagree Information

1. The student teacher was
not acequately prepared 1 2 3 4 5 6
for class.

2. The student teacher or-
ganized materials so they 1 2 3. 4 5 6
were available when needed. :

3. The student teacher created
an enjoyable classroom at- 1 2 3 4 5 : 6
mosphere.

4. The student teacher was not
effective in managing 1 2 3 4 5 6
student behavior.

5. The student teacher did not
demonstrate an adequate
knowledge of subject -
matter. 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. The student teacher did not
use a variety of teaching ) ) i
rethods and techniques. 1 2 3 4 5 6

7. The student teacher used
concrete as well as visual
raterials. -

8. The student teacher demon-
strated skill in the use of
Creative and thought-pro-
voking questions. 1 2 '3 4 5 6

9. The student teacher paced
instruction to maintain
student interest. 1

[ah)
[M]
F .9
Ly
Ly ]

10. The student teacher did not

provide adequate feedback

to pupils on their perfor-

mance in the cless. 12 3 4. 5 6

154




Strongly . Neutral Strongly Mo
Agree Disagree "Information

11. The student teacher was rot
sensitive to student diffi-
culties in learning. 1 2 3 4 5 6

12. The student teacher takes
indiviaual differences into
account when planning and
carrying out instruction. 1 2 3 4 5 6

13. The student teacher demon-
strated acceptance of stu-
dents from different cul- -
tural backgrounds. 1 -2 3 - 4 5 6

14. The student teacher did not

(A%
Lk
s
Ln
o

students. 1

15. The student teacher com-
monly practiced self-
gevaluation for the purpose
of improving his/her
teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 6

16. The student teacher initi-
ated cormunication with
colleagues. 1 2 3 4

Ly}
o

17. The student teacher did
not create a learning
atmosphere. 1 2 3 4 5 6

18. The student teacher was not
effective in communicating
with parents. 1 2 3 4 5 6

19. The student teacher was
effective in communicating
with administrators.

—
]
L]
M
n
Loy ]

20. The student teacher used
methods appropriate to the
objective of the lesson. -1 2 3. 4 5 6

The student teacher was

not dependable in attend- : ’
ance at the schecl. 1 2 3 4 5 6

[y ]
et
L]




Strongly Neutral Strongly ~No
Agree - Disagree -.Information

22. The student teacher indepen-
dently developed instruc-
ticnal materials for the
classroor.

[
™y
L
-3
Loy
o

23. The student teacher is ready
to begin their own teaching
assignment. 1 2 3 4 5 6

24. Students were not able to
learn new content and skills
introduced by the student
teacher. 1 2 3 4

(4,
Loy

25. The student teacher was able
to motivate students toward
a learning goal. 1 2 3 4 5 6

26. The student teacher ignored

the specific suggestions

vwhich 1 offered for h1s/hér -

consideration. 1 2 3 4 5 6

27. The student teacher was will-
ing to have me observe his/ )
her teaching frequently. 1 2 3 4 5 6

28. The student teacher was un-
wiliinag to participate in i
all areas of teaching. 1 2 3 ) Lt 6

29. The student teacher was will-

ing to discuss prcb1ems which
arcse. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Student Teacher Scale by Self (III)

Consider carefully the following statements. Indicate your agreement or
disagreement with each staterment as accurately as possible.

Strongly Neutral Strongly
Acree Disagree

1. 1 was not adequatiely prepared 1 2 3 4 5
for class.

2. 1 organized materials so they 1 2 3 4 5
were available when needed. .

3. I created an enjoyable class- 1 2 3 4 5
room atmosphere.

4. 1 was not effective in managing 1 2 3 4 5
student behavior.

5. I did not demonstrate an adequate 1 2 3 4 5
knowledge of subject matter.

. 6. 1 did not use a variety of teaching 1 2 3 4 5

methods and techniques.

7. 1 used concrete as well as visual 1 2 3 4 5
materials.

8. 1 demonstrated skill in the use of 1 2 3 4 5
creative and thought-provoking -
questions. :

9. I paced instruction to maintain 1 2 .3 4 5
student interest.

10. I did not provide adequate feedback 1 2 3 4 5
to pupils on their performance in

. class.

11. I was nct sensitive to student diffi- 1 2 3 4 5
culties in learning.

12. 1 take ingividual differences into 1 2 3 4 5
acccunt when planning and carrying
out instruction.

13. 1 demonstrated acceptance of students 1 2 3 4 5
from different cultural backgrecunds.

