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ABSTRACT

This study investigated student teachers' efficacy beliefs, pupil control ideologies,
collective teacher efficacy beliefs, and percelved cooperating teachers' efficacy beliefs.
These student teacher beliefs were examined in conjunction with contextual factors,
primarily the school setting (i.e., rural, suburban, and urban) but also the length and
nature of the student teaching assignment, to determine if these contextual factors played
arolein the development of the student teachers’ efficacy beliefs and pupil control
ideologies. The research participants included 108 student teachers: 29 student teachersin
the rural group, 45 in the suburban group, 28 in the urban group, and 6 that switched
school settings at the halfway point. Participants completed surveys before, during, and
after a 16-week student teaching experience.

Resultsindicated that all three setting groups exhibited significant increasesin
teachers sense of efficacy following student teaching. School setting did play arolein
the student teachers’ pupil control ideology (suburban student teachers were the only
group to become more humanistic following student teaching) and perceived collective
teacher efficacy (urban student teachers exhibited significantly lower perceived collective
teacher efficacy scores than the rural and suburban student teachers). Additionally, a
positive and significant relationship was found between student teachers' efficacy beliefs



and their perceived cooperating teachers efficacy beliefs. Asfor the nature and length of
the student teaching assignment, the group of student teachers that did not switch
placements at the halfway point showed significantly higher efficacy scoresin the second
eight weeks than the group that switched placements. Finally, significant increases in

student teacher efficacy beliefs occurred at both the 8-week and the 16-week point.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

| would like to thank my advisor, Dr. Anita Woolfolk Hoy, for her ideas, support,
enthusiasm, and encouragement.

| am grateful to Dr. Barbara Seidl and Dr. Stephen Pape for their assistance and
support.

| thank Brian Harper for being my friend, confidante, and sounding board
throughout this entire process.

| thank my mother, Hilma Knoblauch, for being my inspiration as well as my
editor.

| al'so wish to thank Michelle L. Bohan for her never-ending supply of energy,

inspiration, creative ideas, encouragement, and loving support.



VITA

August 11, 1961........ccoeieeiieeeeee Born — Kalamazoo, Michigan

LOBT .. Master of Education, Eastern Michigan University

2003.....ee s Master of Education, The Ohio State University

1983 — 1986.......cccvveirieeciee e Teacher and Coach, Clearview High Schooal,
Lorain, Ohio

1987 —1998.......occeeeeeeeeeee e Instructor and Coach, Mount Union College,
Alliance, Ohio

1998 — 2001......cccceeecieecieee e Head Women'’s Basketball Coach, Bowling Green
State University, Bowling Green, Ohio

2001 — 2002......ceeereieeeeieesieeie e Graduate Student, The Ohio State University

2002 — Present.....cceeceeceeceeseeeseeseeees Graduate Teaching Associate, The Ohio State
University

FIELDS OF STUDY

Major Field: Education

Areas of Emphasis: Social and Cultural Foundations of Education; Educational
Psychology



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ADSITBCE ..ot r et i
ACKNOWIEAGMENTS.......eoiieiiieicie sttt reenaeeneesraesneennesneennens iv
RV L= TSP v
LISt Of TADIES ...ceiiiiiieieeee ettt iX
S o o 0= S X
Chapters:
1. INEFOTUCTION....eeeitieee ettt bbb 1
2. Review Of the LItErature ... 9
TheoretiCal OrgINS. .......ooiiiieeeee s 10
Definitions Of the CONSIIUC..........cccoviiiiinereeee e 10
Understanding the dimenSioNS...........ccoveiireeeierese e 13
Positive correlates of teacher efficacy .......ccovveveeveiccicc e, 16
TEACNEN OULCOIMES ... .eeieeeiecieeieeieeiee e e et e e ssee st e teeneesneenseeneesseeneesneesseensens 17
SUAENT QULCOIMES.......eeveitieiieiieie ettt bbbt b nrens 18
Characteristics of effiCaCiouSIEACNENS.........ccevveiieieriee e 19
Measurement Of the CONSIIUCT..........ccooeririree e 20
The student teaching experience and efficacy changes..........ccccoceverererienne. 25
SChOOI SELLING.....ccveeieciece et 29
Pupil cONtrol ide0lOgY .........coeririeriiieieieee e 36
Collective teacher effiCaCy.......ccceiirieiieiice e 39
The cooperating teaCher’' STOIE.........ooirieieee s 41
SUMIMIBIY ...ttt ettt e st e e e bt e e e st e e sbteessaeesaneesnnreeenn 43
HYPOINESES.......ooeeeee e 44
Significance of the StUAY ...........ceooveeiiece e 46

Vi



OVEIVIBIV ...ttt sttt sttt e st e st e et e e st e beentesneesbeensenneans 49
e Lo 7= | S 50
INSETUMENES. ... s 51
PrOCEAUIE ...ttt 55
e = < o 11 0o TR USRS 58
Dz = B = YA S 59
A, RESUITS......eieeieti ettt b 61
OVEIVIBIW ...ttt bbb bbbt et e b et st be b 61
Means, standard deviations, and COrrelations..........c.covreeieereeneereneneseneens 61
Teachers Sense Of EffiCaCY .....ccvevvieereee e 63
PUpil CONLrol IdEOIOQY ... .covveeirrieeiieeiee e e e 69
Collective teacher effiCaCy.......cccevveiiiieriee e 71
Perceived cooperating teachers effiCacy.......ccoovvveveniineneeceeee e 75
The effect of split PlacemMEeNts.........cccoveveiieriece e 76
The length of the student teaching assignment ............ccoceeverienennenceneeens 77
SUMMEANY OF FESUITS ....c.veiiecieciee et nre e 78
5. Discussion and CONCIUSION .........oueiiriirieriiniinirie e 80
OVEBIVIBIW ...ttt bttt bbb bbbt e b et et b st 80
Student teachers’ sense of effiCaty ........ccovvveneiiirie e 80
Perceived cooperating teachers' efficacy SCOres........ccovvvvveviveienieeseese s 85
Prior teaching/obServing EXPErienCe..........coevveieieeieeie e 86
Pupil CONtrol ide0lOgY .........coeririeririirieeee e 86
Student teachers’ pupil control ideology .........cccveeereererieeseese e 87
Student teachers perceived collective teacher efficacy ..........ccocvvvrenirennens 91
Perceived cooperating teachers sense of efficacy......ccccevevveceieececceceenee, 95
The effect of split placements..........coereieien e 100
The length of the student teaching assignment ............ccccceevveieceecescieceenene 102
Limitations Of the STUAY .........ccceiiiiirirereeeee e 104
(@00] 10 11T 0] ST USSR 104
Appendix A: DemographiC SNEEL ............ccov e 110
Appendix B: The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale........ccoccoovveveeieiecicce e, 112
Appendix C: The Perceived Cooperating Teachers' Efficacy Scale..........ccccevueenee. 113
Appendix D: The Pupil Control Ideology FOrm...........ccooveievieieeiece e 114

Vil



Appendix E: The Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale.......cccoovveveeveccecievececeeene 115

Appendix F: Script for Student Teacher QUESLIONNAITE...........cceveevereereeiereereene 116
Appendix G: 8-Week Survey Cover SNEEL.........ccocvveieere e 117
Appendix H: 16-Week Survey Cover ShEEL........ccceveieereeie e 119
Appendix |: First Letter to Supervising TEAaChErS.........ccccveieveereese e eee e 121
Appendix J Second Letter to Supervising TEaCherS........cccvvvveveeveceeve e 122
Appendix K: The Common Core of DataLocale Designations...........c.cccccevvereennane 123
LiSt Of REFEIENCES......cceeeeiieeieeeee e 125

viii



4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

LIST OF TABLES

Means and standard deviations of primary variables............cccccvverveiernenen. 62
Correlations between variables...........c.coeiiincinnce s 63
Means, standard deviations, and t-values for student

teachers effiCacy SCOMES........coiiieiiee e 65
Summary of multiple regression for variables predicting

teachers sense Of EffiCaCy .....covvevvie i 68
Means, standard deviations, and t-values for pupil

CONErol idE0I0gY SCOMES......ccuieeerreeieeeeseesteete et e steeste e sreete e sreeneeeneesneesens 70
Means and standard deviations for post collective

EFfICACY STOIES......euieieeiieiete ettt bttt sne e 71
Summary of multiple regression for variables predicting

collective teacher EffiCaCY.........cviriririeeere s 74
Means, standard deviations, and t-values for pre, mid,

aNd POSt EffiCACY SCOMES.......oouiiiieiriiriereeee e 78



Figure

21

LIST OF FIGURES

An integrated model of teachers’ sense of efficacy



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In order to be effective, teachers need more than content and pedagogy
knowledge. Compelling evidence indicates that the beliefs that teachers hold regarding
their teaching capabilities have a powerful influence on their teaching effectiveness.
Teachers sense of efficacy has been defined as “the teacher’ s belief in his or her
capability to organize and execute courses of action required to successfully accomplish a
specific teaching task in a particular context” (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy,
1998, p. 233). It is now understood that teachers' efficacy beliefs have a profound effect
on the educational process. Teachers sense of efficacy has been linked to many positive
teacher behaviors and attitudes (e.g., Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy,
& Hoy, 1998), as well as student outcomes and attitudes (e.g., Henson, 2002; Midgley,
Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989). In addition, it has been discovered that teacher efficacy
beliefs become somewhat stable with years of experience (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk
Hoy, & Hoy, 1998), so researchers have concentrated on the devel opment of teacher
efficacy in preservice teachers. Some of the most influential experiences on the
development of teachers’ sense of efficacy are mastery experiences during student

teaching (Mulholland & Wallace, 2001).



Grounded within social cognitive theory, teachers sense of efficacy can be
viewed as self-efficacy beliefs directed toward a teaching context. These efficacy beliefs
have been shown to powerfully predict choice of task, effort, persistence, and ultimately,
level of success achieved (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997). Efficacious individuals choose
chalenging goals, expend considerable effort, and persist in the face of obstacles.
Teachers with a strong sense of efficacy have been found to be less critical of student
mistakes (Ashton & Webb, 1986), to work harder with struggling students (Gibson &
Dembo, 1984), and to spend more time teaching subject areas in which they feel
efficacious (Riggs & Enochs, 1990). Students of efficacious teachers have exhibited
higher achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986), motivation (Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles,
1989), and self-efficacy (Anderson, Greene, & Loewen, 1988) than students of less
efficacious teachers.

Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997) posited four sources of efficacy information.
Teachers can garner efficacy information via mastery experiences, vicarious experiences,
verbal persuasion, and physiological and affective indexes. For preservice teachers,
coursework and field experiences provide self-efficacy information. Vicarious
experiences and verbal persuasion are provided viathe reading, listening, and interaction
involved in the teacher education curricula, and all four efficacy sources, particularly
mastery experiences, are available during field experiences.

Self-efficacy has been defined as a situation-specific construct, and many scholars
have emphasized the importance of the context and the specificity of efficacy beliefs
(Bandura, 1997; Pgjares, 1996; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy 1998). One
critical context variable in the nascent efficacy beliefs of student teachersis the setting of
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the student teaching placement. The typical characteristics of a preservice teacher are
White, female, and middle class, but their future classrooms will likely be much more
diverse (Groulx, 2001; Pallas, Natriello, & McDill, 1989; Zeichner, 1996). This diversity
in the classroom may be found in some student teaching settings but not in others. For
preservice teachers, the student teaching setting may have a profound impact on their
student teaching experience and subsequent teacher efficacy. Indeed, student teachers and
novice teachers consistently report that they have been inadequately prepared to teach in
urban schools (Dana, 1992; Ladson-Billings, 2000; Rushton, 2000, 2001), and many
profess discomfort at the idea of teaching in urban settings (Groulx, 2001; Valli, 1996).
Fry and McKinney (1997) postulated a cultural mismatch between the backgrounds of the
typical teacher candidate and the increasingly culturally diverse student popul ation.
While many teacher educators advocate field experiences in diverse settings (Grant,

1994, Ladson-Billings, 2001; Mclntyre, Bird, & Fox, 1996), little is known regarding the
influence of setting on the efficacy beliefs of student teachers.

The setting of the student teaching experience may also affect the student
teachers classroom management orientation. Pupil control ideology has been
conceptualized along a continuum with a humanistic approach at one end and a custodial
view at the other end (Willower, Eidell, & Hoy, 1967). The humanistic approach features
two-way communication between teacher and students, trusting relationships, and a
demoacratic classroom. The custodial view to classroom management can be described as
autocratic and punitive control. Communication is unidirectional and flows downward.
Hoy and Woolfolk (1990) reported both an increase in custodial ideology aswell asan
increase in persona teaching efficacy in the student teachersin their study, following the
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student teaching assignment. They surmised that the student teachers’ efficacy beliefs
were influenced by their ability to control students and maintain order in the classroom.
The student teaching placements were all in suburban settings; what is not known is how
student teachers' pupil control ideology might vary in relation to rural, suburban, or
urban settings.

In terms of the larger context of the school itself, collective teacher efficacy may
be an important variable in the development of the student teachers' sense of efficacy.
Collective teacher efficacy, that is, the school faculty’ s shared perceptions that they can
work together productively and effectively to promote student learning, can vary among
schools (Bandura, 1993, 1997; Goddard & Goddard, 2001). More specifically, collective
teacher efficacy may vary among rural, urban, and suburban schools. According to
Zaccaro, Blair, Peterson, and Zazanis (1995), group size and group cohesion are two
factors that affect collective efficacy beliefs. Group members commonly feel alowered
sense of collective efficacy as group size increases and as cohesiveness is challenged.
Thetypical large size and overwhelming bureaucracy that iswell documented in urban
schools (Lomotey & Swanson, 1989) may negatively impact the collective teacher
efficacy of urban schools. How does this affect the developing efficacy beliefs of student
teachers placed in urban settings? There has been little research on the construct of
collective efficacy (Bandura, 1997), and no research studies comparing the collective
teacher efficacy beliefs by school setting were found.

Another critical context variable for student teachersistheir cooperating teacher.
It appears that the cooperating teacher, because of sustained, daily contact, is more
influential with the student teacher than the college supervisor (Borko & Mayfield, 1995;
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Calderhead, 1988; Richardson-K oehler, 1988). Cooperating teachers are an important
source of efficacy information (both vicarious experience and verbal persuasion) for
student teachers, and as such, they could play an essentia role in the development of the
student teachers' efficacy. According to Bandura (1997), competent models provide
greater instructional influence than do incompetent models, particularly when the
observer has much to learn. Moreover, verbal persuasion can have a strong impact if the
persuader is credible and trustworthy. Thus, student teachers that view their cooperating
teachers as competent and credible may pay closer attention to efficacy information from
that source. Bandura (1986) also suggested that perceptions of an event could be more
salient than the actual event itself. Therefore, the student teacher’ s perceptions of his or
her cooperating teacher’ s efficacy may be strong influences on the development of their
own efficacy beliefs. That remains an empirical question.

The length and nature of the student teaching assignment may also play arolein
student teachers developing efficacy beliefs. Although Imig and Switzer (1996) reported
an increase in the amount of clinical and field experiences in teacher education programs,
many scholars advocate a decrease in the length of time spent in field experiences.
Proponents of increased field experiences and longer student teaching experiences argue
that more time spent in schools results in a better connection between theory and practice
(Imig & Switzer, 1996). Critics of field experience argue that student teaching
perpetuates socialization and that student teachers, rather than trying new ideas learned
from the university, dip into survival mode (Fuller & Bown, 1975; Goodlad, 1990) — so
student teaching therefore should be shortened or abolished. It appears that the length of
the student teaching internship is a matter of convenience; colleges and universities on
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the quarter system offer 10-week student teaching experiences and institutions on the
semester system offer 15 or 16-week student teaching experiences. Furthermore, only one
study was found on split placements (switching grade level or subject area halfway
through student teaching), and it investigated anxiety and development, not efficacy
beliefs (Piland & Anglin, 1993). Little is known regarding the connection between
student teachers sense of efficacy and the length and nature of the student teaching
assignment.
Purpose of the Sudy

The value and power of teachers sense of efficacy has been well established in
the literature. What has not been established, however, isthe validity and effect of the
sources of information on teacher efficacy (Henson, 2001). In particular, clarification is
needed regarding the impact of the teaching environment and setting on efficacy beliefs
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) and pupil control ideology, the role of
collective teacher efficacy as well as the cooperating teacher in the development of the
student teacher’s efficacy beliefs, and the relationship between the length and nature of
the student teaching assignment and the student teachers’ efficacy beliefs. Therefore, the
purpose of this study isto investigate the student teachers sense of efficacy prior to and
following student teaching, and to analyze the relationships between setting, pupil control
ideology, collective teacher efficacy, and the perceived cooperating teachers' sense of
efficacy with the evolving efficacy beliefs of the student teachers. This study will also
examine the effect of the student teaching setting on the student teachers’ pupil control

ideology. Finally, the impact of the length and nature of the student teaching assignment



on efficacy beliefs will be explored. Specifically, the following research questions will be

addressed:

1. How doesthe student teachers’ sense of efficacy and pupil control ideology
change following the student teaching experience?
2. What are the factors that are predictive of the student teachers’ sense of efficacy
following the student teaching experience?
3. What arethe factors that are predictive of the student teachers perceived
collective teacher efficacy following the student teaching experience?
4. To what extent does the perceived cooperating teacher’ s sense of efficacy
correlate with the student teacher’ s sense of efficacy?
5. Ischangein student teachers' sense of efficacy different for split placements vs.
one 16-week placement?
6. How does the student teachers sense of efficacy vary in regard to length of
experience (i.e., 8 weeks vs. 16 weeks)?
Definition of Terms
The independent variables in this study will be operationally defined as follows:
Student teachers will be defined as teacher education students involved in their
culminating field experience; cooperating teachers will be defined as the mentor teachers
with whom the student teachers have been placed; rural, suburban, and urban schools will
be defined by diversity of student ethnicity and socioeconomic status, geographic

location, and population; and split placements will be defined as the student teaching



format in which the student teachers experience two different 8-week student teaching
placements.

One dependent variable, teachers' sense of efficacy, will be a self-reported
measure of belief in one s ability to teach effectively, and it will be measured by the
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Another
dependent variable, pupil control ideology, will be a self-reported measure of classroom
management orientation, and it will be measured by the Pupil Control 1deology Form
(Hoy, 2000). The third dependent variable, collective teacher efficacy, will be a self-
reported measure of the student teachers' perceptions of the collective teacher efficacy of
the school where they student teach, and it will be measured by the Collective Teacher
Efficacy Scale (Goddard, 2002). The final dependent variable, perceived cooperating
teachers' efficacy, will be a self-reported measure of the student teachers' perceptions of
their cooperating teachers efficacy beliefs. It will be measured by a modified version of
the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (Li & Zhang, 2000; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk

Hoy, 2001).



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Research on teacher efficacy beliefs has been conducted for about a quarter of
century now, and much has been discovered about thisimportant construct. The focus of
studies on teacher efficacy beliefs has ranged from its impact and outcomes, the
characteristics of efficacious teachers, to its measurement and development. Research has
been both quantitative and qualitative, and participants have included preservice teachers,
novice teachers, and experienced teachers. In the following chapter | will discussthe
theoretical origins of teachers’ sense of efficacy, the definitions and dimensions of the
construct, its positive correlates, the characteristics of efficacious teachers, its
measurement, and the efficacy beliefs of preservice teachers. Additionally, | will explore
school setting (i.e., rura, suburban, and urban) and extant studies specifically concerning
the efficacy beliefs of urban teachers. Thiswill be followed by an examination of the
literature addressing pupil control ideology, collective teacher efficacy, the role of
cooperating teachers in the student teaching experience, and the length and nature of the

student teaching experience.