14. I did not gain the respect of the 1 2 3 4 5

pupils.
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Strongly Neutral - Strongly
Agree Disagree
15. I commonly practice self- evaluation 1 2 3 4 5.
for the purpose of improving my
teaching.

16. I initiate cocmmunication with
colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5

17. I did not create a learning 1 2 3 4. 5
atmosphere.

[
™
o
-
o

18. I was not effective in communicating
with parents.

19. I was effective in communicating 1 2 3 C 4 5
with administrators,

bt
(]
'
o
n

20. I used methods appropriate to the 1
cbjective of the lesson.

2l. I was not dependable in attendance 1 2 3 4 5
at school.

-
Mo
Lay
-
v

22. 1 incependently ceveloped instruc-
tioral materials for the classroom.

23. 1 am ready to begin my own teaching 1 2 3 4 5
assignment,

24. Students were not able to learn new 1 2 3 4 5
content and skills introduced by me.

e
M
L
=
n

25. I was able to motivate students
toward a learning goal.

26. I ignored the specific suggestions 1 2 3 4 5
. which my supervising/master teacher
offered.

27. ' I was willing to be observed fre- 1 2 3 4 5
quently. -
28. I was unwilling to participzte 1 2 3 4 5

in all aspects of teaching.

)

29. I was willing to discuss problems 1 2 : 4 5
which arose.
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! Cooperating Teacher by Student Teacher (I)

Please think about your work this semester with the master teacher/supervisinc teacher.
Consider each of the following statements very carefully. As far as possible, make a
precise judgment about the degree to which this person's behavior is similar or dissimilzr
to each statement. Please indicate your exact degree of agreement or disagresment.

Strongly Ho
Disagrez Informaticn

Strongly

Agree Neutral

L
[sy]

1. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4
and 1 had frequent conferences.

2. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 3
and 1 had useful conferences.

3. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6
did not provide specific feedback
on my performance.

4. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 -4 5 6
offered spscific suggestions for ”
my consideration.

[ %yl

The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6
was supportive of my teaching

efforts.

6. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 é
did not allow enough independence

for me to develop my own style

of teaching. ;

7. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6
modeled or demonstrated a variety

of teaching methods and techniques

in his/her owun teaching.

8. The maglerlsupervising *eacher 1 y 3 4 5 6
did not provide enco:r-gement to
me on a parsonal basis.

9. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 . 4 5 6
did not observe my teaching fre- :

aguently enough to judge my per-

formance adequately.

[¥al
Loy]

10. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4
encouraged me to participate in
all aspects of teaching (parent
conferences, administrative work,
grading, teaching, etc.).




Strongly e Strongly No
Agree Neutral Disagree Information
11. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6
was not available if problems
arose. :
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Cooperating Teacher by University Supervisor (I1I)

Please think about your work this semester with the master teacher/supervising
teacher. Consider each of the following statements very carefully. As far as
possible make a precise judgment about the degree to which this person's
behavior is similar or discimilar to each statement. Please indicate your exact
degree of agreement or disagreement.

Focus on how the master/supervising teacher worked with the student teacher.

Strongly Neutral . Strongly No
Agree ' Disagree Information

1. The suéervising/master -
teachér ﬂffered spe¢if1c

teacher s cgns1derat19n 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. The supervising/master
teacher did not allow my
student teacher to develop
his/her own style of
teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. The supervising/master

teacher modeled a variety

of teaching methods and

techniques in his/her

own teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 6

4. The supervising/master .
teacher provided my stu-
dent teacher with encour-
agement on a personal basis. 1 2 3 4 5 6

5. The supervising/master
teacher observed my
student teacher fre- : B
quently. 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. The supervising/master
teacher encouraged
the student teacher to
participate in all as-
pects of teaching (par-
ent conferences, adminis-
trative work, grading,

teaching, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. The supervising/master

teacher was available to

discuss problems which )

arose. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Strongly Neutral Strongly . No
Agree Disagree  Information

B. The supervising/master 7
teacher was not supportive ) -
of the student teacher. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Fecus on how the master/supervising teacher worked with you.
9. The supervising/master

teacher was available for
conterences.

oot
)
w
B
n
o

10. The supervising/master
teacher did not contribute )
toward useful conferences. 1 2 3 4 5 6

11. The supervising/master
teacher did not provide
specific feedback on my
performance as a univer-
sity supervisor/coordinater. 1 2

ad
o,
Liy ]
Ly

12. The supervising/master
teacher offered specific
suggestions for my eonsid-
eration. 1 2 3 4 5 6

13. The supervising/master
teacher provided me with
encouragement for my work
with the student teacher.

e
™y
LA
o+
n
L~y

14, The supervising/master
teacher resisted my efforts
at directing the student
teacher's classroom
experience. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Consider the following statements carefully.

Cooperating Teacher by Self (III)

with each statement as accurately as possible.

1,

10.

11.
12.

I had frequent conferences with--
the student teacher.

I had useful conferences with
the student teacher.

1 provided specific feedback to
the student teacher on his/her
performance.

I offered specific suggestions
to the student teacher for his/her
consideration.

I was supportive of the student
teacher's teaching efforts.

I allowed enough independence for
the student teacher to develop
his/her own style of teaching.

I modeled or demonstrated a variety
of teaching methods and techniques
in my own teaching.

I provided encouragement to the
student teacher on a personal
basis.

I observed the student teacher
frequently enough to judge his/her
performance adequately.

I encouraged the student teacher
to participate in all aspects of
teaching (parent conferences,
administrative work, arading,
teaching, etc.)

I was available if problems arose.
1 provided specific feedback to the

university supervisor/coordinator
on his/her performance.

Strongly
Agree

1

[

[ o

N

)

Neutral

e

Indicate your agreement or disagreement

Sirong1y
Disagree

5

wn



i 13.

I 14.

Strongly
Agree

1 offered specific suggestions 1
regarding the student teacher to '
the university supervisor/coordinator
for his/her consideration.

I wes supportive of the university 1
supervisor/coordinator.
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.University Supervisor by Student Teacher (I)

Please think about your work this semester with the university supervisor/coordinator.
Consider each of the following statements very carefully. As far as possible, make a
precise judgment about the degree to which this person's behavior is similar or dissimilar
to each statement. Please indicate your exact degree of agreement or disagreement. :

Strongly No
Disagree Information

Strongly

Agree Neutral

1. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
coordinator and I did '
have freauent conferences.

2. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 ‘5 6
coordinator and I had useful
conferences.

L7
E -3
L
Ly

3. The university supervisor/ 1 2
coordinator did not provide
specific feedback on my
rerformance.

o

4. The university'superviscf/ 1 2 3 4 5
coordinator offered specific
suggestions for my consideration.

5. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
coordinator was supportive of
my teaching efforts.

6. The university supervisor/ | 2 3 4 5 6
coordinator did not allow
enough independence for me
to develop my own style of
teaching.

7. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
coordingtor modeled or demon-
strated a variety of teaching
methods and techniques in
his/her own teaching.

el

8. The university supervisor/ 2 3 4 z £
coordinator did not provide
encouragement to me on a
personal basis.

9. - The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
coordinator did not observe

my teaching frequently enough

to judge my performance

adequately.




11.

The university supervisor/
coordinator encouraged me to
participate in all aspects of
teaching (parent conferences,
administrative work, grading,
teaching, etc.).

The university supervisor/

coordinator was not available
if problems arose.

Strongly
Agree

1

™

Neutral

St%eﬁgiy
Disagree

5

No
Informatiz-

6



University Supervisor by Cooperating Teacher (1I)

Please think about your work this semester with the university supervisar/coor-
dinator. Consider each of the following statements very carefully. As far as
possitie, make a precise judgment about the degree to which this persen's )
behavior is similar or dissimilar to each statement. Please indicate your exact
degree of agreement or disagreement.

Focus on how "4“e university supervisor/coordinatcer worked with the student
teacher.

Strongly Neutral Strongly No
- Agree Disagree Infaormation
1. The university supervisor/
coordinator offered specific
sugaestions for student
teacher's consideration. - 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. The university super- ~
visor/ccordinator did not
- allow my student teacher
encugh freedom to develop
his/her cwn style of
teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. The university super-
visor/coordinater modeled
a variety of teaching
methods and techniques in
his/her own teaching.

el
N
L]
L
o
o

4. The university super-
visor/coordinator pro-
vided my student teacher
encouragement on a per-
sonal basis.

ot
M
L
S
o
Loy

5. The university super-
visor/coordinator did
observe riy student
teacher frequently. 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. The university super=-

couraged my student
teacher to participate
in all aspects of teach-
ing (parent conferences,
administrative work, 7 :
grading, teaching, etc.). 1 2 3 4 5 ‘ 6
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Strongly Neutral Strongly
Agree Disagree

7. The university/super-
visor was available . 7 7
if problems arose. 1 2 3 4 5

8. The university super-
visor/coordinator was
not supportive of the B
student teacher. 1 2 3 -4 5

Focus on how the university supervisor/coordinator worked with you.