Theoretical Origins

Teachers sense of efficacy wasfirst conceptualized in 1976, as aresult of a study
conducted by the RAND organization. The RAND researchers, on the basis of an article
by Rotter on his social learning theory, had added two efficacy questionsto their survey
(Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). In that study, the two efficacy
guestions had a major impact — it was discovered that teacher efficacy was a significant
predictor of student achievement (Armor, et a., 1976). Many other researchers followed
the RAND researchers lead, and they incorporated Bandura' s self-efficacy theory to the
teacher efficacy construct (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990; Tschannen-
Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Bandura s theory suggests that behavior is affected
by two expectations — outcome expectations and efficacy expectations. Outcome
expectations are beliefs that certain behaviors will produce certain outcomes, whereas
efficacy expectations are beliefs that one can perform the behaviors to produce the
outcome. Thus, a person may believe that an action will lead to a certain outcome
(outcome expectation), but may not believe that s/he can effectively perform that action
(efficacy expectation). Thus, two dimensions of teacher efficacy emerged, genera
teaching efficacy (considered the outcome expectations) and personal teaching efficacy
(considered the efficacy expectations). It was Hoy and Woolfolk (1990) who augmented
the labels to general teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy.
Definitions of the Construct

The RAND researchersinitially defined teacher efficacy as “the extent to which
the teacher believes he or she has the capacity to affect student performance” (Guskey &
Passaro, 1994, p. 628). That definition was expanded by Guskey and Passaro (1994) to
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the “teachers belief or conviction that they can influence how well studentslearn, even
those who may be considered difficult or unmotivated” (p. 628). Teacher efficacy can be
viewed as atype of self-efficacy; it isthe teachers self-efficacy asit relates specificaly
to teaching. Bandurafirst identified self-efficacy in his seminal articlein 1977, and the
construct has become ubiquitous in the motivational literature (Pajares, 1997). Self-
efficacy isgrounded in socia cognitive theory, in which one of the primary tenetsisthe
proposition of reciprocal determinism. Triadic reciprocality refers to the conception that
personal factors in the form of cognitive, affective, and biological events; behavior; and
environmental influences work together as determinants that impact each other
bidirectionally (Bandura, 1986, 1997). The result, then, isthat individuals are considered
both as “ products and producers of their own environment and of their social systems’
(Pajares, 1997, p. 3).

Self-efficacy is different from self-esteem and self-concept in that it is task
specific (Bandura, 1997). Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy (1998) offered an
example of a person who may be inefficacious in a sport such as skiing, but still
possesses high overall self-esteem, because that individual has not equated skiing well
with self-worth. Self-efficacy beliefs, that is, “beliefsin one’s capabilities to organize and
execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments’ (Bandura, 1997, p.
3), have been postulated to powerfully influence the choices people make, the amount of
effort they expend, and their level of persistence (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997).
Individuals with high self-efficacy beliefs tend to view difficult tasks as challenges,
remain committed to their goals, and increase their efforts when faced with failure. Their
perseverance typically resultsin performance accomplishments. In contrast, individuals

11



who have low self-efficacy beliefs do not embrace difficult tasks because they are seen as
personal threats. When confronted with difficult tasks, they focus on their weaknesses,
the obstacles and negative outcomes, and they easily give up. Thus, efficacy beliefs are
powerful determinants and predictors of the level of success that individuals can attain
(Pajares, 1996).

According to Bandura (1986; 1997), self-efficacy beliefs are constructed from
four sources. enactive mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal or social
persuasion, and physiological states. A mastery experience is the successful completion
of atask (e.g., effectively leading a class discussion). In terms of self-efficacy judgments,
mastery experiences carry the most weight, “...because they provide the most authentic
evidence of whether one can muster whatever it takes to succeed” (Bandura, 1997, p. 80).
Vicarious experience is efficacy information garnered by modeled attainments—that is,
seeing others who are similar to oneself being able to successfully perform atask. Verbal
persuasion is feedback and exhortation, trying to talk people into believing that they are
capable of reaching agoal. Finaly, physiological states refer to emotional and affective
states (e.g., individuals who feel tense and agitated before a performance may not expect
a successful outcome).

The information gathered from these four efficacy sources only becomes
instructive through cognitive processing and reflective thought. Individuals select and
assign differing weights to relevant information in order to gauge their personal
capability to perform atask (Bandura, 1997). Thus, people view events and interpret
them on the basis of information to which they attend and the rules they utilize for
weighting and integrating them. As Pgjares (1997) indicated, “the selection, integration,

12



interpretation, and recollection of information influence judgments of self-efficacy” (p.
6). Causal attributions also are involved; if a successful event is attributed to internal or
controllable dimensions, then self-efficacy is strengthened (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk
Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).
Under standing the Dimensions

The two dimensions, general teaching efficacy (GTE) and personal teaching
efficacy (PTE), have been salient entities within the construct. General teaching efficacy
refers to the relationship between teaching and learning (Hebert, Lee, & Williamson,
1998; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990). Ross, Cousins, & Gadalla (1996) clarified it as “the belief
that the teacher population is able to bring about student change despite out-of-school
constraints’ (p. 386). These environmental conditionsinclude poverty, violence, the
value parents place on education, etc. (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).
Soodak and Podell (1996) indicated that heredity and television violence were two more
environmental factors that affect teaching and learning. Personal teaching efficacy
appliesto the individual teacher’ s belief in his or her own teaching ability (Hebert, Lee,
& Williamson, 1998; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990). PTE is more specific than GTE, and it
indicates the confidence that a teacher possesses, based on training, experience or past
success (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). In short, GTE isthe belief that
teachers can make a difference, and PTE is a self-efficacy belief: | can make a difference
(Edwards, Green, & Lyons, 1996).

These two dimensions are independent of one another, so ateacher may have a
strong belief that teachersin general can reach students, but at the same time, be less than
confident in his or her own teaching ability. Conversely, ateacher may have little faith in

13



the teaching profession, but still feel that he or she is an exceptional teacher (Coladarci,
1992; Guskey & Passaro, 1994; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).

Woolfolk and Hoy (1990) questioned the veracity of equating the general
teaching efficacy dimension with outcome expectation in Bandura' s theory. They
contended that GTE (teachers can make a difference) was actually an efficacy
expectation, not an outcome expectation, based on the fact that it is a belief about
teachersin genera. They wrote, “For Bandura, an outcome expectation is a judgment of
the likely consequences of an action, whereas an efficacy expectation is a judgment about
ability to perform an action” (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990, p. 82). The judgment of the ability
of ateacher to overcome negative out-of-school influences should therefore be
considered an efficacy expectation.

Another interpretation was provided by Guskey and Passaro (1994). They
suggested that the two dimensions were actually internal and external distinctions, instead

of efficacy expectations. The internal component refers to teachers' “ perceptions of

personal influence, power, and impact in teaching and learning situations’, and the

external component refers to teachers' “perceptions of the influence, power, and impact
of elements that lie outside the classroom...” (p. 639). The researchers emphasized,
however, that these internal and external components are different from the “locus of
control” concept that Rotter originated. The internal and external factorsin Rotter’s
theory are opposite ends of a continuum, whereas in teacher efficacy, these factors are
separate and they act independently (Guskey, 1998). Hebert, Lee, and Williamson (1998)
compared experienced teachers to pre-service teachers, and their findings supported the

notion of the internal and external components of teacher efficacy, aswell astheir
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independence from one another. Thus, the GTE factor has been subject to debate,
whereas the PTE factor is generally accepted among researchers (this will be discussed
further in alater section).

An integrated model of teacher efficacy (see Figure 1) that intertwines the four
sources of efficacy information with analysis of the specific teaching task and assessment
of personal teaching competence was designed by Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and
Hoy (1998). The analysis of the teaching task (regarding resources and constraintsin a
teaching context) issimilar to GTE, and the self-evaluation of teaching competence (a
judgment of personal capabilities and deficiencies) islikened to PTE, and it is specific to
the particular teaching context being considered. Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and
Hoy (1998) agreed with Guskey and Passaro’s (1994) suggestion that GTE is a measure
of external attributions for student failure. Their model adds a cognitive component
whereby a combined consideration of the actual teaching task and personal strengths and
weaknesses mediates between the sources of efficacy information and the perceived
teacher efficacy. The interpretation of the efficacy information as well as the kinds of
attributions formulated are important for the resultant teacher efficacy.

Tschannnen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy (1998) contended that teachers
sense of efficacy iscyclical, which isone of the reasonsit is so powerful. Higher efficacy
leads to greater effort and persistence, which results in improved teaching/learning,
which leads to higher efficacy. Unfortunately, the same cycle applies to low teacher
efficacy. Lower efficacy leadsto less effort and persistence, which results in poor

teaching performance, which leads right back to lower efficacy.
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Figure 2.1. An Integrated Model of Teachers Sense of Efficacy (Tschannnen-Moran,

Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy, 1998).

Positive Correlates of Teacher Efficacy

While confusion reigns in the classification and substance of the two dimensions,
thereislittle ambiguity regarding the significance of the impact of teacher efficacy.
Teachers efficacy beliefs have been related to instructional practices, classroom climate,
career satisfaction and commitment to the teaching profession, acceptance and use of
innovative techniques, parental involvement, and risk-taking. These teacher behaviors
and attitudes contribute in no small part to increased student achievement, efficacy, and

motivation.
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Teacher outcomes. Gibson and Dembo (1984) observed many positive teaching
practices related to efficacy. Teachers with a high sense of efficacy worked harder with
struggling students, spent more time on academic activities, and were less critical.
Efficacious teachers were more successful at keeping students on task (Ashton, Webb, &
Doda, 1983). Bandura (1997) suggested that efficacious teachers tend to regard difficult
students as “reachable and teachable’ and that, with effort and strategy, the difficulties
can be conquered (p. 242). Woolfolk and Hoy (1990) found that efficacy beliefs affect
teachers' classroom management style. High efficacy related to a more humanistic
orientation, whereas low efficacy related to a more custodial orientation that resulted in a
rigid, controlling atmosphere. Allinder (1994) found a correlation between teacher
efficacy and teacher enthusiasm. Efficacious teachers were also less likely to refer a
problem student to special education (Soodak & Podell, 1993).

Teacher efficacy was discovered to be the strongest predictor of commitment to
teaching, in a study performed by Coladarci (1992). He posed this question to the
participants of the study: “ Suppose you had it to do all over again: In view of your
present knowledge, would you become ateacher?’ (p. 328). Teachers with a high sense
of efficacy were more committed to the teaching profession. Evans and Tribble (1986)
reported similar results with preservice teachers. Ghaith and Y aghi (1997) noted that
teachers with a high personal teacher efficacy level are more willing to accept novel
instructional techniques, such as cooperative learning. Similarly, Ross, Cousins, and
Gadella (1996) reported that efficacious teachers are more willing to take risks because of
areduced fear of failure. Consequently, they are willing to employ new strategies, such
as small group techniques and activity-based learning. In a study designed to explore the
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relationship between teachers sense of efficacy and their propensity to develop trusting
relationships with colleagues, da Costa and Riordan (1996) found that efficacious
teachers tend to develop trusting professional relationships with both teachers and
administrators. Finally, Bandura (1997) contended that teachers sense of efficacy isin
part responsible for parental involvement in the schools. He opined that teachers who feel
secure in their teaching ability are likely to seek out and support parents’ assistance.
Indeed, Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler, and Brissie (1987) discovered arelationship between
teachers sense of efficacy and teachers’ consultation and involvement of parentsin their
child’s schooling.

Sudent outcomes. Ashton and Webb (1986) utilized surveys, interviews,
observations, and school documents in an extensive study of teacher efficacy. They
concluded that their findings “ strongly support the hypothesis that teachers sense of
efficacy isrelated to student achievement” (p. 138). High-efficacy teachers furnished
more positive feedback to their students and professed responsibility for their students
success. Henson (2002) cited three achievement tests, the lowa Test of Basic Skills, the
Canadian Achievement Tests, and the Ontario Assessment Instrument Pool, in which
teacher efficacy was predictive of higher student achievement. Thus, in terms of
achievement, “ students of efficacious teachers generally have outperformed studentsin
other classes’ (Henson, 2002, p. 138). Additionally, students of efficacious teachers tend
to be more efficacious themselves (Anderson, Greene, & Loewen, 1988). Finaly, in a
study of self- and task-related beliefs in mathematics, Midgley, Feldlaufer, and Eccles
(1989) found that teachers with a higher sense of efficacy had students who were more
motivated regarding their performance in mathematics.
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Ross (1998) summarized five ways that teachers' efficacy beliefs may impact
student achievement and motivation. First, teachers with higher efficacy are more likely
to learn and apply innovative teaching techniques (Ross, Cousins, and Gadella, 1996); the
improved teaching may result in enhanced learning. Second, efficacious teachers employ
classroom management strategies that encourage student autonomy and decrease
custodial control (Woolfolk, Rosoff, & Hoy, 1990), and the extended academic learning
time might increase student achievement. Third, teachers with higher efficacy work
harder with lower ability students than teachers with lower efficacy (Ashton, Webb, &
Doda, 1983), which may result in better learning outcomes for that group. Fourth,
because students of efficacious teachers tend to exhibit higher self-efficacy (Anderson,
Greene, & Loewen, 1988), these self-beliefs may result in increased enthusiasm and
engagement, which will improve achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ashton, Webb, &
Doda, 1983). Finally, efficacious teachers are likely to increase effort and persistence
when challenged by struggling students. Bandura (1997) noted that teachers' sense of
efficacy has an indirect impact on educational outcomes. That is, efficacy beliefs
influence student behavior and achievement through the mediating impact of teacher
behaviors, namely, effort and perseverance.

Characteristics of Efficacious Teachers

Myriad studies focusing on the predictors of teacher efficacy have been
conducted. Gender is one such predictor — apparently femal e teachers typically feel more
efficacious than male teachers (Edwards, Green & Lyons, 1996; Ross, Cousins, &

Gadalla, 1996; Ross, 1994, 1998). Ross (1994, 1998) speculated that this phenomenon
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could be aresult of the teaching profession being viewed as a predominantly female
occupation.

Experience is another predictor. In a study done by Benz, Bradley, Alderman,
and Flowers (1992), PTE was discovered to be higher in preservice teachers than
experienced teachersin terms of student motivation, but lower in terms of planning and
evaluating lessons. The researchers concluded that the pre-service teachers had
“preconceptions’ about motivation that resulted in inflated efficacy scores. The usual
trend isthat PTE increases while GTE declines dlightly with experience (Hoy &
Woolfolk, 1990; Ross, 1994, 1998; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).
Theincrease in PTE most likely happens when teachers realize that, with experience,
they are becoming more proficient. The declinein GTE, which usually occursin the early
years of ateacher’s career, probably occurs as the realities and difficulties in education
become apparent (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990; Ross, 1994, 1998).

A third predictor isteaching level. Edwards, Green, and Lyons (1996) reported
that elementary school teachers felt more efficacious than both middle school and high
school teachers. However, this could be attributed to the fact that females (who tend to
have higher teacher efficacy than males) more commonly teach at the elementary level
(Ross, 1994).

Measurement of the Construct

Hebert, Lee, and Williamson (1998) raised a valid point about the problems of
measuring teacher efficacy: “Teacher efficacy remains a conceptually elusive construct,
rendering it difficult to assess with certainty” (p. 224). The search for the proper
assessment tool “has not suffered from alack of effort,” as Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk
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Hoy, and Hoy (1998) declared (p. 217). The measurement of teacher efficacy began with
the two questions from the RAND studies. RAND Item 1: “When it comes right down to
it, a teacher really can’t do much because most of a student’ s motivation and
performance depends on hisor her home environment.” RAND Item 2: “If | really try
hard, | can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students.” Item 1
became connected with GTE (an outcome expectancy), and item 2 became connected
with PTE (an efficacy expectation).

In the early 1980s, three more measurement instruments were born: Teacher
Locus of Control, developed by Rose and Medway (1981), Responsibility for Student
Achievement, conceived by Guskey (1981), and the Webb Efficacy Scale, designed by
Ashton, Olgnik, Crocker, and McAuliffe (1982). These three scales were based on
Rotter’ s theory, and they were longer and more extensive than the original two gquestions
in the RAND measure.

Ashton, Olgjnik, Crocker, and McAuliffe developed the Ashton Vignettesin
1982, which consisted of 50 scenario-type items. An example of one situation is as
follows: “Because of repeated failure, one of your students confides to you that she has
given up and will attend school only until she can find a way to drop out. How effective
would you be in persuading her that she can be successful in school?” The vignettes
were categorized into six different areas: discipline, work with parents, planning,
socialization, motivation, and evaluation.

Gibson and Dembo (1984) conceived the Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES), which
became one of the most commonly used instruments to measure teacher efficacy
(Henson, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Bandura s self-efficacy
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theory, along with the two RAND items, were the foundation for the scale, and Gibson
and Dembo verified the multidimensionality of the construct. The TES consisted of 30
items utilizing a 6-point Likert scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”
(Gibson & Dembo, 1984). An example of a GTE item from the original scaleisas
follows: “The hoursin my class have little influence on students compared to the
influence of their home environment.” An example of a PTE item from the original
measure is as follows: “ When a student does better than usual, many timesit is because |
exerted a little extra effort” (Gibson & Dembo, 1984, p. 581). Researchers have
subsequently tinkered with the scale, using an abbreviated version of 16 of the origina
guestions, or using an even more truncated rendition of only ten questions, five GTE and
five PTE items (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy, 1998).

A more narrowly-focused efficacy scale was designed by Riggs and Enochsin
1990, called the Science Teaching Efficacy Belief Instrument (STEBI). This instrument
consisted of 25 items on a 5-point Likert scale using efficacy questions concerning
science teaching. An example of one such question isasfollows: “ | understand science
concepts well enough to be effective in teaching elementary science” (Riggs & Enochs,
1990).

Bandura has developed his own Teacher Efficacy Scale, which is comprised of 30
items on a 9-point Likert scale with “nothing” and “agreat deal” at the ends. An example
of an item relating to GTE is, “ How much can you do to overcome the influence of
adver se community conditions on student learning?” An example of an item relating to
PTE is, “ How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?” (Tschannen-
Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998, p. 208). Bandura (1997) emphasized that teacher
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efficacy varies from subject to subject, so that ateacher who feels efficacious in math
may not be confident in language arts. Therefore, teacher efficacy measurements should
focus on specific knowledge areas. He also asserted that a teacher’ s sense of efficacy
encompasses not just instruction but the ability to manage the class, build an environment
conducive to learning, and motivate students. He advocated “ multifaceted teacher
efficacy scales,” and he encouraged researchers to pick and choose instruments that
would be most appropriate for their research question (p. 243). Similarly, Pajares (1996)
discussed the predictive power of the efficacy construct, and he argued that specific
judgments of specific performances are more predictive than less task-specific
judgments. Efficacy judgments are based on an individual’ s perception of hisor her
ability to perform a specific task, so these judgments are contextual. M easurement of
efficacy beliefs without providing a specific context may in fact be measurement of a
different construct, such as a personality trait (Henson, 2002).