9. The university super=
visor/coordinator was
available for ronfer- .
ences. 1 2 3 4 5

10. The university super-
viser/coordinator dig
not contribute toward
useful conferences. 1 2 3 4 5

11, The university super-
visor/coordinator pro-
vided specific feedback
on my performance ag a
cooperating teacher.

L]

P

(7]
o
i

12. The university super-
visor/coordinator of-
fered specific sugges-
tions for my consideration. 1 2 3 4 .5

13. The university super-
visor/coordinator pro-
vided me with encourage-
ment for my work with the
student teacher.

il
™Y
.9

LN

14. The university super-
visor/coordinator ra-
sistea my efforts at
directing the student
teacher. 1 2 3 4 5
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University Supervisor by Self (1I1)

Cornisider the Toilowing statements carefully. Indicate your agreement or disagreemen:
with each statesent as accurately as possible.

Strongly L
Agree Neutral

1. I had Treguent conferences 1~ .2 3 4 5
with the student teacher. )

2. 1 had useful corferences with 1 2 3 - 4 5
the student teacher.

3. I provided specific feedback 1 2 3 ) 4 5
to the student teacher on her/his - _
performance.

4. 1 o7fered spacific suggestions to 1 2 3 4 7 5
' the student teacher for his/her ’
N consideration.
5. I wes supportive of the student 1 2 3 4 5
- teacher's teaching efforts.

6. I allowed enough independence for 1 2 3 4 5
the student teacher to develop
fner/his own style of teaching.

7. I modeled or demonstrated a 1 2 3 4 5
variety of teachinag m2thods : .
and techniquas in my own teaching. -

8. I provided encouragemant to the 1 2 .3 4 5
student teacher on a personal basis

9. 1 observed the student teacher 1 2 3 4 5
fraquently encugh to judge her/his ’ ’
periormance adequately.

10. I encouraged the student tezcher 1 .2 3 4 5
to participate in all aspectis o7 .
teaching (parent conferences, ad-
ministrative work, grading, teaching,
etc. )
1i. I was availeble if problems arose. 12 3 4 5
12, I provided specific feedback to the 1 2 3 =- 4 -5

master/supervising teacher on his/
ﬁer perfgrﬂarce




Strong?:

Strongly !
isagra:

Agree Neutral

13. I offere. specific suggestions 1 2 . 3 ' 4- 5
regarding the student feacher
to the supervising/master tezcher
Tor his/her consideration.

14. I was supportive of the supervising/ 1 "2 3 4 5
master teacher. :
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Student Teaching Satisfaction Scale
Consider each of the following statements carefully. Please indicate, as far as
possible, the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement.

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

. Neutral Disagree-

1. I believe 1 spent enough time 1 2 3 4 5
teaching the class to be able o
to assume a full-time teaching
position. )

2. Feedback on my performance was 1 2 3 4 5
adequate.

3. 1 had sufficient opportunity to 1 2 3 4 5
practice the teaching or manage-
ment strategies of greatest

- concern to me as a future teacher.

o
ra
[
P
(1]

4. 1 was observed frequently enough
by my cooperating/master teacher
" for her/him to judge fairly my
performance.

w
-
™
[
-
L

My cooperating teacher helped to
make my student teaching a worth-
while learning experience.

6. My cooperating teacher gave me 1 2 3 4 5
clear, usefui feedback for im-
proving my performance.

7. My university supervisor observed 1 2 3. 4 5
me frequently enough for her/him
to judge my performance adequately.

8. My university supervisor helped to -1 2 3 4 5
make my student teaching a worth-
while learning experience.

9. 1 believe I was successful in 1 2 3 4 5
teaching new ideas and skills to
students.

w

10. I had sufficient opportunity to 1 2 4 5
interact with other school
personnel.

11. I had the opportunity to conference 1 2 3 4 5
or to work with parents.
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12.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

The students responded favorably
to my teaching.

I had the opportunity to manage the
administrative details of the
classroom.

I believe I gained a good per-
spective of what a career 1in
teaching is all about.

I learned how to effectively

implement different teaching
and management strategies.

I Tearned how to have successful
conferences with parents.

I had access to all necessary
materials for instructing my

. Class.

I learned how to manage
efficiently the administrative
work of the classroom.

My Egoperatiné teacher was an
invaluable resource person 1in
helping me to teach this class.

I enjoyed being in the classroom.

I feel my student teaching ex-
perience was valuable.

I feel so confident of my teaching
skills that I am ready to take a
class of my own.