It is obvious that the measurement of teacher efficacy needs clarification. Henson
(2002) noted that the construct validity of scores from teacher efficacy instruments has
been “severely questioned” (p. 168). Current researchers appear to be heeding Bandura' s
(1997) advice by selecting items that relate to the particular research question. For
instance, Soodak and Podell (1996) used 16 items from Gibson & Dembo’ s teacher
efficacy scale, plus 18 additional items concerning other research interests, such as
student emotionality and the effects of heredity. Pajares (1996) advocated specificity of
items to improve predictability, and an example of such an instrument is the Self-Efficacy
Teaching and Knowledge Instrument for Science Teachers (SETAKIST) created by
Roberts and Henson (2000). They eliminated the GTE items and replaced them with
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knowledge efficacy items, such as: | know the steps necessary to teach science concepts
effectively.

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), in agreement with the notion that
external influences seem to be what the current GTE scale items are measuring, have
moved away from the two dimensional model with PTE and GTE. They have designed a
new teacher efficacy scale, based on Bandura s work and recommendations, that features
three dimensions of teacher efficacy: instructional strategies, student engagement, and
classroom management. They believed that the three dimensions better represent the vast
and varied tasks that teaching requires, and they incorporated the task analysis and the
persona competence evaluation components from the integrated model introduced in
Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy’ s (1998) review. Originally called the Ohio
State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES), it isnow called the Teacher Sense of Efficacy
Scale (TSES). An example of an instructional strategiesitem is*®To what extent can you
craft good questions for your students?” An example of a student engagement item is
“How much can you do to help your students value learning?” An example of a
classroom management item is*“ How much can you do to get children to follow
classroomrules?” The TSES has both along form of 24 questions and a short form of
12 questions, and the measure utilizes a nine-point Likert scale with “nothing” and “a
great deal” asthe anchors.

Henson (2002) assessed the TSES as a “ promising development in the
measurement of teacher efficacy” (p. 145). Additionally, Deemer and Minke (1999)
provided some support for eliminating the GTE dimension from the teacher efficacy
construct. They tested Gibson and Dembo’ s (1984) teacher efficacy scale (TES) and
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verified that wording confounds, that is, the positive and negative orientations attached to
theinterna and external influences on teaching, are responsible for the two dimensional
structure (PTE and GTE). In other words, the GTE items on the TES were negatively
worded (e.g., Even a teacher with good teaching abilities may not reach many students),
whereas the PTE items were positively worded (e.g., When | really try, | can get through
to most students). They suggested that teacher efficacy is unidimensional, not two-
dimensional. The TSES will be discussed in further detail in the chapter three.
The Student Teaching Experience and Efficacy Changes

Student teaching is typically the culminating experience of the teacher preparation
program. It is an opportunity for preservice teachers to actually put their preparation into
practice, demonstrate their developed skills and knowledge in teaching, and reflect upon
their teaching abilities and progress. Student teaching is the “most widely accepted
component of teacher preparation” (Guyton & Mclntyre, 1990, p. 515), and prospective
teachers routinely view it as the most valuable part of the teacher education program
(Wentz, 2001; Zeichner, 1980). Typically, the cycle of the student teaching experienceis
one of observation, pre-teaching participation, and then teaching (Johnson, 2001; Wentz,
2001). The student teacher gradually accepts more responsibility in the areas of planning,
teaching, and evaluation. During the latter part of the experience, the student teacher
assumes full responsibility for the class. Thus, student teaching is an opportunity for
enactive mastery experience, according to Bandura s socia cognitive theory, and as such
it isaprime source of efficacy information for the teacher candidate. The preservice
teacher’ s efficacy may be either enhanced or reduced depending on the experience. In
contrast, vicarious experience and verbal and socia persuasion in the form of teacher
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education coursework are less influential sources of efficacy (Tschannen-Moran,
Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy, 1998).

The ideal length of the student teaching experience has been subject to debate
among teacher educators. Guyton and Mclntyre (1990) indicated that most student
teaching in the United Statesis afull-time internship for 10-12 weeks. In Ohio, the
student teaching assignment generally ranges from 10 to 15 weeks (Ohio Department of
Education, 2001). Some researchers recommend expanded experiences while other
researchers advocate shorter assignments. Many teacher educators believe that the
student teaching experience is the most valuable part of teacher education and that it
should be Iengthened, whereas other teacher educators believe that student teaching
promotes socialization and that student teachers focus on survival rather than trying new
ideas learned from teacher educators — so student teaching therefore should be shortened
or abolished (Goodlad, 1990; Keith, 1987; Zeichner, 1980).

One reason that researchers have concentrated on the development of teacher
efficacy in preservice teachers is because self-efficacy is most receptive to change early
in the learning process (Bandura, 1977), and teacher efficacy beliefs become somewhat
stable and more resistant to change with years of experience (Henson, 2002; Tschannen-
Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Research has shown that teachers sense of
efficacy does change after the student teaching experience. Hoy and Woolfolk (1990)
studied three groups of undergraduate students: student teachers, education students
enrolled in methods courses, and students enrolled in a devel opmental psychology class.
The student teaching experience was the independent variable, and all of the school
placements were in suburban settings. The students completed a modified version of
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Gibson and Dembo’ s Teacher Efficacy Scale at the beginning and end of the semester.
Hoy and Woolfolk reported that the students engaged in only coursework had no
significant change in their efficacy belief scores. The student teachers, however,
experienced a significant increase in their personal teaching efficacy, but a significant
decrease in their general teaching efficacy following the student teaching assignment. In
asimilar study measuring efficacy beliefs before and after student teaching primarily in
suburban settings, Fortman and Pontius (2000) found a significant increase in personal
teaching efficacy after completion of student teaching.

Other research examining efficacy beliefs following early field experiences also
noted increases in personal teaching efficacy. Li and Zhang (2000) measured the efficacy
beliefs of 52 sophomore education students, using Gibson and Dembo’ s (1984) Teacher
Efficacy Scale, before and after a clinical experience involving six half-day field
experiences at an elementary school. The preservice teachers personal teacher efficacy
was significantly higher following the clinical experience. In astudy involving 82
prospective teachers, Cole (1995) discovered a significant increase in efficacy scores of
students who participated in an extended (32 hours) clinical placement, but not in those
students who participated in abrief (6 hour) clinical experience. Cole employed Enochs
and Riggs (1990) Science Teaching Efficacy Beliefs Instrument (STEBI-B), preservice
version. Crowther and Cannon (1998) administered the STEBI-B on aweekly basisto
prospective teachers enrolled in a science practicum. The students were in elementary
classrooms three days a week from 8 am to noon for 10 weeks. They reported a
significant increase in efficacy scores from the first week to the last week, aswell asa
continual increase in efficacy scores from week to week, except for the middle three
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weeks where they remained constant. Crowther and Cannon acknowledged that test
sensitivity was amajor threat to internal validity because of the weekly administration of
the scale.

The concern associated with assessing efficacy beliefsin preservice teachersis
that they have little or no actual teaching experience upon which to base efficacy beliefs.
Therefore, their sense of efficacy is grounded not in mastery experiences (which Bandura
(1986, 1997) maintained are the most influential source of efficacy information), but
rather in teacher education courses and observations of teachers and classrooms during
early field experiences (vicarious experiences and verbal persuasion sources).
Accordingly, Hebert, Lee, and Williamson (1998) interpreted preservice teachers' self-
reported beliefs as “efficacy aspirations’ (p. 223, italics added for emphasis). Benz,
Bradley, Alderman, and Flowers (1992) examined personal teacher efficacy beliefs at
different levels of teaching experience — teacher education students prior to student
teaching, practicing teachers, teacher education faculty, and supervisors. They concluded
that the preservice teachersin their study held an “unrealistically high sense of efficacy”
(p. 284). They reasoned that preservice teachers possess preconceptions about teaching
that are disparate from “the real world of the day-to-day classroom” (p. 284). Hebert,
Lee, and Williamson (1998) investigated the differences between the efficacy beliefs of
preservice and experienced teachers. They observed that the preservice teachers had a
low perception of the influence of factors outside the classroom on students’ performance
and behavior, and that the experienced teachers perceived these external factors as more

influential.
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Wideen, Mayer-Smith, and Moon (1998) reviewed 10 studies conducted on
various aspects of the student teaching experience, and they observed an apparent tension
between the expectations of the teacher educators and the actual reality confronted by the
student teachers. They described student teaching as a “ sometimes dysfunctional
experience’ (p. 154), and asserted that it invokes more anxiety and conflict than any other
part of the education program. The pressure associated with student teaching restrains the
ability and desire of student teachers to do anything beyond merely survive. Moreover,
student teachers perceived that they were not sufficiently prepared by their university
coursework. Aitken and Mildon (1991), in alongitudinal study following four
prospective teachers through their education program and into the beginning of their first
year of teaching, concurred with the dissonance between university coursework and the
demands of the classroom. For student teachers, the reality of the classroom isusually
quite different from their expectations and presumptions (Kagan, 1992). For student
teachers that are assigned to an urban school setting, the anxiety and lack of preparation
may be exacerbated. The differences between rural, suburban, and urban school settings
will be discussed in the next section.

School Setting

There are some marked differences between schools in rural, suburban, and urban
school settings. According to Ducette, Sewell, and Poliner Shapiro (1996), “inequalities
in school support have reached epidemic proportions’ (p. 353). Compared to urban and
rural schools, suburban schools appear to be relatively free of problems concerning
academic achievement, discipline, and teacher quality and supply. The prevalence of
upper and middle-income families in suburban areas may account for the higher
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achievement; research has shown that achievement is related to socio-economic status
(Lomotey & Swanson, 1989). Therefore, the focus of this section will be on rural and
urban school settings.

Rural schools are confronted by some major issues, yet, according to Beckner
(1996): “No other minority population has had so little attention given to its unique needs
and potential as have the students of our rural schools’ (p. 973). Poverty rates are high in
rural America; in the 1980s they commonly equaled or surpassed the poverty ratein large
cities (Stern, 1994). Unlike urban schools, where there is a more multicultural flavor,
rural poor tend to be white (Lomotey & Swanson, 1989). Stern (1994) noted that 87% of
the rural student population is white. Among the problems that rural schools face are: 1)
lack of money for teacher salaries, resources, and facilities, 2) difficulty in attracting and
retaining quality teachers and administrators, and 3) constraints on curriculum offerings
(Beckner, 1996; Lomotey & Swanson, 1989; Stern, 1994). Teachersin rural schools
typically have three or more different preparations daily, frequently teach classes outside
of their content area, and have additional supervisory and extracurricular duties (Lomotey
& Swanson, 1989).

The smaller size of rural schools also has its advantages. Rural schools have lower
student-to- teacher ratios than larger schools (Stern, 1994; Beckner, 1996), and the
teacher/student relationship is generally closer. The relationship between the school and
the community as awhole is usualy strong (Beckner, 1996). The school (along with the
family and the church) has traditionally been the center of rural communities (Stern,
1994), and teachers are respected and valued as members of the community (Beckner,
1996). The strong sense of community within the school, as well as the support from the
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rural community, has been interpreted as the salient feature of that which is good in terms
of rural education (Lomotey & Swanson, 1989). Personal relationships and afamily
atmosphere tends to create a cooperative, accepting, and supportive environment in rural
schools (Skelly, 1988), which isrelated to positive student attitudes, behavior, and
achievement (Stern, 1994). Rural student achievement levels are generally higher than
urban student achievement levels; rural pupils commonly achieve at or above state
averages, despite their limited curricula and paucity of resources (Lomotey & Swanson,
1989).

Urban schools are another story. The valuable sense of community present in
many rural schoolsis often not apparent in urban schools, where the leadership is
hampered by large districts and a highly bureaucratic framework (Haberman, 1995;
Weiner, 2003). Corcoran, Walker, and White (1988) observed that strong teacher-student
relationships were not the norm in urban schools, and that urban teachers cited large class
sizes, discipline problems, and insufficient time for personal interaction as the causes of
the impersonality. Haberman and Post (1998, p. 96) declared that urban schools are “the
battleground of a culture war,” and Lomotey and Swanson (1989) wrote that urban
schools are “increasingly in a state of deterioration” (p. 436). Although teacher salariesin
urban districts are usually comparable with other districts in their metropolitan area, the
neighborhoods in which urban schools dwell tend to be poor (Lomotey & Swanson,
1989). Additionally, urban schools commonly are beset with such issues as
overcrowding, unsatisfactory facilities and resources, and the specter of violence
(Williams & Williamson, 1992). Dryfoos (1998) observed that the presence of school
violence, use of drugs, and gang activity is much more prevalent in urban schools than
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suburban and rural schools. When comparing urban and suburban districts, the amount of
money spent per student can be grossly dissimilar (Ducette, Sewell, & Poliner; Kozol,
1991, Shapiro, 1996). The problems plaguing urban schools show up in achievement
levels; urban students' achievement levels are “well below” rural and suburban norms
(Lomotey & Swanson, 1989). Also, as mentioned above, urban schools tend to have high
concentrations of students of color, often featuring a“minority maority” (Dana, 1992).
The phrase “cultural mismatch” is commonly used in the literature to describe the
incongruity between an ethnically diverse urban student population, and the
predominately white, middle class, monolingual, female teaching force. These
predominately white, femal e teachers frequently have experienced little contact with
diverse populations throughout their childhood and adol escence (Zeichner, 1993), and
they generally hail from suburban or rural communities (Zimpher, 1989). Furthermore,
prospective teachers acknowledge feelings of discomfort at the thought of teaching in
urban schools (Gilbert, 1995; Groulx, 2001; Terrill & Mark, 2000; Valli, 1996). Zimpher
(1989) reported that in a national study of teacher education students, only 15% indicated
that they would like to teach in an urban setting. Zeichner (1996) contended that teaching
in an urban school is more demanding than teaching in any other setting, and research
indicates that student teachers and novice teachers believe that they have been
inadequately prepared to teach in urban settings (Dana, 1992; L adson-Billings, 2000;
Pang & Sablan, 1998; Rushton, 2000, 2001). It appears that preservice teachers are
neither prepared to teach in an urban setting nor comfortable with the idea of doing so.
Because perceived sense of efficacy is context-specific, the context is of no small
consequence (Bandura, 1997; Henson, 2002; Pgjares, 1996; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk

32



Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Efficacy judgments are based in part on the analysis of the specific
task to be performed. According to Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy’s (1998)
integrated model of teachers sense of efficacy, teachers must analyze the teaching task
before they can render an accurate judgment of their ability to perform it. Teachers
evaluate the requirements of the anticipated teaching event and estimate its difficulty and
what it would take to succeed. In making this estimation, teachers consider such elements
as the students’ abilities and motivation, teaching strategies, resources available, and so
forth. Bandura (1997) contended that teachers sense of efficacy is not necessarily
invariable across different subject areas. It seems likely that teachers’ sense of efficacy is
also not uniform across school setting (rural, suburban, and urban). Tschannen-Moran,
Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy (1998) asserted that teachers can feel more or less efficacious
under various circumstances, for instance, “avery confident rural sixth grade teacher
might shudder at the thought of teaching sixth gradersin the city” (p. 228).

Researchers have identified many school characteristics that are related to
teachers' efficacy beliefs. Moore and Esselman (1992) observed that teachers who
viewed the school atmosphere as positive exhibited higher personal teaching efficacy and
general teaching efficacy. Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) found that personal teaching
efficacy was enhanced when teachers perceived that their colleagues set high goals and
created an orderly and academically serious climate. A sense of community in the school
was the strongest predictor of teacher efficacy in astudy using the High School and
Beyond Teacher Surveys (Lee, Dedrick, & Smith, 1991). Supportive relationships, shared
beliefs and values about the school’ s mission, and feelings of acceptance and respect all
contributed to a sense of community. Similarly, Chester and Beaudin (1996) reported that
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the efficacy beliefs of newly hired urban teachers were enhanced by collaboration among
teachers. Student characteristics, such as ability and orderliness, also contribute to
efficacy beliefs (Ross, 1998). Teachers with students of higher ability exhibit higher
teachers’ sense of efficacy than those with students of lesser ability (Ashton, Webb, &
Doda, 1983; Lee, Dedrick, & Smith, 1991). Newmann, Rutter, & Smith (1989) noted that
orderly behavior by students was the most influential factor contributing to teachers
sense of efficacy.

School and student characteristics likely vary among rural, suburban, and urban
settings. In urban schools, because of their large size and bureaucracy (Haberman, 1995,
1998; Lomotey & Swanson, 1989; Matus, 1999), the teacher turnover and shortages, as
well as the large number of teachers who are alternately certified (Darling-Hammond,
1995), and the poor facilities and lack of resources (Ducette, Sewell, & Poliner Shapiro,
1996; Kozol, 1991), the school atmosphere and sense of community can frequently be
problematic. Additionally, lower achievement and increased behavioral problems are
common in urban schools (Lomotey & Swanson, 1989; Corcoran, Walker, & White,
1988). Thus, urban teachers sense of efficacy could be challenged by some elements of
their environment. According to Rosenholtz (1987), organizational conditions that
facilitate or impede the accomplishment of personal work goals have a critical effect on
teachers' efficacy beliefs.

For preservice teachers, the student teaching setting may have a profound impact
on their student teaching experience and subsequent perceived teacher efficacy, but there
isadearth of literature regarding the setting’ s impact. Rushton (2000) conducted a
gualitative study of five student teachers that had been placed in inner-city schools. The
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five student teachers had specialized in urban/multicultural elementary education, which
concluded with afifth-year student teaching internship. According to Rushton, the
student teachers' efficacy beliefs improved during the course of the internship; they were
more willing to take risks and their confidence increased. Although he reported an
increase in teacher efficacy after the student teaching experience, he did not use a
guantitative measure, and any generalization based on this small sample size remains
guestionable. In addition, he did find that the student teachers were simply not prepared
for what they encountered.

In arelated study, Pang and Sablan (1998) focused on efficacy beliefs for
teaching African American students. They used an instrument comprised of adapted
items from the work of Gibson and Dembo (1984), Woolfolk and Hoy (1990), and Riggs
and Enochs (1990). An example of one of their itemsis as follows. When an African
American student is having difficulty with an assignment, | am usually able to adjust it to
hisor her level. They compared the efficacy beliefs of preservice teachersto inservice
teachers, and noted a significantly higher personal efficacy mean for the preservice
teachers. They postulated that novice teachers are socialized by inservice teachers to
assume negative feelings about African American students. Grouped together, 65% of
both the preservice and inservice teachers did not disagree with the statement: “Even a
teacher with good teaching abilities may not reach many African American students’ (p.
50). Also, the mgjority of teachersin the study did not feel adequately prepared to be
effective teachers of African American students.

In the multicultural education literature, numerous studies are available
concerning the beliefs and attitudes of preservice teachers regarding teaching diverse
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students (Groulx, 2001; Terrill & Mark, 2000; Valli, 1996; Zeichner, 1993). However,
the beliefs under investigation were typically general beliefs and attitudes towards
diversity and multicultural education — not efficacy beliefs. Moreover, no quantitative
studies of how student teachers sense of efficacy may vary in regard to setting were
found.