Strongly
Agree
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Table 16. Correlations of Residual Scores with Expectations and
Performance Ratings - Cooperating Teachers
£

Table 17. Correlations of Entry Characterisitcs with Expectations
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Table 1
Design of Student Teaching Study

Metropolitan University

Participant Type 77§tat§”Un1v3f5i§yr

Intensive General Intensive General

Student B )
Teachers 10 34 10 39

Cooperating )
Teachers 10 33 10 35

University
Supervisors 5 8 4 0




Table 2. Intercorrelations of Constructs Measured In Student Teaching Study

Empathy

Educationa! Self
Preference

Locus of
fontral

Flexibility

Self-
Estem

Task Impact

Empathy 1,00

Locus of Control 2450
Flexibility RS54
Educationa) Preference J2ae
Self L0199
Task §iREL
Inpact Jazem
Self-Estewn A1)
Conceptua! Level 0789
Cognitive Style J142
Institutione? Constraints =, 0413
Rewards J3
School Noras 0089
Dissatisfaction - 1403
Executive Responsibilities 1054
Yocabylary 0782

1.00
3059 1.00
J627¢ 21300 1.00

- 104100 -.0900 -.1002 1.0

- 207 -, 0887 -.0aM 53350

- 045 02 Tsgre
JBtgee

- 19017

'10355

1626 J7gee 0525

MY 9130 2354

= 16014 =.0935 -.0095 1332

-.0017 15790 s i

= 274 = 1016 -, 15464 50g1ee

-, 19050 -, 16624
-, 0613 1209 0862

1143 RHIL

Jag7ee
J9E0m

= 43950

1.00

S 1

J014 238 1.00
-,0292 = ]2 0901
1 0308 0217
A0 015 =, 095
0140 2501 0892
Jdie

ASSe 3

2025 -,0640

L2200

A+
0651 (28054

ﬁotz_.

“1f one ar bath scores for a given correlation were afssing frow a subject, the subject was dropped from that computation,
Thus, the n ranged from 179 to 197, depending on the incidence of missing data, '

#p <0
o0
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Table 2. Intercorrelations of Constructs Measured n Student Teaching Study (cont.)

Conceptual  Cognittve  [nstitutional  Rewseds School Mssatisfac-  Executive Res Yocabu-
Level " Style Constrafnts Norms tion sponsibility lary

Empathy

Locus nf Lontro)

Flexibility

Educational Preference

Self

Task

Inpact

Self-Estemm

Conceptusl Lavel 1.0

Cognitive Style 1010 1.00
Institutional Consteaints - 1002 -, 0568 1,00

Revards J1U 02 -.0106 1.00

Schoal Norms - 18474 = 1507 ABp+ 096 1.00

Dissatisfuction -.000 019 J05H 0045 B0 1.00

Executive Responsibilities -,021 «, 0834 2529w¢ A7 Aaan .Szliif 1.00

Yocabulary L3 12654%¢ 0622 «,0683 = g3 = 0450 - 102 1.00
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Table 3~

Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges of

Performance Rating Scales

i R Standard o .
Mean Deviation Range Ne
i - m | su | m | su| w | su |m]|su
ST by Self 4.30 | 4.42 | .43 .36 | 3.10-4.86| 3.17-5.00] 43 | 43
ST by CT 3.96 | 4.03 | .66 .72 | 1.92-4.76] 1.956-4.72] 43 | 38
ST by US 4.54 | 4.00 | .20 .67 | 4.15-4.69 2.41-4.73| 7 | 26
CT by Self 4.68 | 4.51 | .35 .34 | 3.93-5.00| 3.86-5.00] 44 | 42
CT by ST 4.29 | 4.15 | .73 .97 | 2.36-5.00| 1.64-5.00| 40 | 37
CT by US 4.76 | 3.94 | .27 .87 | 4.31-5.00| 1.57-5.00] 9 éz
US by Self 4.64 | 4.49 | .32 .27 | 4.29-5.00 3193—4g86 4113
US by ST 3.90 | 4.05 | .55 .55 3_22—4_44 2.99-5.00] 4 | 13
US by CT 4.31 { 4.19 | .35 .48 | 3.99-4.62| 3.12-4.75| 4 | 12

3There were 198 participants in the study, including four US's from MU and 13

US's from SU.

Because US's at both sites

were assigned to more than one triad,

they rated only a subset of their triads, usually from the intensive sample.