Pupil Control Ideology

Pupil control has been conceptualized as a continuum, with humanistic and
custodial at the extremes (Willower, Eidell, & Hoy, 1967). Humanism is a democratic
approach to classroom management, in which the students are expected to develop self-
discipline. Two-way communication between the teacher and the studentsis the norm,
and the students are trusted and respected. Humanistic teachers are flexible and tolerant
in their interactions with students, and they try to understand student misconduct
(Lunenberg & Schmidt, 1989). Custodialism is a highly teacher controlled approach to
classroom management. The central focusisrigid control of student behavior, with a
punitive, moralistic reaction to student misbehavior (Hoy, 1967; Lunenberg, 1984). An
individual teacher’s pupil control ideology may be located anywhere between these two
extremes. Research has indicated that a custodial orientation is related to high student
absenteeism and suspension rates, negative feelings towards teachers, and negative
reactions to the quality of school life (Lunenberg & Schmidt, 1989).

Several studies were found that investigated the PCI of student teachers before
and after the student teaching assignment. Much of the research on student teachers
reports an increase in PCI scores (becoming more custodial) after the student teaching
experience (Hoy, 1969; Hoy & Rees, 1977; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990; Jones, 19824). A few
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PCI studies have considered the setting of the school. For instance, Campbell and
Williamson (1978) reported that student teachers placed in inner-city, “ghetto” schools
were more custodial both before and after student teaching than student teachers placed
in suburban schools. Lunenberg and Schmidt (1989) compared urban, rural, and suburban
schools, and indicated that urban schools' faculty possessed a more custodial pupil
control ideology. Gossen (1969, as cited in Packard, 1989) found that teachersin low
socioeconomic (SES) schools were more custodial than teachersin middle and high SES
schools, and Barfield and Burlingame (1974) reported similar results linking low SES
schools to amore custodial attitude by teachers. In contrast, Smith, Reinhartz, Oshima,
and Smith (1982, as cited in Packard, 1989) discovered lower PCI scores, meaning more
humanistic teachers, among teachersin urban, ethnically diverse schools than among
teachersin White, suburban schools. However, it does appear that thereisa
preponderance of evidence pointing to the conclusion that urban schools tend to be more
custodia. Finally, variation in pupil control ideology among urban schools has been
investigated. In a study of 20 urban high schools, significant differencesin pupil control
orientation between schools were documented (L unenberg, 2000).

In the socialization literature, much attention has been given to the strong
influence that the cooperating teacher holds over the student teacher’ s beliefs and
behaviors (Bunting, 1988; Clement, 2002; Richardson-Koehler, 1988). In a study of
socialization and pupil control orientation, Jones (1982a) found that student teachers
shifted from a more humanistic attitude to the more custodial attitude held by cooperating
teachers following student teaching. This shift was especially apparent in the secondary
schools. Gossen (1974) indicated that the student teachersin his study considered pupil

37



control to be their greatest concern. Hoy (2001) argued, “good teaching is often equated
with good control” (p. 428), and that control is a salient feature of schools because of
their compulsory nature, as well as the fact that schools cannot select their clients (Hoy,
2001; Willower, Eidell, & Hoy, 1967). Therefore, it is theorized that student teachers and
beginning teachers become more custodial through the process of socialization; the
neophyte teachers adopt the beliefs and practices of their more experienced colleagues.
Willower, Eidell, and Hoy (1967) did find that teachers with more than five years
of experience were significantly more custodial than teachers with less experience.
Socialization by the cooperating teacher and school faculty is generally invoked to
explain the common finding of increased custodial pupil control ideology in student
teachers following student teaching (Hoy, 1967; Hoy & Rees, 1977; Hoy & Woolfolk,
1990). In contrast, Zeichner and Grant (1981) indicated that the 40 student teachersin
their study did not become significantly more custodia by the end of a 15-week student
teaching assignment, although they did shift dightly towards custodialism. Furthermore,
they also reported that there was only avery weak relationship between the student
teachers' PCI and the cooperating teachers' PCl. Zeichner and Grant concluded that
student teaching is “low impact enterprise” that has little effect on prior beliefs (p. 307).
Only one study involving both PCI and student teachers' efficacy beliefs was
found. Hoy & Woolfolk (1990) discovered that following the student teaching experience
the student teachers became more custodial in their pupil control ideology. The student
teachers also exhibited higher personal teaching efficacy after the experience. Hoy and
Woolfolk concluded that the student teachers felt efficacious when they were able to
control their pupils and maintain an orderly classroom. However, the student teachers all
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had placements in suburban schools, and Gibson and Dembo’s (1984) Teacher Efficacy
Scale was utilized, whose psychometric properties have been challenged recently (see
Henson, 2002). In astudy of inservice teachers, Barfield and Burlingame (1974) also
reported that teachers with low sense of efficacy had a more custodial pupil control
ideology than teachers with average or high sense of efficacy. This current study hopesto
shed some light on the unsettled issue of school setting, pupil control ideology, and
student teachers sense of efficacy.

Collective Teacher Efficacy

Collective teacher efficacy has been defined as “the perceptions of teachersin a
school that the efforts of the faculty as awhole will have a positive effect on students”
(Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). Two elements are involved in the collective
teacher efficacy judgment: 1) analysis of the teaching task, and 2) assessment of teaching
competence (not individual competence, but of the faculty). Teachers consider the
resources and constraints of their school (the ability and motivational level of the
students, available materials, physical facilities, and so forth), and, concurrently, make
judgments regarding the faculty’ s teaching skills and expertise.

The same sources of self-efficacy information — mastery experience, vicarious
experience, verbal persuasion, and physiological states— that individuals process are al'so
operative in term of collective teacher efficacy (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000).
Mastery experiences are available as the school as a whole experiences successes and
failures. Goddard (2001) reported that, in his study of 47 urban elementary schools,
mastery experience accounted for approximately two thirds of the variance between
schoolsin collective teacher efficacy. Vicarious experience may come in the form of
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research on effective schools as well as listening to positive stories about other schools.
Other schools can provide social comparison information that teachers in similar schools
can useto infer their own possible capabilities (Bandura, 1986). Verbal persuasion —
from workshops, talks, professional development events — can persuade teachersto “give
the extra effort that leads to success’ (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000, p. 484).
Finally, schools can have affective states, and schools' reactions to pressures and
challenges can impact subsequent actions and collective efficacy.

Just as the individual sense of self-efficacy influences the choices, effort, and
persistence of the individual, collective teacher efficacy also affects these same
behaviors. As group members become more confident in their group’ s capabilities, they
tend to be more willing to work hard for the group, to persist when problems and
obstacles arise, and to embrace more difficult challenges for the group. Efficacious
groups generally set higher goals and exhibit stronger commitment to such goals. Thus,
groups with high collective efficacy should out-perform groups with low collective
efficacy (Zaccaro, Blair, Peterson, & Zazanis, 1995).

Collective teacher efficacy isarelatively new construct, and Bandura (1997) has
expressed that much more research is needed in this area. Goddard, Hoy, and Woolfolk
Hoy (2000) have designed, tested, and launched a collective teacher efficacy scale, and
Goddard (2002) has developed a short form of the scale. Interestingly, Goddard &
Goddard (2001) demonstrated that teachers sense of efficacy is not uniform among
schools, and that the variation can be explained by collective teacher efficacy. Of the 47
urban schoolsin their study, teachers’ sense of efficacy was higher in the schools that
exhibited higher collective teacher efficacy. In Bandura' s (1993) seminal article on
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collective teacher efficacy, he established that “adverse” student body characteristics
(such aslow SES) impact schools' achievement level more strongly by lessening
faculty’s collective efficacy beliefs than through direct effects on school achievement. It
seems likely that the collective teacher efficacy of schools would affect student teachers
own sense of efficacy, but no studies were found connecting collective teacher efficacy,
student teachers' sense of efficacy, and the contextual factors of schools.

The Cooperating Teacher’s Role

In addition to setting, cooperating teachers could play a prominent role in the
development of the student teachers’ efficacy. Cooperating teachers provide self-efficacy
information for the student teacher in the form of vicarious experience and verbal
persuasion. The three primary people involved in the student teaching experience are the
student teacher, the cooperating teacher, and the college supervisor. Thisgroup is
referred to as the triad. Research hasindicated that the cooperating teacher, because of
sustained, daily contact, exerts more influence than the college supervisor over the
student teacher (Borko & Mayfield, 1995; Calderhead, 1988; Sparks & Brodeur, 1987,
Richardson-Koehler, 1988).

Few teacher educators would argue that the cooperating teacher is a critical figure
in student teaching. Thus, selecting and preparing quality cooperating teachers would
seem to be essential. However, Goodlad (1990), in his national study of teacher
education, discovered that the selection of cooperating teachersis often based on
“proximity and availability,” rather than demonstrated teaching ability (p. 190). Finding
sufficient number of quality teachers interested in performing cooperating teacher duties
isaquandary for many teacher education programs (Goodlad, 1990; Mclntyre, Byrd, &
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Fox, 1996; Guyton & Mclntyre, 1990). Moreover, Goodlad (1990) found that the
selection is frequently left up to school principals, and Guyton, Paille, and Rainer (1993)
established that some principals paired student teachers with weak teachers in hopes that
the student teacher would supply needed aid for the weaker teacher. Asfor the
preparation of cooperating teachers for their mentoring role, it seems that very little
formal preparation is done. Most orientations consist of a one-session program, generally
combined with areception or dinner (Sparks & Brodeur, 1987).

In terms of efficacy beliefs and the cooperating teacher, the research is limited.
One study was found that analyzed the perceived cooperating teachers’ efficacy beliefs
after an early field experience —that is, the preservice teacher completed the Perceived
Cooperating Teachers' Teacher Efficacy Scale, essentially rating how efficacious the
preservice teacher thought the cooperating teacher to be (Li & Zhang, 2000). Li and
Zhang utilized Gibson and Dembo’ s Teacher Efficacy Scale, which they modified only
by directing the student teachers as follows: Indicate the degree to which your
cooperating teacher would agree or disagree with each statement below. The researchers
reported that preservice teachers with high perceived cooperating teachers' efficacy
beliefs had significantly higher general teaching efficacy scores than preservice teachers
with low perceived cooperating teachers' efficacy beliefs. In contrast, Knoblauch (2003)
examined the actual efficacy beliefs of 64 student teachers and 64 cooperating teachers,
and found no relationship between the efficacy beliefs of the cooperating teacher and
efficacy beliefs of the student teacher. Knoblauch used the short form of the Teacher

Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).
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SUImmary

In sum, research on teachers’ sense of efficacy —teachers' beliefs that they have
the capability to positively affect student performance — for the past quarter of a decade
has revealed much about this powerful construct. Teachers' efficacy beliefs have been
linked to a plethora of desirable teaching and learning variables, such as greater teacher
effort, persistence, and commitment, as well as heightened student motivation and
achievement. In formulating efficacy judgments, teachers analyze the teaching task and
situation and then assess their personal capabilities to perform the task (Tschannen-
Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, (1998). Thus, the context of the teaching task is
paramount in weighing efficacy beliefs. Moreover, efficacy beliefs tend to be more
malleable early in ateacher’s career (Bandura, 1977), so researchers have been
particularly interested in the development of preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy
(Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).

Designing an appropriate measure for assessing teachers' sense of efficacy has
been a vexing problem for researchers. Initially conceptualized as having two
dimensions, personal teaching efficacy and general teaching efficacy, it now appears that
the construct may be unidimensional (Deemer & Minke, 1999; Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) have created a
promising instrument called the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale, which has three
subscales: perceived efficacy for student engagement, instructional strategies, and
classroom management.

The student teaching assignment — as a mastery experience —is a primary source
of efficacy information for prospective teachers. The contextual factors of the student
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teaching experience may be important in the devel opment of the prospective teachers
sense of efficacy. Urban schools are generally considered as difficult and challenging
settings in which to practice teaching (Brown, 2002; Haberman, 1995, 1998; Zeichner,
1996). Cooperating teachers exert much influence over the devel oping student teacher,
and they provide efficacy information to the student teacher in the form of vicarious
experience and verbal persuasion (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).
However, little is known regarding the effect on student teachers' efficacy beliefs of such
variables as the student teaching setting, the perceived cooperating teachers sense of
efficacy, and the length and nature of the assignment. Additionally, little is known
regarding the effect of the student teaching setting on the pupil control ideology and the
perceived collective teacher efficacy of the student teacher.
Hypotheses

It was expected that student teachers placed in suburban or rural settings would
exhibit higher teachers’ sense of efficacy following the student teaching experience than
those placed in urban settings. Although Bandura (1997) contended that mastery of
difficult tasks enhances efficacy, student teachers placed in an urban setting have not
been adequately prepared for the “ severity” of the situation at an urban school (Rushton,
2000). It was predicted that these student teachers would feel overwhelmed and would
not experience mastery of the situation. Conversely, student teachers that interned at
suburban or rural schools were expected to feel more comfortable (Groulx, 2001), believe
that the task was manageable, and enjoy a subsequent boost in teacher efficacy as aresult

of the mastery experience.



It was predicted that student teachers placed in urban settings would exhibit a
more custodial pupil control ideology following the student teaching experience than
those placed in suburban or rural settings. Urban schools are generally more bureaucratic
and custodial (Lunenberg, 2000; Lunenberg & Schmidt, 1989) than suburban or rural
schools, and it was expected that the urban student teachers would be socialized towards
amore custodial classroom management approach.

It was hypothesized that student teachers placed in urban schools would exhibit
lower perceived collective teacher efficacy than those student teachers placed in rural and
suburban schools. Because urban schools typically have less resources and poorer
facilities, as well as higher teacher turnover, than rural and suburban schools, it was
expected that the urban student teachers would perceive alower collective teacher
efficacy.

It was hypothesized that student teachers who perceived their cooperating
teachers as efficacious would exhibit higher teachers’ sense of efficacy following the
student teaching experience than those student teachers that perceived their cooperating
teachers as being less efficacious. Bandura (1997) noted that competent models supply
greater instructional influence than do incompetent models, particularly when the
observer has much to learn. It was expected that student teachers who judged their
cooperating teachers to be efficacious would lend more credence to that efficacy
information, and thus become more efficacious themsel ves.

It was hypothesized that student teachers with split placements would exhibit
higher teachers sense of efficacy at the end of the 16-week student teaching experience
than student teachers that remained in the same placement for the entire 16 weeks. The
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split placement would allow for a“fresh start,” aswell as amore varied experience. The
student teachers with split placements would have had a variety of mastery experiences,
which was predicted to lead to a stronger sense of efficacy.

Finally, it was expected that student teachers would exhibit higher teachers sense
of efficacy at the end of the 16-week experience than at the mid-way point of 8 weeks. It
was believed that the longer student teaching assignment would allow for more growth of
efficacy beliefs, because of the increased teaching, motivating, and managing
opportunities.

Sgnificance of the Study

The study of teachers’ sense of efficacy has been productive, and much is known
concerning its antecedents, consequences, and development. There is a dearth of
literature, however, regarding the development of efficacy beliefs in student teachers. The
student teaching experience is the culminating field experience for the preservice teacher,
and it represents the first significant opportunity to practice their teaching skills.
According to Mulholland and Wallace (2001), teacher educators should pay more
attention to providing successful mastery experiences during field placement, and the
setting, collective teacher efficacy of the school, cooperating teacher, and length and
nature of the assignment may have acritical effect on the student teachers' efficacy
information. In light of the fact that our student population is becoming increasingly
diverse, the typical “culturally encapsulated” student teacher needs experiencesin
observing, teaching, and interacting with diverse students (Zeichner, 1993, 1996). As
currently structured, teacher certification procedures allow credentialed teachers to teach
in any setting — rural, suburban, or urban (Haberman, 1995; Gilbert, 1995). Thus, in order
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to appropriately prepare prospective teachers, teacher education programs must provide
student teaching placements in diverse settings.

Preservice teachers report that classroom management is one of their most salient
concerns (Gossen, 1974; Veenman, 1984). Student teachers' pupil control ideology may
play arolein their developing efficacy beliefs, particularly in urban settings. The student
teacher may adopt a more custodial approach to student control, due to socialization from
an urban school environment that tends to be more bureaucratic and custodial
(Lunenberg, 2000: Lunenberg & Schmidt, 1989). Urban schools may also present more
classroom management challenges to the student teacher, leading to a more custodial
orientation.

Haberman (1995) argued that teachers should practice teaching in the most
challenging conditions, not the most ideal conditions, so that novice teachers will then be
prepared to teach in both the suburbs and the inner-city. However, how will student
teaching in a challenging and difficult environment impact the inchoate efficacy beliefs
of the student teacher? Educators acknowledge that (for a variety of reasons such as
poverty, cultural differences, and violence) teaching in urban schools is challenging
(Brown, 2002; Haberman, 1995, 1998; Zeichner, 1996). Will the challenge of student
teaching in an urban school debilitate or strengthen the student teacher’ s developing
sense of efficacy? If teacher educators are to devel op a strong multicultural program
complete with practice teaching in diverse settings, then it is important to investigate how
those diverse settings affect the efficacy beliefs of the teacher candidates.

The positive effects of teacher efficacy are tantalizing and have profound practical
implications. Whatever can be done to improve the effectiveness and commitment of the
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individual teacher, who is so central to the educational process, will surely improve
education. Teacher efficacy’ s power is captured nicely by a phrase written by Edwards,
Green, & Lyons (1996, p. 4): “When teachers believe they can make a difference, they in

fact do.”
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

Overview

This study was designed to examine the change in preservice teachers' efficacy
beliefs following the student teaching experience, with a particular focus on the student
teaching placement and how the student teachers’ sense of efficacy may vary in regard to
the school setting — rural, suburban, or urban. Contextual factors of the student teaching
placement were investigated to seeif predictors of student teachers sense of efficacy
could be identified. Another element of this investigation was an exploration of the
student teachers' pupil control ideology before and after student teaching, with a
particular focus on the student teaching placement and how the student teachers' pupil
control ideologies may vary in regard to the school setting. A third element involved the
construct of collective efficacy —what factors (and school setting was of particular
interest) would be predictive of the student teachers' perceived collective efficacy. A
fourth element of thisinvestigation of efficacy beliefs was an examination of a possible
relationship between the student teachers' perceived efficacy and their perceptions of
their cooperating teachers sense of efficacy. A fifth element concerned the group of

student teachers who changed assignments after eight weeks. This group (who had the
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opportunity for a“fresh start”) was compared with the student teachers that remained in
the same assignment for the full 16 weeks, to discern if there were any differencesin
efficacy beliefs. A final element of thisinvestigation was an examination of the optimal
length of time (8 weeks or 16 weeks) for a student teaching experience, in order for it to
impact the efficacy beliefs of student teachers. The following section explicates the
methodology utilized in this study.
Participants

The sample included 108 undergraduate students from a mid-sized university in
Ohio. Data were collected in the fall and early winter of 2003. The students were fourth-
or fifth-year senior education majors who were about to embark on their student teaching
experience. The participants were primarily white females. 90 females (83%) and 18
males (17%); 106 white and 2 “others’ (see Appendix A for demographic information
sheet). Their ages ranged from 20 to 54, with 82% being 21 or 22 years of age. Twenty-
seven of the 108 student teachers were teaching at the elementary level. The subject area
of the 81 middle school and high school teachers ranged from math to social studiesto
specia education, with the mgjority teaching language arts (26) and math (23). When
asked to estimate, out of 13 years of schooling, how many years were spent in an urban,
rural, or suburban setting, 71 (66%) of the student teachers indicated that all 13 years of
their own K-12 school experience were in a suburban setting; 21 (19%) student teachers
reported that all 13 yearswerein arural setting; and 3 (3%) student teachers indicated
that that all 13 years were spent in an urban setting. The participants were volunteers, and

they received no inducement or reward to be a part of the study.
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The institution in this study requires their teacher candidates to participate in
many early field experiences, beginning as early as their freshman year. During their
junior year methods block semester the teacher candidates participate in two, two-week
(full day) field experiences. One of the two assignmentsisto a school designated as a
culturally diverse setting, which this institution definesin terms of ethnicity and
socioeconomic status. Additionally, all prospective teachers at this ingtitution are required
to complete a course in multicultural education prior to student teaching. Thus, all of the
participantsin this study had similar prior experiences within their teacher education
program.