Discrepancies in N, then, reflect variation in N of US's and/or missing data.
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ST by Self
ST by CT
ST by US

CT by Self
CT by ST
CT by US

US by Self
US by ST
US by CT

Table 4

Intercorrelation Triangles of Performance
Rating Scales by-Triad Role

ST by CT ST by US
1.00
.31* 1.00
CT by Self CT by ST - CT by US
1.00
.07 1.00
.26 .45% ~ 1.00
US Ratings
US by Seilf US by ST US by CT
1.00
.24 . 1.00
.30 .64%* 1.00

*p < .05
** b < 0]
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Table 5, Means and Standard Deviations of Personality, Attitude, Cognitive, and
Professional Measures by Site, Sample, and Participant Type

Passible su i) W H Intensive  Intensive  Ceneral_
_fange X §.0. L sd Sample X Semplasd. Sample X

Empathy 2313 117.75 28,50 114,84 3.81 121,68 0.3 114.55
Locws of Control -4 2.0 9.17 0.0 10.92 32.% 1.9 3.5
Flexibiiity 17-102 89.17 18.65 £6.45 2.y e 9.59 B5.54
hcation Preference Scale 310 A5 BH W5 MM W08 104 @
Teacher Concerns Checkl{st |

Self 20-100 59.35 14,66 59.%9 16.31 57.08 0.2 §0.12

Task 1-3% 18.87 6.1 19.01 1.9 19,50 L& 18,75

Imact 29-145 103.69 21.63 9.5 nn 106.42 19.% 6.7
Self-Esteen B4 112.58 ENY) 105.96 6.1 113,85 kLK 107.81
Conceptual Level 0-7 1.5 3B 1.4 g 1.5 % I 1.4
Cognitive Style 0-18 12.58 L0 12.69 L3 s e ’ 12,55
Teacher Nork-Life Inventory |

Institutiona) Constraints 9-36 23,1 L% AL 5. un KK .16

Rewirds 1-28 2 .40 20.96 1.62 21.6 2.9 0.9

School Norms 9-36 8.3 1.02 19.04 .81 18.00 N 18.9%

Dissatisfaction 82 17,56 3,66 1.9 Al 16.75 32 wn

Executive Responsibilities 6-24 L1 X I X 17.60 2.8 1.9 .05 n.n
Yocabulary 0-100 51.00 12,61 58.28 18.46 81.88 mn %.0

IToxt Provided by ERI i
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Table 5, Means and Standard
Professional Measu

General

Student

Sample 5.d.  Teacher ¥ _

Student
_Teacher s.d,

Deviations of Persomiity,
res by Site, Sample, ud far

Cooperatip
Jeacher I

Cooperating

Attitude, Cognit=1ve, and
ticipant Type (c—ont.)
g Umiiversity
Teacher s.d. Seaspervisor X

35.25
10.65
22.63
33.52

15,80
7.6
35.36
43.43
.35
4.25

5.08
.78
3.95
4.04
2.78
18.13

114.18
30.33
66.59
88.94

65.12
17.81
99.98
10.27
1.43
12.35

23.31
21.38
13.78
18.08
18.18
46.98

3%.37
.33
22.81
32.76

14.80
7.46
7.2
41.45
.30
4,12

5.17
.78
1.88
413
2.9
13.34

116.74
N.62
67.47
92.30

54.78
20.14
100.31
105.67
1.47
12.95

25.02
17.93
17.57
17.80
66.21

30.44
8.7
19.60
21.08

14.63

6.66
31.15
45.08

4.5
a.3%
3.70
3.9%
2.n
16.35

1=25.67
313.16
76,43
29.61

5:1.69
1.8.90
10mss. 24
17=2.82
.82
1212

2n=.06
20 .88
1700
=12
W77
70-. 94

University
Supervisor s

9.33
B.98
6.37
28.40

12.2
4.80
13.79
2.3
A

5.08
2.60
.97
.76
2.22
16.10




Tab™1e 6
Expectations and Satisfassction of Student Teaching

Scale Characteristics

Instraments Means Standard Possible Range

M
__Deviation of Scores P

d
Point

Expectations
Stucdent Teuter 7
- Orientatin 15.45 3.84 6-30 18
€ ompetene 10.43 3.72 5-25 15
H ime 31.87 6.42 12-60 36
Coopoerating )
Te=acher 50.89 11.61 17-85 - 51
Uniwersity 7
Supoervisor 3.15 .78 1-5

L7

Satisf-action o o
Stucdent Teather 90.72 12.01 22-110

ek
Qo
(o)

84
84
84
85

17

88



Table 7

Means and Standard Deviations of Student Teacher, Cooperating
Teacher, University Supervisor Expectation Scales, and Student
Teacher Satisfaction Scale by Site and Sample

Possible S\ U W W Intensive  Intensive General  Genera]
Range X s ) 5.4, Sample X Sample s.d. Sample X Sample s.d,
Student Teacher
Expectat fons
Orfentation 60 1540 3R 85 37 1.0 2.97 15.00 3.9
Competence “ 1005 35 108 3 12,06 3 9,99 Ny
Time COE0 B0 e p 280 2.3 4.69 3.4 6.64
Prior Courses Y N Y A Jl 2.4 Y
Cooperating Teacher | _
Expectations -6 805 e wn i 8.5 12,01
Uriversity Supervisor 7 7
Expectations 1-5 3.2 B0 2 67
Student Teacher o _
Satisfaction 210 961 1,06 8.8 12,92 88.65 10.9

50.82 11.58
3.2 92

9.3 2.3




Table 8

Means and Standard Deviations of Performance Ratings

Possible  SU U W W Intensive Intensive General  Greneral
Range X s.d. X s.d. Sample X  Sample s Sample X S~ample s.d.

(Ts as rated by STs J-h 4,15 STH ! BN C R W S 410 84
(Ts as rated by USs 15 3.9 RV Y T/ N A1 36 99

STsasratedby (s 1§ 400 0 % 6 A0 6 % 6
STs as rated by USs -5 4.00 87 45 0 4D 834,00 3

USs as rated by STs 15 A - N IS X KR 64
USs as rated by CTs 15 4,79 A8 431 85 4% B .9
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v Table 9
Means and Standard Deviations of the Repeated
Measures of Empathy and Locus of Control by
Participant Type

Administrations

Beginning-of-Semester Mid-Senester End-of-Semester
Construct ——— —

Mean Standard Mean Standard Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation Deviation

Enpathy
Unfversity Supervisor A8 | e | 100 125.77 13.9

Cooperating Teacher 40 | N | e | e | 12,10

Student Teacher 124,72 11.10 124,08 .38 | 1.7 10.81

Locus of Control

University Supervisor 3.2 3,68 35,65 3.2 ~:35ﬁ25 3,99

Cooperating Teacher 33.49 4,06 33,56 4,5 | 34,00 4.9

Student Teacher 34,09 4.3 34,26 5,03 33,68 5.68




. Table 10

Means and Standard Deviations of the Repeated
Measures of Flexibility and Educational
Preference by Participant Type

I _ ) Adninistrations
e Beginning-of Senaster Mid-Semester End-of-Semester
Construct N Y A

Mean | Standard Mean | Standard | Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation Deviation

Flexibility
Unfversity Supervisor 16.47 9.49 75,65 9,16 77.18 4,92

Cooperating Teacher 10,55 10.31 7.90 .79 72,65 12,29

Studet Tacher N | W0 | e | NE | BB | 10

Educational Preference

University Supervisor 106,56 14,36 103.711 W03 | 1050 16,78

Cooperating Teacher 100.9¢ 1130 98.57 10,66 ' 97.78 12.25

Student Teacher w1308 | w0 | e | s 12.4

W




Table 11

Means and Standard Deviations of the Repeated
Measures of Teacher Concerns Checklist Self
and Task Factors by Participant Type

Administrations

Beéinniﬁgnaf;éemestef MfdéSeﬁestér | 7Endaof-5emester

Construct e e — S— :
Mean Standard Mean Standard | Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation Deviation

10 Self

University Superyisor
Cooperating Teacher

Student Teacher

61,06
5,17

10,24

-

12,63

15,68

12,67

55,29 14,50

56.71 14,87

67.60 13.05

48.71

54,61

66.19

12.42
15.15

15.30

TCE Task

S ———

University Supervisor

Cooperating Teacher

Student Teacher

18.88
2,3

19.82

6.22

8,26

5,62

9.4 6,20

21,65 4,15

19.87 5.51

18.35
20,93

19.94

4.14

5,55




Table 12

Means and Standard Deviations of the Repeated
Measures of Teacher Concerns Checklist Impact
Factor and Self-Esteem by Participant Type

Administrations

éeginningsof-Semester Mid-Semester i End-of-Semester

Construct e
Mean | Standard Mean | Standard | Mean | Standard
Deviation | Deviation Deviation

TCC Impact

Unversity Supervisor 108,71 15,12 108,88 149 | 10112 1.9
Cooperating Teacher 107,17 21,68 107,44 19.57 | 10464 21,23

Student Teacher N6 | w6 10995 | a4 | oo | 23

self-Esteen

University Supervisor 121,82 11.56 12,41 9.57 | 124.24 10.12
Cooperating Teacher 124,36 10.35 123.9% 1.24 | 123,98 0.2

Student Teacher Cls | owss | sa | s | 9,02




Table 13

Correlations of Entry Characteristics with Expectations, .