At the institution utilized for this study, student teaching is 16 weeks in length.
Thirty-two of the student teachersin this study changed assignments (either schooal,
subject, or grade level) at the end of the first 8-week experience.

Instruments

Teachers' sense of efficacy was measured using the short form of the Teacher
Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) designed by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy
(2001) (see Appendix B). This scale was completed by all of the student teachers
participating in the study at three separate times: (a) prior to student teaching, (b) at the
end of thefirst 8 weeks of student teaching, and (c) at the end of total 16-week student
teaching experience.

The short form consisted of 12 questions, including four items for each of three
subscales: efficacy for instructional strategies, efficacy for student engagement, and
efficacy for classroom management. Response to each item was a 9-point Likert scale,
with 1 corresponding to “Nothing” and 9 corresponding to “A Great Deal,” thus higher
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scores on the scale are equated with greater efficacy beliefs. An example of an
instructional strategiesitem is*”To what extent can you craft good questions for your
students?’” An example of a student engagement item is *How much can you do to help
your students value learning?’ An example of a classroom management itemis“How
much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?’ The reliability coefficient
for this measure (Cronbach’s alpha) was .92, which is consistent with reliability
coefficientsin similar studies. The construct validity was examined by correlating the
new scale to existing scales. The validity was reported asr = 0.64, p < 0.01 to the PTE
factor of the Gibson and Dembo scale, and r = 0.16, p < 0.01 to the GTE factor of the
Gibson and Dembo scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).

The student teachers aso were asked to complete the Percelved Cooperating
Teachers Efficacy Scale (Li & Zhang, 2000) (see Appendix C). This scale measured the
student teachers' perceptions of the efficacy beliefs held by their cooperating teachers.
The scale was a modified version of the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale, and it
required the student teachers to respond to efficacy items as they believed their
cooperating teacher would respond. Bandura (1986) posited that, “behavior is better
predicted from [peopl€’ s] beliefs than from the actual consequences of their actions’ (p.
129). Thus, the student teacher’ s perceptions of his or her cooperating teacher’ s efficacy
beliefs may be more influential than the cooperating teacher’ s beliefs themselves. The
Perceived Cooperating Teachers' Efficacy scale employed the same 12 efficacy items
from Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’ s (2001) short form, but the directions to the

student teachers read as follows: “ Please indicate how you believe that your cooperating
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teacher would respond to each statement below.” Cronbach’s alphafor this measurein
the study was .95.

As previously mentioned, teacher efficacy scales have generally loaded on two
factors, personal teacher efficacy and general teacher efficacy. The general teacher
efficacy factor has been under scrutiny, and has been interpreted as “ external influences’
by one researcher and an “outcome expectancy” by another (Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy argued that general teacher
efficacy, as measured by current teacher efficacy scales, could be considered as “externa
influences,” and not true self-efficacy judgments. Thus, their new Teacher Sense of
Efficacy scale was designed to focus solely on the aspect of personal teacher efficacy.
The three dimensions of the new scale, efficacy for instructional strategies, student
engagement, and classroom management, “represent the richness of teachers’ work lives
and the requirements of good teaching” (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, p.
801). The researchers indicated that both subscal e scores and the total score could be
used to measure efficacy beliefs, but that for preservice teachers, the total score may be
more appropriate, as subscale scores may not be meaningful for prospective teachers.
Therefore, the total score was used in this study.

Pupil control orientations were measured using a modified version of the Pupil
Control Ideology (PCI) form (Hoy, 2000) (see Appendix D). A short form (10 questions)
of the PCI based on the items that |oaded best in other research was utilized. A five-point
Likert scale was employed, anchored by the phrases strongly agree and strongly disagree.
Some example items are as follows: “ Pupils can be trusted to work together without
supervision,” and “Being friendly with pupils often leads them to become too familiar.”

53



A total PCI score was summed from item responses, with the range 10-50. The higher the
score, the more custodia the ideology, and the lower the score, the more humanistic the
ideology. The construct validity has been supported by several studies (Hoy, 2000). The
reliability of the scale is reported as consistently high, generally between .80-.91 (Hoy,
2000), and the abbreviated version of the PCI also has satisfactory reliability (Gaffney,
1997). Cronbach’ s alphafor this measure in the study was .62.

Collective teacher efficacy was measured via the short form (12 items) of the
Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard, 2002) (see Appendix E). Group competence items
and task analysisitems are included in this scale. An example of a group competence
item isasfollows:. “ Teachersin this school believe that every child can learn,” and an
example of atask analysisitemis“Learning is more difficult at this school because
students are worried about their safety.” Response to each item was a 6-point Likert
scale, anchored by strongly disagree (1) and strongly agree (6), thus higher scores on the
scale are equated with higher perceived collective efficacy of the school. Six items were
positively worded and the other six were negatively worded (and were reverse scored).
Thereliability coefficient for this measure (Cronbach’s alpha) was .87, which is
consistent with similar studies. Using correlational evidence with other established
constructs, Goddard, Hoy, and Woolfolk Hoy (2000) concluded that their collective
efficacy scale has reasonable validity.

It isimportant to note that the collective efficacy scaleistypically given to several
teachers in the same school, with the results aggregated to determine one collective

efficacy score for that school. In this study, the collective efficacy scale was completed



only by the student teacher; hence, the collective efficacy score was the student teacher’s
perception of the collective efficacy of the school.
Procedure

All fall-semester student teachers were asked to volunteer for this study at the
initial student teaching meeting that was held one week before school began in autumn.
Those student teachers that did volunteer were directed to compl ete the demographic
sheet, the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale, and the Pupil Control 1deology Form at that
meeting (see Appendix F for protocol). On the demographic sheet, two important pieces
of information were garnered. First, information on the setting of the student teachers
own K-12 was gathered, and second, information on the student teachers’ prior
experience observing/teaching in urban, rural, or suburban schools was requested.

The student teachers were asked to identity themselves on the initial demographic
sheet and then they were subsequently given a code number so their names were not
necessary on the 8-week and 16-week surveys. The participants were assured that
confidentiality would be maintained at all times.

All participants were asked to complete the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale and
the PCI Form three times: at the beginning, at the end of the first 8 weeks, and at the end
(16 weeks) of their student teaching experience. All participants were asked to complete
the Collective Efficacy Scale and the Perceived Cooperating Teachers' Efficacy Scale
two times: at the end of the first 8 weeks and at the end of the 16 weeks. Additional
guestions regarding the student teaching assignment and the cooperating teacher were

included with the 8-week and the 16-week surveys (see Appendices G and H). An
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example of one of the additional questionsis as follows: “Of your first 8 weeks of student
teaching, estimate how many weeks you were solely in charge of your class.”

The university supervisors distributed the surveys to their student teachers during
the 8" week and during the 16™ week. A brief instructional sheet and an envelope
accompanied each survey, and the student teachers were directed to complete the surveys
and place them in the envel ope, which they could then seal. Their confidentiality thus
was ensured. The university supervisors were given a small incentive for their
contribution to the study. (See Appendices | and J for the instructions to the supervisors.)
After the post-student teaching data collection via the supervisors was completed, follow-
up letters (with surveys and return envel opes enclosed) were sent to the home addresses
of severa of the student teachersin the urban and rural groups. No follow up letters were
sent to suburban student teachers because a large n was already collected. Five additional
completed surveys were gathered in that manner.

The designation of schools as urban, suburban, and rural was a critical element of
this study. A common method of determining the setting of a school isto refer to the
Common Core of Data (CCD) designations (National Center for Education Statistics).
The Common Core of Datais a comprehensive, annual, national statistical database of
information regarding all public elementary and secondary schools. The CCD has
designated eight locale codes; code number 1 identifies the locale type of “large central
city” and code number 8 identifies the locale type of “rural, outside metropolitan
statistical area’ (see Appendix Jfor the CCD locale codes and types).

After close examination of the demographics of each school that housed a student
teacher in this study, however, the decision was made to deviate from the CCD
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designations. The premise of a*“cultural mismatch” between the predominately white,
female, middle class, and monolingual student teacher and the increasingly diverse
student population was a central theme in this study, therefore, a clear demarcation
between urban, rural, and suburban schools was imperative. The CCD designations are
based on geography and population, with no consideration of ethnicity and
socioeconomic status. In the “Ten Year Trendsin Urban Education” (2000), it was
concluded that students enrolled in urban schools were much more likely to be
economically poor and/or minority than those enrolled in suburban or rural schools.
Moreover, Geverdt (2003) investigated the CCD designations of 1,826 schoolsin the
Baltimore-Washington DC area, and he contended that 10% of the schools were
inadequately designated under the CCD’ s locale model. Therefore, for this study,
diversity in ethnicity and socioeconomic status (receiving free or reduced lunch was used
asaproxy for SES) as well as geography/popul ation were utilized to define the setting of
the schools.

In this study, urban schools were operationally defined as schools with a 20% or
greater concentration of students of color, and a 20% or greater concentration of students
who receive free or reduced lunch. Rural schools were operationally defined as schools
that are located in asmall town or arural areawith less that a 25,000 population.
Suburban schools were operationally defined as schools located in an urban fringe and
not in arural area, with less than 20% diversity in terms of ethnicity and socioeconomic
status.

The urban schoolsin this study ranged from popul ations with 20% students of
color to one urban school with 85% students of color. Thirteen of the 28 urban student
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teachers (46%) were assigned to a junior high and high school in the same school district;
the junior high had 57% students of color, and the high school had 53% students of color.
Three of the secondary schools that had a high concentration of students of color were
defined as urban schools even though they had less than a 20% concentration of student
who received free or reduced lunch. According to Lippman, Burns, and McArthur (1996),
middle school and high school students are “often embarrassed” to apply for free or
reduced lunch programs, so thisindicator istypically conservative (p. 18).
Tests for Satistical Assumptions

Prior to analysis, the data were screened for homogeneity of variance and
normality. The homogeneity of variance assumption was examined using Levene' stest of
homogeneity, and all variables showed homogeneity of variance. However, using the
Shapiro-Wilk test of normality, it was discovered that the data for the post teachers sense
of efficacy was not normally distributed — instead, they were negatively skewed. Also
negatively skewed were the data for the post perceived cooperating teachers’ efficacy.
Keppel (1991) recommends a more stringent significance level for asymmetrical data.
Accordingly, | dropped the alphalevel from .05 to .025 for analysis involving those two
variables. Additionally, checks for outliers and multicollinearity were also performed.
The data were tested for possible outlier values with Cook’ s distance measures (Neter,
Wasserman, & Kutner, 1985), and there were no outliers. Although there were significant
correlations between some predictor variables, the VIF values were smaller than 2, which

indicated that multicollinearity was not a problem.
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Data Analysis

All of the statistical analyses were performed using SPSS. Paired t-tests were
conducted to compare the pretest efficacy and pupil control ideology (PCI) scores (before
student teaching) and the posttest efficacy and PCI scores (after student teaching) to
determine if the student teachers’ efficacy beliefs and pupil control ideology changed
significantly following student teaching. A paired t-test also was conducted for each
group — rural, suburban, and urban student teachers, to determine if the setting of the
student teaching assignment was related to changes in efficacy beliefs or PCI. The data
was examined further using regression analysis. A restricted regression model and a full
model were designed, so that the computer could compare the two models and determine
if the full model explained a significant amount of the variance, over and above that of
the restricted model. The full regression model included the criterion variable of post
efficacy scores and the predictor variables of post PCI scores, post collective teacher
efficacy scores, post perceived cooperating teachers’ efficacy scores, experience
observing/teaching in that setting, the match or mismatch between the student teachers
own K-12 school setting and their student teaching setting, and the setting group (urban,
rural, or suburban). The mean posttest efficacy scores were adjusted, thus equating the
three groups. Planned comparisons were made comparing the mean adjusted posttest
efficacy scores of the three groups. In the regression analysis, the predictor variables
were entered, and then the R-sgquare change and its test of significance was examined for
the exclusion of each predictor to determine the unique contribution of the predictor to
the posttest criterion variable. The unique contribution of each predictor variable was
calculated by squaring their part correlations (McNeil, Newman, & Kelly, 1996).
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The dependent variable of collective teacher efficacy was examined by multiple
regression analysis. A restricted model and a full model were again used, with the full
model including these predictor variables. post efficacy mean scores, post PCI scores,
post perceived cooperating teacher efficacy scores, match or mismatch, prior experience,
and arating, done by the student teacher, of the cooperating teachers competence. The
same examination of the regression analysis as described above was followed.

To examine the relationship between the percelved cooperating teachers' efficacy scores
and the student teachers’ sense of efficacy, a Pearson correlation was conducted. The
guestion concerning the effect of split placements or one single placement on student
teachers’ sense of efficacy was analyzed via an independent samples t-test. Because the
groups could not equated on the basis of their pretest scores in the t-test, the decision was
made to use change scores rather than the actual post efficacy scores. The change scores
reflect either an increase or decrease in efficacy beliefs over time, and they were
calculated by the use of subtraction. Three change scores were analyzed: post TSES mean
scores minus pre TSES mean scores (the total 16-week change); mid TSES mean scores
minus pre TSES mean scores (the first 8-week change); and post TSES mean scores
minus mid TSES mean scores (the second 8-week change).

Finally, the research question regarding the length of the student teaching
experience was examined via paired t-tests. Three paired t-tests were performed: the
pretest and the 8-week posttest; the 8-week posttest and the 16-week posttest; and the
pretest and the 16-week posttest. These paired t-tests were analyzed to determine if there
were any significant changesin efficacy beliefsin the first 8- week assignment, in the
second 8-week assignment, and in the overall 16-week assignment.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Overview

This chapter presents the results of the data analyses conducted in the study. The
research questions, as introduced in Chapter 1, are used to frame the results. In general,
comparisons of means between pre-student teaching and post-student teaching, aswell as
between the three groups according to setting (rural student teachers, suburban student
teachers, and urban student teachers) are displayed first, followed by further statistical
analyses of the variables. Initially, means and standard deviations are presented, as well
as acorrelation matrix so that the relationships between the primary variables in the study
can be seen. After that, teachers’ sense of efficacy is examined first, followed by pupil
control ideology, collective efficacy, perceived cooperating teachers' efficacy, split
placements, and finally, length of the student teaching assignment.
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations

Post-student teaching means and standard deviations (n = 108) of the primary
variables of the study are presented in Table 4.1. Means and standard deviations that are
broken down by school setting also will be presented later in each section. Table 4.2
displays a correlation matrix exhibiting the relationships between the primary variables of

the study. Not surprisingly, the strongest correlation (r = .60) was found between pre
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student teaching efficacy scores and post efficacy scores. The next strongest correlation (r
=.52) is seen between the variables of post efficacy scores and post perceived
cooperating teachers' efficacy scores. Positive and significant correl ations were also
found between post efficacy scores and post collective teacher efficacy scores (r = .38),
aswell as post efficacy scores and the student teachers' rating of their cooperating
teachers' competence (r = .26). A negative and significant correlation (r = -.34) was

discovered between post efficacy scores and post pupil control ideology (PCI) scores.

Variable Mean SD

Pre efficacy beliefs (.92) 6.79 0.99
Post efficacy beliefs (.92) 7.36 0.88
Pre pupil control ideology (.55) 24.7 3.72
Post pupil control ideology (.62) 24.3 4.44
Post collective teacher efficacy (.87) 4.55 0.69
Post perceived cooperating teachers 7.73 1.04

efficacy beliefs (.95)

Note: Cronbach alpharesults for each instrument are listed in parentheses following each
construct.

Table 4.1: Means and Sandard Deviations of Primary Variables (n = 108)
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Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Pre efficacy scores - S7F* .19 23 28 -03 -02
2. Post efficacy scores - -.34** 38** 52** -13 26%*
3. Post PCI scores - =31 -24¢  -04 -11
4. Post collective teacher - 39* 16 29%*

efficacy scores

5. Post perceived cooperating - -.05 A6**
teachers efficacy scores

6. Prior experience - -.07

7. Competence rating of the
cooperating teacher -

* Significant at the .05 level; ** Significant at the .01 level.

Table 4.2: Correlations Between Variables

Teachers Sense of Efficacy

To address the first research question, a paired t-test was conducted to determine
if asignificant change in the student teachers’ efficacy beliefs following student teaching
existed. See Table 4.3 for descriptive statistics and t-values. Because school setting was
of particular interest, paired t-tests also were conducted for each setting group. The
overall group, as well as each of the three setting groups (urban, suburban, and rural
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student teachers), experienced a significant increase in efficacy scores following the 16-
week student teaching assignment. As mentioned previously, the TSES utilizes a 9-point
Likert scale, with a higher mean score equated with higher efficacy beliefs. The overall
group (n = 108) exhibited a pretest mean of 6.79 and a posttest mean of 7.36, t = 6.735, p
<.01. The overal group n includes six student teachers who, when they switched
placements at 8 weeks, also switched school setting. Thus, they are not part of any
separate group, urban, suburban, or rural. The student teachers placed in urban schools (n
= 28) experienced a statistically significant increase in their efficacy scores (Mpretest =
6.53; Mposttest = 7.25), t = 5.11, p < .001. The suburban student teachers (n = 45) showed a
significant increase in their efficacy scores (Mpretest = 7.02; Mposttest = 7.51), t = 3.28, p <
.01. Finally, the student teachers placed in rura schools (n = 29) exhibited a significant
increase in their efficacy scores (Mpretest = 6.68; Mposttest = 7.18), t = 3.26, p < .01. The
pretest mean efficacy scores between the three setting groups were examined to
determine if there were differences between the groups prior to student teaching. There
were no significant differences between the setting groups pretest means, F(3, 104) =
1.543, n.s. Because four t-tests were conducted, there was a possibility of cumulative type
| error. Using a modified Bonferroni test (Keppel, 1991) that divided the product of the
degrees of freedom (2) and the alphalevel (.05) by the number of planned comparisons
(4), the significance level was dropped to .025.