Satisfaction and Performance Ratings - Student Teachers

i Entry

Outcome Measures

Scores Expecta—ﬂ ons Satfsfaction ] Perfornance Ratings _I
L | Ord e"tam“ -tﬂ_mpe'ﬁe"? T_i-"ﬂE 7 | self CcmperatingTeacher Universi_ty Sixp}:rivi;

f“i\!ﬂ.cabulary b e ’ "

?‘EmpathY- ) . Ot ) . 28k 25 -;IB** _ 108 I "

Locus of control ) - ]

ety g o J

Educational i B —

- Philesopy ) * e

é?SE]f concems g - G+ 2

;ﬁjfszask concerns -.édtt _ I ] )

Impact concerns _- 3gﬂ -..;6** ) 0 )

‘Self-esteem | S| gk _ A .

;Ciﬁnceptual Teve] 20 522]*_ 7 -

*n.¢ 05

< (]

199




Table 14

Correlatwns of Residual Scores with Expectations,
Satisfacti on and Performance Ratings = Student Teachers

- ) )  Outcone Measures: | ) -
~ Residua) Gain [ - —r -

- Scares

Expectations

Satisfaction

* Performance Ratings

mn_fiehtét_iﬂn _Cﬂ_'“PEtE"EE __Time | | __ B Seif_ Eﬂ_uperaffng Teacher ] Universii:j@upervié;ar“_
?55e1f coneerns | - J74 - o b B
Tak cancens 7 B 7 )
;ﬂlmpact canéé;ns L 20t ) _ o 7 T )
- Flexibility L 0 | -
‘ianus o;_cnntrul L N o I 7
E“‘Pﬂt'”’ | | a| am o
Self-gsteen _ -.23; ) 7 .?.D*" 7 ggn o B )
géducational ] ) T T 1 - ——
?LWHE@W. R ) L
i@ﬁnseptual level| =26 - J5t o0 2

BTN
,*’*P < ;U]
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Table 15

Correlations of Entry Characteristics with Expectations
and Performance Ratings - Cooperating Teachers

Entr}
Scores .

Outcome Measures

“Yocabulary

Empathy

Locus of control

Flexibility

Educational
philosophy

5e1f concerns

Task concerns

Impéct concerns

Self-esteem

Conceptua] leve]

Perf@rmaﬁce Ratiﬁgs |
Capectations | Self o Student Teéchefs | Universify Sﬁpervisars
43
0
AT 3
o
9

IToxt Provided by ERI

Il \) ‘;
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| Table 16
Correlations of Residual Scores with Expectations
and Performance Ratings - Cooperating Teachers

_ | Qutcome Measures
Residual Gain e

Scores Performance Ratings

bipectation - Self o ~ Student Teachers Unive:rsity Sﬁéervisars
Self concerns o o
Task concerns o B o . 3 _
Impact concerns S
Flexibility i B . (0% 7
Locus of control
Empathy - - | o7
Self-esteen ) KL i
Educationa! ; T ] -

philosophy . ” "”f_ - -, 254 |

Conceptuai level

*p ¢ 05
Hp ¢ D’I

|

IToxt Provided by ERI

g 20
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and Performance Ratings - University Supervisors

Tihle 17 :
CorreTations of Entry Characteristics with Expectations

Entr}
Scores -

Qutcome Measures

Expectations

Perfonnanée Réﬁings B

Cow

‘Cooperating Teachers | Student Teachers,

| Yocabulary

iy

Empathy

S

Locus of Contro)

- Ao

Flexibility

Educational

philosophy

Ly

= hdw

Self concerns

45t

Task concerns

Impact concerns

0%

Self-esteen

50

Conceptual level

o .05
ERIC g1

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 18
Correlations of Residual Scores with Expectations
and Performance Ratings - University Supervisors

Outzeme Medsures

Residual Gt o - e -
Ssézﬁga-‘ﬁ_lﬁ , Perfornance Ratings
' | Expectations S .
- - N self Cooperating Teachers | Student Teachers

Self concems : - e

Task concerns
Inpact Concerns A5
Flaxibility | - A

Lacus of control | N S AT

Empathy B

Self-estean

Educational ]
philosophy

Conceptual Tevel 0w

*p < .05
*p ¢ 01