To identify factors that were predictive of student teachers' sense of efficacy
following the student teaching experience, multiple regression analysis was utilized. The

regression analysis consisted of two models: Model 1, the restricted model, and Model 2,



the full model. The n was 102, because the six student teachers that switched settings

were not a part of the analysis. The criterion variable was the student teachers’ posttest

Pretest Posttest
N M SD M SD t-value
Overall group 108 6.79 0.9 736 0.88 6.74% *
Urban Setting 28 6.53 1.04 7.25 1.04 5.11%**
Suburban Setting 45 7.02 0.99 751 0.69 3.28**
Rural Setting 29 6.69 0.87 719 0.95 3.26**

**Significant at p<.01; ***Significant at p<.001.

Table 4.3: Means, Sandard Deviations, and t-Values for Sudent Teachers' Efficacy

Scores
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efficacy (TSES) scores, and the predictor variables included the student teachers' pretest
TSES scores, post pupil control ideology (PCI) scores, post perceived cooperating
teachers efficacy scores, post collective teacher efficacy scores, the student teachers
self-reported teaching/observation experience in their school setting (coded as0=0to 1
week, 1 =2 —4 weeks, etc.), and the match or mismatch between the student teachers
own K-12 setting and the student teaching setting (coded as O for amatch and 1 if K-12
history did not match student teaching setting). The full model included all of the above
predictor variables plus the school setting itself (rural, suburban, or urban). Thus, the full
model was being compared to the restricted model to determine if the school setting
(dichotomous variables) was predictive of post TSES over and above the other predictor
variables. The predictor variables were entered. The full model was significant, F(8, 93)
=127, p<.00L.

The R square was .522, so the regression model explained 52% of the variance in
the student teachers' posttest mean efficacy scores. Two of the independent variables
were significant predictors of student teachers' efficacy beliefs: perceived cooperating
teachers efficacy, B = .25, p < .001; and post PCI scores, B = -.03, p < .05. Additionally,
the prior experience variable (the student teachers’ self-reported teaching/observation
experience in their school setting) approached significance, B = -.12, p = .07. Post
collective teacher efficacy, and match/mismatch did not contribute significantly to the
regression eguation.

The predictor variable of school setting (coded as a series of dichotomous
variables) was analyzed by examining the R square change and itstest of significance.
There was no significant difference between the student teacher adjusted posttest mean
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efficacy scores from the three school settings. The result of the F test for the R square
change (.022) was not significant, F(2, 93) = 2.15. See Table 4.4 for the results from the
full model. The full model was run twice, the first time with urban and rural groupingin
the model and suburban grouping left out. Thus, the computer compared the urban and
rural groups to the suburban group. Table 4.4 displays the results from the first run of the
full regression model. The second full model regression run had urban and suburban
grouping in and rural grouping left out, so that the computer could perform the last
comparison (comparing the urban group to the rural group). That comparison resulted in

acoefficient of B = .26, with a standard error of .17 and at-score of 1.47, n.s.
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Regression Standard t Test
Variable Coefficient Error Vaue

Full Model (R Square = .522)

Pretest efficacy score .36 .07 5.25%**
Post PCI score -.03 .02 1.99*
Post perceived cooperating teachers
efficacy score 25 .07 3.64%**

Post collective teacher efficacy score A7 A1 1.50
Match or mismatch 22 16 1.37
Experience in setting -12 .07 -1.81
School setting:

Urban grouping -.10 .20 -.50

Rural grouping -.35 19 -1.90
Constant 3.10 .89 3.48***

* Significant at p < .05; *** Significant at p<.001

Table 4.4: Summary of Multiple Regression for Variables Predicting Teachers' Sense of

Efficacy
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Pupil Control Ideology

Paired samples t-tests were conducted to determine if pupil control ideologies
changed following the student teaching assignment. Because school setting was of
particular interest, paired t-tests al'so were conducted for each setting group. PCI scores
were also examined via multiple regression analysis, but the resultant R Square was a
weak .286, and none of the predictor variables were significant. A review of the
descriptive statistics (see Table 4.5) revealed that the suburban student teachers exhibited
adeclinein PCI scores, whereas the urban and rural groups both showed an increasein
PCI scores. Thet-test results indicated a statistically significant decrease in PCI scores
for the suburban group, t = 2.82, p < .01. Because four t-tests were conducted, there was a
possibility of cumulative type | error. Using a modified Bonferroni test (Keppel, 1991),
the significance level was dropped to .025. Neither the urban or rural group’sincreasein
PCI scores was significant. It isimportant to note that for the PCI survey, the higher the
total score, the more custodial the orientation. In contrast, the lower the PCI score, the
more humanistic the orientation. Thus, the student teachers placed in suburban schools

became more humanistic following student teaching.
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Pretest Posttest
N M SD M SD t-value
Overal group 108 247 3.72 243 4.44 1.07
Urban Setting 28 24.8 3.66 253 4.07 0.58
Suburban Setting 45 248 3.56 233 4.26 2.82%*
Rural Setting 29 240 3.88 24.7 5.09 0.82

**Significant at p<.01

Table 4.5: Means, Sandard Deviations, and t-Values for Pupil Control Ideology Scores
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Collective Teacher Efficacy

The third research question sought to discover factors that were predictive of the
student teachers' perceived collective efficacy following the student teaching experience.
The measure of collective teacher efficacy was completed by the student teacher only,
essentially capturing his or her perceptions of the collective teacher efficacy of the school
in which s/he student taught. The Collective Efficacy Scale uses a 6-point Likert scale
anchored by strongly disagree (1) and strongly agree (6). A higher score reflects a greater
sense of collective efficacy. The student teachers placed in suburban schools exhibited
the highest collective teacher efficacy mean scores (M = 4.78) following the student
teaching experience. Rural student teachers had a collective teacher efficacy mean score
of M = 4.51, and urban student teachers showed the lowest collective teacher efficacy

mean scores (M = 4.11). Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 4.6.

N M SD
Overall group 108 4.55 .69
Urban Setting 28 411 57
Suburban Setting 45 4.78 .66
Rural Setting 29 451 .69

Table 4.6: Means and Standard Deviations for Post Collective Teacher Efficacy Scores
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Multiple regression analysis was utilized, and two models were again designed:
Model 1, the restricted model, and Model 2, the full model. The n was 102, because the
Six student teachers that switched settings were not a part of the analysis. The criterion
variable was the student teachers’ posttest mean collective efficacy scores, and the
predictor variables included the student teachers post TSES scores, post PCI scores, post
perceived cooperating teachers’ efficacy scores, the match or mismatch between the
setting of the student teachers’ own K-12 school experiences and their student teaching
setting (coded as O if matched, 1 if mismatched), the student teachers' self-reported
teaching/observation experience in their school setting, and the student teachers' ratings
of their cooperating teachers competence. The student teachers' ratings of their
cooperating teachers' competence was added to this regression model because,
theoretically, an assessment of the faculty’ s teaching competence is an element of
collective teacher efficacy (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). The full model
included all of the above predictor variables plus the school setting itself (rural, suburban,
or urban). Thus, the full model was being compared to the restricted model to determine
if the school setting was predictive of post collective teacher efficacy over and above the
other predictor variables. The predictor variables were entered. The full model was
significant, F(8, 93) = 7.10, p < .001.

The R sguare was .379, so the model explained nearly 38% of the variancein the
student teachers posttest mean collective teacher efficacy scores. The predictor variable
of school setting (coded as a series of dichotomous variables) was analyzed by examining
the R square change and its test of significance. The results confirmed a significant
difference between student teacher adjusted posttest mean collective efficacy scores from
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the three school settings, rural, suburban, and urban. The result of the F test for the R
square change (.103) was significant, F(2, 93) = 7.69, p < .001. Follow-up tests, which
were conducted at the .017 level —the alphalevel (.05) divided by the number of
comparisons (3) (Newman, Fraas, and Laux, 2000), indicate that the adjusted mean of the
urban group was significantly lower than the adjusted mean of the suburban group, t(1,
93) =-.65, p <.001, aswell astherura group, t(1, 93) = -.41, p <.01. The full model
was run twice, the first time with urban and rural grouping in the model and suburban
grouping left out. Thus, the computer compared the urban and rural groupsto the
suburban group. Table 4.7 displays the results from the restricted model aswell asthe
first run of the full regression model. The second full model regression run had urban and
suburban grouping in and rural grouping left out, so that the computer could perform the
last comparison (comparing the urban group to the rural group). Also, because the R
square change between the restricted and full models was significant, the restricted model
is presented in the table.

One other predictor variable — the student teachers' rating of their cooperating
teachers' competence —was a significant predictor of posttest collective teacher efficacy.

This competence rating was significant, B = .25, p < .05.
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Regression Standard t Test
Variable Coefficient Error Vaue

Model 1 (Restricted Model)

R Square = .277
Post TSES score .16 .08 1.94
Post PCI score -.03 .02 -1.77
Post perceived cooperating teachers

efficacy score A2 .07 1.58
Competence rating of

cooperating teacher 18 12 155
Match or mismatch -12 A3 -.85
Experience in setting A3 .06 2.00*
Constant 2.37 .82 2.89*

Model 2 (Full Model)
R Square = .379
R Square Change = .103***
Post TSES score A3 .08 154

Post PCI score -.02 .01 -1.59

Table 4.7: Summary of Multiple Regression for Variables Predicting Collective Teacher

Efficacy (continued)
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Table 4.7: Continued

Post perceived cooperating teachers

efficacy score .09 .07 1.32
Competence rating of

cooperating teacher .25 A1 2.19*
Match or mismatch 14 14 .96
Experience in setting .09 .06 1.59
Constant 2.69 .78 3.44***
School setting:

Urban grouping -.65 A7 -3.79%**

Rural grouping -.24 A7 -1.45

* Significant at the .05 level; ** Significant at the .01 level; *** Significant at the .001
level.

Perceived Cooperating Teachers Efficacy

The fourth research question —to what extent does the perceived cooperating
teacher’s sense of efficacy correlate with the student teacher’ s sense of efficacy? —was
examined via a Pearson correlation. The perceived cooperating teacher’ s sense of
efficacy was arating of the efficaciousness of the cooperating teacher by the student
teacher. Results indicate a significant positive correlation between the post student
teaching mean perceived cooperating teachers' efficacy scores and the student teachers
posttest mean TSES scores, r = .52, p < .001.

The data were further investigated (using ANOVA) to determine whether there

were any differences in posttest mean perceived cooperating teachers’ efficacy scores
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between the three setting groups. No significant differences were found between the
urban student teachers posttest mean perceived cooperating teachers' efficacy score (M
=7.57), and the rural student teachers score (M = 7.82), and the suburban student
teachers score (M =7.72).
The Effect of Split Placements

The student teachers at the institution where this study took place had the option
of choosing to either stay in the same placement for the entire 16-week student teaching
assignment, or to switch placementsimmediately after the 8" week. Of the total sample
of student teachers, 76 of them did not switch placements and 32 did switch placements.
However, complete data sets (pretests, midtests, and posttests) were only available for 60
of the non-switching group and 29 of the switching group.

To investigate the effect of switching or not switching placements on Teachers
Sense of Efficacy, an independent samples t-test was conducted. The decision was made
to use the change scores, rather than the actual post TSES scores, because adjustments
could not be made in the t-test for the pretest scores. The change scores represent either
the increase or decrease in efficacy beliefs over time, and they were calculated by the use
of subtraction. Three change scores were examined: post TSES mean scores minus pre
TSES mean scores (the total 16-week change); mid TSES mean scores minus pre TSES
mean scores (the first 8-week change); and post TSES mean scores minus mid TSES
mean scores (the second 8-week change). Also, to determine if there were indeed any
differences in the pre TSES mean scores between the two groups, an independent

samples t-test was conducted, and no pretest differences were found.
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A statistically significant difference between the switching group and the non-
switching group was found only in the second 8-week change. The mean TSES change
score for the switching group was .05 (the 8-week efficacy mean score subtracted from
the 16-week efficacy mean score) and the mean TSES change score for the non-switching
group was .37, t = 2.15, p < .05. Thus, the group that stayed in the same placement for the
entire 16 weeks exhibited a significantly higher mean change score (their efficacy beliefs
became stronger) in the second 8-weeks than the group that switched placements. The
split placement and non-split placement groups were examined to make sure that this
significant finding was not a function of school setting (i.e., more suburban student
teachersin the non split placement group). The distribution among setting was almost
egual in the split placement group: eight urban student teachers, nine suburban student
teachers, and nine rural student teachers switched placements. There were 20 urban
student teachers, 36 suburban student teachers, and 20 rural student teachersin the non-
split placement group.

Additionally, independent t-tests were conducted to determine if there were any
differences in the change scores of pupil control ideology, collective teacher efficacy, and
perceived cooperating teachers' efficacy among the switching and non-switching groups.
No significant differences were found.

The Length of the Sudent Teaching Assignment

The length of the student teaching assignment was investigated in terms of the
difference, if any, in the Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale mean scores at the mid (8-
week) point and at the completion (16-week) of student teaching. Of the entire sample of
108 student teachers, 19 did not return the 8-week survey, so 89 completed 8-week
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surveys were available. Paired t-tests were conducted to discern any differences between
the 8-week TSES mean scores and the 16-week TSES mean scores. The 16-week TSES
mean score of 7.38 was a statistically significant increase over the 8-week TSES mean

scoreof 7.12,t = 3.67, p < .001. Descriptive statistics and t-values are presented in Table

4.8.
N M SD t-value
Pretest 89 6.78 .87
8-week test 89 7.12 .78
Posttest (16 weeks) 89 7.38 .85
Paired t-tests;
Pretest — 8-week test 3.57%**
8-week test — posttest 3.67*%**

***Significant at p<.001.

Table 4.8: Means, Sandard Deviations, and t-Values for Pre, Mid, and Post Efficacy

Scores

Summary of Results

In sum, the results indicated many significant findings. All three setting groups
exhibited significant increases in teachers' sense of efficacy following student teaching.
School setting did play arole in the student teachers' pupil control ideology; suburban
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teachers became more humanistic following student teaching. School setting also was a
factor in the student teachers' collective efficacy scores, as urban student teachers
exhibited significantly lower perceived collective efficacy. Perceived cooperating
teachers efficacy was significantly positively related to the student teachers’ post TSES
scores. The non-split placement group’ s second 8-week change score increased
significantly; the split placement group evidenced no such significant increase. Finally,
for the entire sample (n = 108), significant increases in TSES scores occurred at both the

8-week and the 16-week point.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Overview

In this chapter, | discuss and interpret the research results presented in Chapter 4
combining the context of this study with relevant research literature. | also consider,
within each section, the implications of these results in terms of teacher education and
future research. | close with the limitations of this study and final conclusions.
Sudent Teachers' Sense of Efficacy

A primary purpose of this study wasto identify the factors that were predictive of
the student teachers' sense of efficacy following their 16-week student teaching
experience. The setting (rural, suburban, or urban) of the school in which the student
teacher was placed was construed as a critical contextual factor in the development of
efficacy beliefs. It was hypothesized that because urban schools presented a more
challenging environment (generally speaking, due to their bureaucratic nature
(Haberman, 1995; Weiner, 2003), financial difficulties (Darling-Hammond, 1995; Kozol,
1991), the presence of violence (Dryfoos, 1998; Williams & Williamson,1992), and so
forth), the student teachers that were placed in urban schools would suffer adeclinein
their efficacy beliefs following the assignment. The findings of this study do not support

that hypothesis.
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All three groups (urban, rural, and suburban student teachers) experienced a
statistically significant increase in their teachers' sense of efficacy following the student
teaching internship. Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997) contended that of the four sources of
efficacy information (mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and
physiological states), mastery experience represents the most powerful influence on self-
efficacy beliefs. Student teaching, as the culminating experience in teacher education
programs, is an extended opportunity to put theory into practice and to test one’ s skillsin
the entire gamut of pedagogy: planning, instructional techniques, motivational strategies,
management tactics, and assessment. As part of my survey information, | asked the
student teachersin this study to estimate how many weeks (out of the 16 total) that they
were solely in charge of their class. For the entire sample, the mean was approximately
10.5 weeks (with arange of 2 to 16 and a standard deviation of 2.9) that they were solely
in charge as teachers. Thus, they had ample time to practice and to experience mastery in
all of the pedagogical areas. Two other valuable sources of efficacy information,
vicarious experience and verbal persuasion, will be discussed later in the context of the
perceived cooperating teachers' efficacy beliefs variable.

It was expected that the suburban student teachers would evince enhanced
efficacy beliefs following the student teaching internship. Of the 45 suburban student
teachers, 34 (76%) had spent their entire 13 years of K-12 schooling in suburban schools.
The student teachers in this sample were 98% white and most likely middle class (typical
of suburban families), so no cultural mismatch between teacher and the majority of
students existed in the suburban schools. Groulx (2001), in her study of 112 preservice
teachers, documented a “ consensus about feeling comfortable teaching in schoolsin
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which [the preservice teachers' | backgrounds matched those of the students’ (p. 75).
Thus, the suburban student teachers probably felt completely comfortable in their
suburban setting and could focus on working on their teaching skills.

It was also hypothesized that the rural student teachers would exhibit higher
efficacy beliefs after student teaching, and the findings support that hypothesis. Of the 29
rural student teachersin this study, 19 (66%) indicated they had spent all 13 years of their
schooling in suburban schools. Although 21 (72%) of the rural student teachers had spent
zero number of years of their own K-12 schooling in rural schools, this background-
student teaching setting mismatch did not appear to adversely affect the efficacy beliefs
of the rural student teachers. Rural schools generally serve alower socioeconomically
population than their suburban counterparts, but the students are predominately white
(Lomotey & Swanson, 1989). Thus, there was likely a socioeconomic mismatch between
the middle-class student teacher and the students, but not aracial mismatch. Valli (1996)
contended that pupil relations — difficult for any student teacher — are more problematic
and anxiety producing for White student teachers placed in racialy diverse schools.

Notably, rural schoolstypically exhibit a strong sense of community, partly
because of their small size and partly because of their traditional connection with the
community (Beckner, 1996). Lee, Dedrick, and Smith (1991) revealed that a sense of
community in the school was the strongest predictor of teacher efficacy in a study using
the High School and Beyond Teacher Surveys. Additionally, rural student achievement
scores are generally at or above state averages, despite their limited curricula and paucity
of resources (Lomotey & Swanson, 1989). Therefore, the combination of a sense of
school community, support, and healthy student achievement rates likely contributed to
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the rural student teachers’ enhanced sense of efficacy following their student teaching
assignment.

Contrary to expectation, the student teachers placed in urban settings exhibited a
significant increase in efficacy beliefs after the student teaching experience. Two key
elements in making an efficacy judgment are an analysis of the teaching task and its
context, and an assessment of one’ s strengths and weaknesses in terms of the tasks
demands (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). It was expected that the
typical constraints and lack of resources evidenced in urban schools would render the
tasks' demands as very challenging. However, Bandura (1997) suggested that mastery of
difficult tasks heightens feelings of efficacy, and it appears that the urban student teachers
in this study successfully handled a challenging situation — thus enjoying a mastery
experience and a subsequent boost in efficacy beliefs. Moreover, it islikely that the
teacher education program carefully chose the urban schools in which they were placing
their teacher candidates; the institution no doubt endeavored to place all of their student
teachersin effective, well-functioning, safe schools.

Support from fellow student teachers as well as faculty members also could have
played arole in the urban student teachers’ enhanced efficacy beliefs. The student
teachersin this study attended a weekly student teacher seminar, where they discussed
problems, opportunities, and ideas with their university supervisor and student
colleagues. Many multicultural scholars have deemed this support to be critical,
particularly for prospective teachers placed in diverse field experiences. Zeichner and
Hoeft (1996) emphasized that field experience students must be prepared, supported, and
monitored in diverse settings, if the experiences are to have a positive effect.
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An aternate explanation for the urban student teachers’ enhanced efficacy beliefs
involves attribution theory. Causal attributions answer “why” questions, such as “Why
did | fail that exam?’ Attributions are explanations about the causes of behavior —one’'s
own behavior as well as other’s (Weiner, 1992). Weiner (1992) identified three
dimensions — locus of causality, stability, and controllability — into which most
attributions fall. Locus of causality is conceptualized as a continuum with internal and
external at the poles, and, for thisdiscussion, it is the dimension of interest. Ability and
effort are characterized as being internal, whereas luck, help, or task difficulty are
considered external.

Self-efficacy beliefs will be enhanced with internal attributions for success and
reduced with internal attributions for failure (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). However,
external attributions will have no effect on an individual’ s efficacy beliefs. If the urban
student teachers in this sample considered the task difficulty of practice teachingin an
urban school to be insurmountable, and subsequently made external attributions, then the
efficacy beliefs of those urban student teachers would remain untouched. In other words,
if the urban student teachers blamed any lack of success they may have experienced on
their external surroundings (i.e., poor facilities and lack of resources), their developing
teachers sense of efficacy could remain relatively unscathed, even following an
unsuccessful stint at practice teaching.

Haberman and Rickards (1990) surveyed 50 urban teachers who had left the
Milwaukee Public School system. Interestingly, of the teachers' top 12 reasons for their
departure, nine of them were clearly external causes (examples included inadequate
support, heavy load, and inadequate resources) and the other three (discipline,

84



underachieving students, and dealing with students' different cultural backgrounds) could
have been perceived as external causes. It would logically follow that those urban
teachers formed external attributions for their lack of success. Weiner (1992) discussed a
“self serving attributional bias,” that is, the tendency to make internal attributions for
successful endeavors and external attributions for unsuccessful endeavors. Experiments
by Beckman (1970) and Wiley and Eskilson (1978) showed that the teachersin their
studies did indeed take credit for student achievement but attributed failure to external
factors. External attributions made by teachers for lack of success become problematic
when the teachers' effort and persistence subsequently declines due to perceived external
constraints. Did the urban student teachersin this study indeed make external
attributions? That answer cannot be known with the data collected. Further research
should explore that possibility.

Perceived cooperating teachers' efficacy scores. The perceived cooperating
teachers' efficacy score (the estimation, done by the student teachers, of the efficacy
beliefs of their cooperating teacher) was a significant predictor of the variance in post
efficacy scores. In other words, the student teachers who viewed their cooperating
teachers as efficacious were more efficacious themsel ves following the student teaching
assignment. Although not as influential as mastery experience, vicarious experience and
verbal persuasion are two other important sources of efficacy information, and the
cooperating teacher (because of daily, sustained contact) is a prime source of these types
of information. The student teachers’ perceptions of their cooperating teachers, aswell as
the cooperating teachers’ impact on the student teachers' sense of efficacy, will be
discussed in depth in alater section.
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Prior teaching/observing experience. Interestingly, the students’ prior experience
observing/teaching in the same setting in which they interned approached significance —
as anegative influence on the student teachers post efficacy scores. In the regression
model, this prior experience variable accounted for 2% of the variance in post Teachers
Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) scores. The fact that it was a negative predictor was
surprising, because it would seem intuitively that experience in a particular setting would
result in increased efficacy beliefsin that setting. However, the findings indicate that as
the student teachers' prior experience increased, efficacy beliefs declined. It appears that
there was a slight tendency for increased experience to impact the student teachers
original, unrealistic optimism. In other words, when the student teachers actually had
complete responsibility for their class, they experienced an epiphany: teaching is much
more difficult than it looks! Thisis consistent with earlier research. Weinstein (1988)
utilized the term “unrealistic optimism” to capture the inflated confidence of the
preservice teachersin her study. Those preservice teachers were most optimistically
biased about their competency to teach students from different cultures, to deal with
individual differences, and to maintain discipline. Similarly, Benz, Bradley, Alderman,
and Flowers (1992) discovered that the preservice teachersin their study held an
“unrealistically high sense of efficacy” (p. 284). They observed that preservice teachers
hold preconceptions about teaching that are not reality-based.

Pupil control ideology. Pupil control ideology (PCI) was another variable that
approached significance in terms of its unique contribution to the variance in the post
efficacy scores. PCl and the student teachers’ sense of efficacy were negatively and
moderately correlated. As efficacy beliefs increased, PCl scores tended to decline (the
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student teachers became more humanistic). Perhaps as the student teachers began to feel
more efficacious they allowed themselves to be less controlling of their students and
classroom. Thisis congruent with Woolfolk and Hoy’ s (1990) research. They discovered
that among the prospective teachers who believed that the teaching profession can make a
difference in student lives, those with higher personal teacher efficacy were more
humanistic in their pupil control ideology than those with lower personal teacher
efficacy. Additionally, in astudy of 55 religious school teachers, the researchers reported
that higher efficacy beliefs were correlated with more humanistic attitudes towards
control. They concluded that teachers with a greater sense of efficacy “...seem more
trusting of students and more able to relinquish control and share responsibility for
solving classroom problems with their students’ (Woolfolk, Rosoff, & Hoy, 1990, p.
146). Pupil control ideology and its variation in terms of school setting will be discussed
in the next section.
Sudent Teachers Pupil Control Ideology

The second research question in this study concerned the differences, if any, in
the pupil control ideologies of the three setting groups — rural, suburban, and urban
student teachers. In this sample of student teachers, the ones placed in suburban settings
exhibited a significant decrease in PCI scores (became more humanistic) following the
16-week student teaching internship. The urban student teachers and the rural student
teachers showed an increase in PCI scores (became more custodial), but the increases
were not statistically significant. The PCI form is designed so that lower scores reflect a

more humanistic classroom management orientation, thus the suburban student teachers
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became more humanistic in their approach to pupil control, whereas the urban and rural
student teachers did not.

One salient difference between suburban school clientele and urban/rural school
clientele is socioeconomic status; suburban families are much more likely to be middle
class, while poverty rates are much higher in urban and rural families (Beckman, 1996;
Lippman, Burns, & McArthur, 1996; Ten Y ear Trends, 2000). Socioeconomic status
(SEYS) involves more than family income —the parents' educational level and occupation
are aso included, which allows SES to reflect more than income when it comes to the
educational resources that parents can provide for their children. In the NEL S:1988 studly,
33% of urban 8" graders and 32% of rural 8" graders came from families whose SES was
in the lowest quarter nationally, compared to 19% of suburban 8" graders (Lippman,
Burns, & McArthur, 1996).

The lower SES (and, presumably, concurrent lower educational level and lower
status occupations) that is disproportionately evident in rural and urban settings may
manifest itself in less parental involvement in academic affairs (Beckner, 1996; Smalley
& Reyes-Blanes, 2001). Hoge, Smit, and Crist (1997) identified parental expectations as
avaluable component of parental involvement, that is, student academic achievement
benefited from high expectations from parents. Thus, many rural and urban students,
whose parents are likely not models and advocates for educational achievement, may not
see the value in education and consequently, may take their studies less than serioudly.
Fritzberg (2001) acknowledged, “chronically impoverished, socially isolated inner-city or

rural families often fail to nurture the nascent intellectual capabilities of their young” (p.
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110). Asaresult, the rural and urban student teachers may have thought that they had to
resort to controlling tactics to keep students on task.

Furthermore, there is evidence that suggests urban school environments typically
are authoritarian, replete with rewards and punishment, control through power, and
extrinsic motivation (Singiser, 2002). According to Woolfolk, Rosoff, and Hoy (1990), if
teachers believe that students need tangible rewards and incentivesto learn, then they are
more inclined to be custodial in their orientation to classroom management. Winfield and
Manning (1992) observed that teachers in urban schools with many federally funded
supplementary instructional programs clearly demonstrated a custodial attitude towards
their students. As mentioned earlier, Lunenberg and Schmidt (1989) reported that the
urban teachersin their study were more custodial than the suburban or rural teachers. For
the urban student teachersin this current study, emulation of their cooperating teachers
(who likely leaned towards a custodial orientation) probably lessened the possibility of
the student teachers adopting a more humanistic approach.

The connection between economically disadvantaged students and more
controlling student teachers could also be explained by using Abraham Maslow’ s classic
hierarchical needs theory. Maslow (1968) conceptualized deficiency needs (i.e., survival,
safety, belonging, and self-esteem) and being needs, such as intellectual achievement and
self-actualization. His premise was that children’ s deficiency needs must first be satisfied
or they will be disinclined to focus on being needs. In other words, if achild is hungry, or
cold, or afraid, then that child will probably not be fully focused on the instructional
lessons. Among familiesin poverty, childhood distress and abuse, malnutrition, and poor
health care are more common (L ubienski, 2003). Knapp and Woolverton (2001), in their
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discussion regarding students in poverty, posited, “ Anxieties generated by uncertainties
in physical, emotional, and socia survival detract from capacity to learn...” (p. 558).
Lack of motivation for academic achievement likely leads to student disengagement and
behavioral problems. Indeed, considerable evidence points to a greater prevalence of
misbehavior and discipline problemsin urban schools (Singiser, 2002; Weiner, 2003).
Therefore, the rural and urban student teachersin this study did not become more
humanistic — as their suburban counterparts did — perhaps because they had more
classroom management issues and problems, and they were consequently more custodial
and controlling in response to their environment. The suburban student teachers probably
encountered fewer behavioral and motivational issues, and were able to relax thereins,
becoming less controlling and more humanistic in their approach to classroom
management.

There has been continual discussion in the literature regarding the effect of
teacher socialization on the student teacher. In terms of pupil control, Hoy and his
colleagues found that the pupil control ideologies of student teachers were more custodial
following the experience (Hoy, 1969; Hoy & Rees, 1977; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990). Hoy
(2001), in arecent review of the pupil control studies, emphasized the primacy of the
school culture in the socialization process. He argued that because schools are “ service
organizations with mandatory participation and unselected clients,” pupil control will
always be a significant feature of school life (p. 430). In contrast, Zeichner and Grant’s
(1981) findings did not support the notion that student teachers become more custodial
following student teaching. They suggested that biography (prior beliefs and attitudes)
played an important role and that the student teaching experienceisa*low impact
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enterprise” (p. 307). Zeichner and Grant recommended that more attention be given to the
social structural elements and the context of the school.

The results of this current study indicated that the context of the school setting
(urban, rural, and suburban) was indeed an influential factor in the student teachers' pupil
control ideologies at the end of the experience. It islikely that the school cultureis
different in rural schools, suburban schools, and urban schools, and this difference may
have accounted for the suburban student teachers becoming more humanistic. Future
research should explore this possibility. Specifically, acommon school of thought is that
the cooperating teacher, because of proximity and availability, exerts a strong influence
on the behaviors, beliefs, and attitudes of the student teacher (Bunting, 1988; Zeichner,
1980). Future research should examine the actual pupil control ideologies of the
cooperating teachers in the three school settingsto determine if they are related to the
pupil control ideologies of the student teachers.
Sudent Teachers Perceived Collective Teacher Efficacy

The urban student teachers in this study indicated significantly lower perceived
collective teacher efficacy than did the rural and suburban student teachers. This
collective teacher efficacy score was not the aggregated beliefs of the school’ s faculty
regarding the group’ s capacity to influence student learning, asistypically donein
collective teacher efficacy research (e.g., Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). Dueto
time and financial constraints, collective teacher efficacy was operationalized in this
study as the individual student teacher’s perception of the school’s collective teacher
efficacy. Goddard, Hoy, and Woolfolk Hoy (2000) affirmed that collective teacher
efficacy is“experienced individually by each organizational member” (p. 498).
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Moreover, thisis consistent with the other variablesin the current study, in that teachers
sense of efficacy, pupil control ideology, and perceived cooperating teacher’s efficacy are
al perceptions that the student teacher holds.

It was expected, for a number of reasons, that the urban student teachers would
perceive lower collective teacher efficacy than both the suburban and rural student
teachers. The sources of information for both self-efficacy and collective efficacy are
identical, and task analysis and teaching competence assessment are still instrumental; the
difference isthat in collective teacher efficacy the information and analyses are directed
to the school level. Therefore, the plethora of problems that urban schools often face
(lower student achievement, lack of funding for resources and facilities, large, impersonal
schools, frequent teacher turnover leading to a preponderance of inexperienced teachers)
amost certainly would impact the faculty’ s perceptions of the group’s capabilities to
bring about student achievement.

Schools as awhole, and teachers as a group, can experience successes and failures
(Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000), and these mastery experiences greatly influence
collective teacher efficacy beliefs. Because urban schools generally perform poorly (at
least compared to suburban schools) on proficiency tests scores (Darling-Hammond,
1995; English, 2002) and in terms of grade point average (Ogbu, 1997), urban schools
may not often enjoy mastery experiences. Bainbridge and Lasley (2002) argued that
schools should be compared on an “ apples-to-apples basis,” taking into account poverty
and adult education levels (p. 433). Brown (2002, p. 218) emphasized, “ urban students
arenot at all standard” and should not be compared with their more advantaged suburban
counterparts. The urban schools serving poor students of color subsequently get |abeled
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“low-performing” or “academic emergency” and the teachers and students are
stigmatized and devalued. The lower perceived collective efficacy scores evinced by the
urban student teachers in this study might reflect that dearth of successful mastery
experiences, particularly in terms of standardized proficiency testing.

An assessment of the teaching competence of the school’ s faculty is an element of
collective teacher efficacy (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000), and the typical
transient nature of an urban school’ s staff would render that judgment problematic. In
urban school districts, lack of money and tough working conditions increase the difficulty
to attract and retain quality teachers. In an extensive review of the literature, Darling-
Hammond (1995) presented a compelling argument that much of the difference in school
achievement between urban and suburban schools can be traced to unequal access to
quality teaching. In school districts with continual teacher shortages, many children are
taught by “a parade of short-term substitute teachers, inexperienced teachers without
support, and underqualified teachers who know neither their subject matter nor effective
teaching methods” (p. 471). The urban student teachersin this study may have seen more
novice and inexperienced teachers, so their estimation of the school faculty’s teaching
competence may have been lower — resulting in alower perceived collective teacher
efficacy score.

According to Zaccaro, Blair, Peterson, and Zazanis (1995), two group factors that
play arolein the perceptions of collective efficacy are group size and group cohesion. A
larger group size often results in more disagreements and dissension, which negatively
impact group cohesion. Lower group cohesion can result in less group influence over
individual members, and less general acceptance of group norms and standards.
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Moreover, Peterson and Stunkard (1989, as cited in Zaccaro, Blair, Peterson, & Zazanis,
1995) contended that, within bureaucracies, low motivation among members could result
from feeling a disconnection between personal efforts and collective results. Thislow
motivation can lead to low organizational commitment and low collective efficacy.
Urban schools are frequently described as being large, bureaucratic, and impersonal
(Darling-Hammond, 1995; Haberman, 1995; Kozol, 1991; Weiner, 2003). The urban
student teachersin this study may have observed alack of group cohesion in their school,
and consequently reported lower perceived collective teacher efficacy.

Goddard and Goddard (2001) reported that there were significant collective
teacher efficacy differences between the 47 urban elementary schoolsin their study. In
other words, not all urban schools can be painted with the same broad brush, and there
are many highly effective urban schools that exhibit good collective teacher efficacy. The
lower perceived collective teacher efficacy scores exhibited by the urban student teachers
do not appear to have had a deleterious effect on their own efficacy beliefs, as the urban
student teachers mean efficacy scores did increase significantly following the student
teaching assignment. The urban student teachers may have focused most of their attention
on their cooperating teachers, aswell astheir own survival (Fuller & Bown, 1975), so
that lower perceived collective efficacy had a negligible effect on their self-efficacy
beliefs. Additionally, if the student teachers made external attributions, as speculated
earlier, lower perceived collective teacher efficacy in the urban schools would not have
much effect on efficacy beliefs. However, Goddard and Goddard (2001) did find that
teachers' efficacy beliefs were higher in schools with higher collective teacher efficacy.
Perhaps teacher educators should be cognizant of schools' collective teacher efficacy
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before placing their student teachers. More research is necessary to determine how
school’ s collective efficacy may influence student teachers’ own nascent efficacy beliefs.
Perceived Cooperating Teachers Sense of Efficacy

The fourth research guestion concerned the relationship between the perceived
cooperating teachers’ sense of efficacy and the student teachers sense of efficacy.
Consistent with earlier research conducted by Li and Zhang (2000), the student teachers
perceived cooperating teachers sense of efficacy was moderately and positively
correlated with the student teachers' efficacy beliefs. It isimportant to note that the
perceived cooperating teachers' sense of efficacy variable was a judgment, done by the
student teacher, regarding the efficacy beliefs of her or his cooperating teacher. The
popular aphorism, “perception isreality,” captures Bandura s (1986) assertion that
perceptions of event can be even more significant than the actual event itself. Thus, the
student teachers' perceptions of the cooperating teachers' sense of efficacy is of no small
consequence. As previously noted, the cooperating teacher has been generally viewed as
more influential than the college supervisor (Borko & Mayfield, 1995; Caderhead, 1988;
Guyton, 1989), so the quality of the cooperating teachers’ instruction, modeling, and
interaction with the student teacher would appear to be critical in student teachers
devel opment.

To explicate the dynamics between the student teacher and the cooperating
teacher, a Vygotskian framework can be utilized (Samaras & Gismondi, 1998). For
Vygotsky, learning and development is a social process, with knowledge being co-
constructed initially and then internalized. In student teaching, the cooperating teacher
assists and scaffolds the student teacher by supplying effective and appropriate feedback
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and modeling. The cooperating teachers' roleisto provide support, advice, and guidance,
to act asarole model, to be aresource person, and to be a friend and colleague (Copas,
1984; Duquette, 1994; Giebelhaus & Bowman, 2002; Wentz, 2001). Another role for the
cooperating teacher, although not as commonly proposed in the literature, isto challenge
the student teachers' existing knowledge and beliefs (Borko & Mayfield, 1995; Daloz,
1986; Hawkey, 1997). These challenges promote cognitive dissonance, which can in turn
encourage learning (Hawkey, 1997).

Theoretically, for the student teachers in this study, it islikely that the more
efficacious they perceived their cooperating teacher, the more closely they observed her
or him model and demonstrate teaching strategies, the more intently they listened to her
or hisinstruction, advice, and guidance, the more they accepted constructive criticism,
the more they took to heart her or his support and encouragement, and the more they
emulated her or his pedagogical technigques. Consequently, the student teachers may have
experienced an elevated sense of efficacy asthey followed the lead of their efficacious
role model and mentor.

As one of the four sources of efficacy information, vicarious experience plays a
valuable role in the development of student teachers' efficacy beliefs. In the student
teaching experience, the cooperating teacher serves as a model and the student teachers’
development is aided by this observational learning. Bandura (1997) contended that
changing efficacy beliefs through vicarious information requires more than merely
exposing individuals to models. Through attentional processes, the observer considers the
salience, relevance, and value of the modeled event. In terms of the myriad characteristics
of models, their level of competence is paramount: “ competent models command more
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attention and exert greater instructional influence than do incompetent ones’ (Bandura,
1997, p. 101). Furthermore, model competence is a particularly influential aspect when
observers have much to learn.

Another factor that increases the influence of vicarious information is “the
amount of uncertainty about one’s capabilities’ (Bandura, 1997, p. 87). Individuals who
have had little prior experience in atask are particularly ripe for change to their perceived
efficacy by modeling influences, because they possess limited direct knowledge of their
own capabilities. The student teachersin this study — as relative neophytes — probably felt
uncertain in terms of teaching skill, which rendered the cooperating teachers’ role as
model especially relevant. Therefore, the efficacy beliefs of the student teachers (who
were likely uncertain about their teaching ability and had much to learn) probably
benefited greatly from a cooperating teacher that they viewed as competent and
efficacious.

Additionally, using the literature describing the attributes of efficacious teachers,
one can speculate on certain teacher attributes that might have a positive impact on the
efficacy beliefs of student teachers. Researchers have linked higher efficacy beliefsto
positive teacher behaviors such as greater persistence (Ashton & Webb, 1986),
enthusiasm and organization (Allinder, 1994), acceptance of innovative teaching methods
(Guskey, 1988; Stein & Wang, 1988), and greater commitment (Coladarci, 1992). Itis
probable that efficacious cooperating teachers, who may be more persistent, enthusiastic,
organized, and so forth due to their strong efficacy beliefs, would have greater influence
on the evolving efficacy beliefs of student teachers than less efficacious cooperating
teachers.
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Verbal persuasion (encouragement, support, feedback, pep talks) from
cooperating teachers can be another essential source of efficacy information to novice
student teachers. It is easier to gain and maintain a sense of efficacy when significant
others profess faith in one' s abilities (Bandura, 1997). Britzman (1986) reported that
inservice teachers described practice teaching as being fraught with frustration and self-
doubt in an unanticipated state of disequilibrium. Indeed, Hawkey (1997) related that one
key component of the cooperating teachers' roleis “instilling confidence as mentees go
through inevitable disillusionment and doubt” (p. 328). The impact of the verbal
persuasion is dependent on the credibility, proficiency, and trustworthiness of the
individual dispensing it (Bandura, 1997). For the student teachers that perceived their
cooperating teachers as efficacious, perhaps verbal persuasion was given more credence
and subsequently heightened the student teachers' own efficacy beliefs.

This finding underscores the importance of the cooperating teacher in the teacher
education process. As previously mentioned, research suggests that some principals
paired student teachers with weak teachers in hopes that the student teacher would
provide necessary assistance for the weaker teacher (Guyton, Paille, & Rainer, 1993).
That would obviously not be the ideal situation; the student teacher would likely view the
cooperating teacher as less than efficacious, and that cooperating teacher’ s influence, asa
model and mentor, would be in jeopardy. The student teacher’ s devel oping sense of
efficacy may suffer as aresult.

Teacher educators should do everything possible to ensure that each student
teacher is placed with an efficacious cooperating teacher. Furthermore, cooperating
teachers should be required to undergo specific training in mentoring, such as Pathwise
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training (Giebelhaus & Bowman, 2002). Currently, there is minimal formal preparation
for cooperating teachers (Duquette, 1994; Giebelhaus & Bowman, 2002; Wilkins-Cantor,
1996); most “training sessions’ consist of a general orientation, usually in conjunction
with areception or dinner (Sparks & Brodeur, 1987). Wilkins-Canter (1996) reported that
cooperating teachers are rarely prepared to provide helpful feedback to their student
teachers, and that lack of communication is a commonly cited problem for teacher
candidates involved in field experiences. However, when cooperating teachers are trained
and prepared for their role, they generally provide more specific feedback and a more
effective learning experience (Giebelhaus & Bowman, 2002; Guyton & Mclntyre, 1990).
Thus, mentoring and communication training for prospective cooperating teachers likely
would enhance the cooperating teachers' own efficacy beliefs, which in turn would be
beneficial to their subsequent student teachers’ inchoate efficacy beliefs.

Providing multiple models for the student teacher may also be helpful; the
likelihood of observing an efficacious model would be increased with multiple models.
The student teachersin Borko and Mayfield’s (1995) study enjoyed observing other
teachers and student teachers in addition to their cooperating teacher. Bullough Jr., et al.
(2003) investigated a peer teaching program, in which two student teachers worked with
one cooperating teacher. They noted several advantages for student teachers, such as
augmented support, increased dialogue about teaching, and experience in collaboration.
One advantage not mentioned was the constant presence of a peer model. Goodlad (1990)
reported that student teachers typically work exclusively with one cooperating teacher,
not with “teams of teachers or whole schools’ (p. 190). Similarly, Richardson-Koehler
(1988) indicated that the cooperating teachersin her study resisted supervisor’s
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suggestions that the student teachers observe other teachers. One cooperating teacher
responded: “Why? |s there something wrong with my teaching?’ (p. 31). Furthermore,
Samaras and Gismondi (1998) acknowledged that “the differential support” that teacher
candidates in their study received from their cooperating teachers suggests that student
teachers cannot always count on the cooperating teachers' support (p. 728). Thus,
multiple models — in terms of efficacy information in the form of both vicarious
experience and verbal persuasion —may be beneficial for the development of student
teachers efficacy beliefs.

Haberman (1995) estimated that by the time students graduate from high school
they have experienced 54 teachers. Lortie (1975) termed this extended opportunity for
observational learning “the apprenticeship of observation” (p. 61). It is highly likely that
students experience awide range of quality (from excellent to poor teaching) among
those 54 teachers. Although student teachers, in their own K-12 schooling, have observed
teachers for thousands of hours, the cooperating teacher may be their most important
model. For student teachers, the cooperating teacher is acting essentially as ateacher
educator, and in order to maximize the student teaching experience — which most
teachers consistently rate as the most valuable part of the teacher education program
(Guyton & Mclntyre, 1990) — teacher education programs should strive to place their
student teachers with efficacious cooperating teachers.

The Effect of Split Placements

Contrary to expectation, the non-split placement group showed a significantly
higher efficacy change score than the split placement group during the second 8 weeks of
student teaching. The non-split placement group remained in the same class for the entire
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16 weeks, while the split placement group switched placements immediately following
the 8" week. It was hypothesized that the split placement group would exhibit higher
efficacy scores than the non-split placement group because of the opportunity for a“fresh
start,” aswell amore varied experience. A student teacher that switched placements
could have switched subjects, grade level, cooperating teacher, school, or any
combination of all four of those variables.

It islikely that the non-split placement group exhibited enhanced efficacy beliefs
during the second 8-weeks of student teaching because they had more time (1) to develop
relationships and rapport with their students (and cooperating teacher), (2) to settle in and
get comfortable, (3) to try alternative strategies and tactics if needed, and (4) to actually
see the fruits of their labor — children experiencing success under their direction. For the
non-split placement group, the second 8 weeks of their internship possibly represented a
time for further growth, because no major change (students, cooperating teacher, etc.)
occurred. Those student teachers, having the luxury of more time, could have discovered
why certain tactics were not working with both individual students and the entire class,
and then made the appropriate adjustments. Thus, the student teachers that stayed in the
same class for all 16 weeks almost certainly enjoyed more mastery experiences — because
of their extended stay, they could see more of the small day-to-day successes that accrue
over time. Furthermore, they may have become more efficacious regarding their ability to
adjust and cope with problems. In contrast, the split placement group had to start all over
again at the beginning with another class of students and a new cooperating teacher.

Thisfinding has implications for teacher educators. Switching placements in the
middle of the student teaching internship is not that uncommon, particularly for middle
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school and high school teacher candidates who have chosen to pursue two subject areas.
Therefore, whileit certainly is appropriate for teacher candidates to practice teaching in
two subject areas if they are seeking licensure in both areas, teacher educators should
strive to minimize any decline in efficacy beliefs related to the transition. More research
is needed that examines thisissue.

The Length of the Student Teaching Assignment

Not surprisingly, the 16-week mean efficacy scores for the entire sample was
significantly higher than the 8-week mean efficacy scores. The 8-week mean efficacy
scores al'so were significantly higher than the pre-student teaching efficacy scores, so the
student teachers exhibited significantly higher efficacy beliefs at both the mid point and
end of the student teaching assignment. The student teachers had a wealth of efficacy
information (from mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and
physiological states) to process and digest at the 16 week mark, whereas they only had
half as much information at the 8 week mark. Additionally, as discussed above, more
time likely allowed them to actually see and enjoy small successes with individual
students and the entire class, for frequently in teaching it takes some time for the seeds of
learning to sprout.

The length of the student teaching assignment (for four-year teacher education
programs) is often determined solely by the length of the institution’ s terms — whether
the college or university is on the quarter system (10 week terms) or the semester system
(15 week terms) (Ohio Department of Education, 2002). The student teachersin this
study exhibited a significant enhancement of efficacy scores at both the 8-week point and
at the 16-week point. If the student teachers had been at an institution on the quarter
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system, their student teaching experience would have been completed shortly after that
eighth week, and most of them would have enjoyed growth in terms of their efficacy
beliefs. It appears that the student teachers' developing efficacy beliefs would indeed
increase more with alonger internship, but 8 weeks of student teaching was sufficient to
enhance efficacy beliefs. Thus, teacher education programs housed in institutions on
guarter systems are providing their student teachers enough time for valuable growth.

The effect of the length of the student teaching assignment on efficacy belief
development has been virtually ignored in the literature. Only one other similar study was
found, and that was Crowther and Cannon’s (1998) study on preservice teachers that was
discussed earlier. They did find arelatively steady increase in science teaching efficacy
scores, but they stopped at 10 weeks and the participants were preservice teachers, not
student teachers. Additionally, because the test was administered each week, test
sensitivity was amajor limitation

Among teacher educators, the debate regarding the length of the student teaching
experience is not centered around efficacy beliefs, but rather, around socialization. The
teacher educators who advocate shortening the student teaching internship believe that
the cooperating teacher is a socializing force — essentially socializing the student teacher
into maintaining the status quo (Goodlad, 1990). According to this theory, the
progressive ideas espoused by preservice training generally dissipate beginning with
student teacher and continuing into later teaching (Fuller & Bown, 1975). Indeed,
Richardson-Koehler (1988) reported that student teachers soon discounted their

university-based pedagogical teaching and attributed most of their practicesto their
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cooperating teacher. Does this socialization process affect the student teachers sense of
efficacy? Future research should investigate the possibility of a connection.
Limitations of the Sudy

The main limitation of this study was the fact that all of the data were collected
via self-report measures. Actual observations of the student teachers, aswell as
gualitative data in the form of interviews and journal entries would have enriched the
study. Interviews of all partiesinvolved in the student teaching experience — student
teachers, cooperating teachers, supervisors, and students — would have been insightful in
terms of the contextual differences between the three school settings. Self-selectionis
another possible limitation. Approximately 240 student teachers attended the initial
student teaching orientation meeting, but only 196 student teachers completed the pre-
student teaching survey, thus volunteering to participate in the study. That number
atrophied to the final sample size of 108, that is, 108 student teachers completed the post
student teaching survey. There may have been a self-selection factor among those final
108; it is possible that those student teachers volunteered and persisted in the study
because they were more efficacious to begin with.
Conclusions

This study has investigated student teacher efficacy and pupil control beliefs
before, during, and after student teaching, in relation to the context of the student
teaching assignment — the setting of the school, the collective teacher efficacy of the
school, the perceived efficacy of the cooperating teacher, and the length and nature of the

actual student teaching placement. The major findings of this study are listed as follows:
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. All three setting groups (urban, rural, and suburban student teachers) exhibited
significant increases in efficacy beliefs following student teaching.

. School setting did play arolein the in the student teachers' pupil control ideology
(suburban teachers became more humanistic following student teaching).

. School setting did play arolein the student teachers' perceived collective teacher
efficacy scores (urban student teachers exhibited significantly lower perceived
collective teacher efficacy scores).

. There was a positive and moderate correlation between perceived cooperating
teachers efficacy and the student teachers sense of efficacy following student
teaching.

. The non-split placement group’ s 2™ 8-week efficacy change score (8-week
efficacy score subtracted from the 16-week efficacy score) increased significantly,
whereas the split placement group did not experience a significant change in their
efficacy scores.

. Significant increases in the student teachers sense of efficacy occurred at both the

8-week and the 16-week point.

Perhaps one of the most encouraging findings from this study for teacher

educatorsis that the student teachers placed in urban settings exhibited enhanced efficacy

beliefs following the student teaching experience. There has been an almost universal call

for more field experiences in diverse settings (Grant, 1994; Ladson-Billings, 2001;

Mclntyre, Bird, & Fox, 1996; Vali, 1996; Zeichner, Grant, Gay, Gillette, Valli, &

Villegas, 1998; Zeichner & Hoeft, 1996). Indeed, the National Council for the
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Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE)’ s fourth standard, diversity, is a mandate
for teacher education programs to provide teacher candidates experiences working with
diverse students. Martin Haberman (1995) has advocated training teachers in the most
challenging environments so that they will be better prepared to teach in all settings.
However, little research had been done to determine what effect, if any, an urban or rural
student teaching placement would have on the efficacy beliefs of student teachers. Most
of the research examining student teachers' efficacy beliefs has been conducted in
suburban settings.

Placing student teachers in urban schools and helping them emerge with a strong
sense of efficacy can be part of the solution to the problem of staffing urban schools.
Urban schools continually face teacher-staffing problems (Brown, 2002; Darling-
Hammond, 1995), and Haberman (1995) maintained that nearly 50% of new urban
teachers quit within five years. If prospective teachers have positive, successful field
experiences in urban settings, then perhaps they will be more inclined to seek
employment in urban schools. Moreover, Bandura (1997) contended that if success were
easily attained, subsequent failure would surely bring discouragement. For student
teachers that interned only at suburban schools, and then chose to take afirst job in an
urban school, discouragement may set in because they are likely not used to, or prepared
to, struggle. Novice teachers routinely report insufficient preparation for teaching in
urban settings (Dana, 1992; Ladson-Billings, 2000; Rushton, 2000, 2001), soitis
imperative that teacher education programs provide opportunity and support for field
experiencesin all settings. An important finding of this current study is that student
teaching in urban schools, generally considered more challenging than suburban or rural
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schools (Brown, 2002; Zeichner, 1993), does not necessarily have a debilitating effect on
student teachers sense of efficacy.

Although there were no differences between the three school settings in terms of
the student teachers' efficacy beliefs, contextual differences between the settings were
discovered. Student teachers with urban school placements reported alower perceived
collective teacher efficacy, and student teachers placed in suburban settings became more
humanistic in their pupil control orientations, whereas the urban and rural student
teachers did not. Teacher educators, during the placement site selection process, might be
well advised to pay attention to the collective teacher efficacy of the schools under
consideration. Moreover, more support for student teachers in urban setting may be
warranted. As Gomez (1996) emphasized, positive intercultural experiences are possible
when teacher candidates are “ carefully placed and carefully supervised” in diversefield
experiences (p. 127). In terms of pupil control ideologies, the contextual differences of
SES and academic motivation between the school settings may play arole in which
approach to classroom management (custodial or humanistic) student teachers adopt.
Teacher socialization may also occur. Teacher educators should consider striving to place
student teachers with more humanistically oriented cooperating teachers.

Regarding the role of the cooperating teacher, three ailmost universal themes were
evident in the literature: (1) student teaching is typically reported as the most valued
aspect of teacher education programs, (2) cooperating teachers have a prodigious amount
of influence on student teachers, and (3) cooperating teachers are generally unprepared
and untrained for this major responsibility. In this current study, it was discovered that
student teachers sense of efficacy was related to their perceptions of the efficaciousness
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of their cooperating teachers. It would seem that, in order to maximize the effectiveness
of the student teaching experience, cooperating teachers should be trained for the job,
particularly in regards to communication and feedback. It appears that mentoring
workshops such as Pathwise are a step in the right direction. Additionally, cooperating
teachers need to be more carefully selected as well as compensated for their critical role.
Selecting efficacious cooperating teachers initially, and then enhancing their efficacy
beliefs by providing them with training in mentoring, will help ensure that student
teachers are placed with quality, efficacious cooperating teachers. It may also be helpful
to provide multiple models (other inservice teachers and other student teachers) for the
student teachers. If it “takes avillage to raise achild,” perhaps it takes a school wide
effort to prepare ateacher.

The length and nature (split placements or single placements) of the student
teaching experience and its impact on the efficacy beliefs of student teachers was also
investigated in this study. It appears that one extended placement is better, in terms of the
student teachers' efficacy beliefs, than split placements. Asfor the length of the
internship, 8 weeks was sufficient time for significant perceived efficacy growth,
although 16 weeks seemed to provide more time for stronger growth in the student
teachers' efficacy beliefs.

There has been considerabl e research concerning what constitutes an effective
student teaching placement site (Becher & Ade, 1982; Laboskey & Richert, 2002;
Potthoff & Alley, 1996; Zeichner, 2002). Little is known, however, about the relationship
and influence of contextual factors of the placement site and the student teachers
emerging self-efficacy beliefs. It iscritical that our teacher candidates fedl efficacious
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teaching in any and all settings, so that all children have access to high quality teachers.
Teachers sense of efficacy affects teacher behaviors, such as effort, persistence, and
commitment —all of which make areal difference in student achievement and attitudes
(see Henson, 2002; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). This current study
has revealed some important findings, but more research is necessary to better understand
the connections among contextual factors (such as school setting), cooperating teachers,

and student teachers' sense of efficacy.
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APPENDIX A

Demographic Sheet
Student Information Name:
(Please circle your response.)
Yearinschool: Sr.  J.  Other (please specify: )
Age: Gender: Female Male
Race:  African American Asian  Hispanic  White  Other
High School GPA: College GPA: ACT or SAT score:

Out of your 13 years of school, estimate how many years you spent in the following school
settings:

Rural setting: ~~ Suburbansetting: Urban setting:
How would you classify the school setting of your senior year in high school ?
Rural setting Suburban setting ~ Urban setting
Do you have any summer experiences working with children (e.g., summer camps, coaching)?
None A minimal amount A moderate amount A substantial amount

In your prior teaching/observing experience, estimate the length of time spent in different
settings:

Rural setting: Approximately:
a. 0-1 weeks
Suburban setting: b. 2-4 weeks
C. 5-8 weeks
Urban setting: d. 9-15 weeks
e. 6 months

f. 12-18 months
g. Other (and please specify)
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Please answer the following questions about your student teaching assignment:

School:

Grade Levd:

Subject (if not elementary):

Name of your cooperating teacher:

Are you switching student teaching placements after 8 weeks?  Yes No
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APPENDIX B

The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001)

Teacher Beliefs How much can you do?
Directions: This questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better (1) = Nothing
understanding of things that create difficulties for teachersin their (3) = Very Little

school activities. Please indicate your opinion about each of the (5) = Some Influence
statements below. Y our answers will be kept confidential. (7) = Quite A Bit

(9) = A Great Dedl
1. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the EOESOEONORCORURCEC)
classroom?

2. How much can you do to motivate students who show low @D @ 3 @ (B) B (7B 9
interest in school work?

3. How much can you do to get studentsto believethey cando (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
well in school work?

4. How much can you do to help your students value learning? @D @ 3 @ (B ) (7 (B (9
5. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students? (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
6. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom @ (2 @) @) 6) 6) (7) 6 (9
7. How nzﬂLfZan you do to cam astudent whoisdisruptiveor (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

noisy?

8. How well can you establish a classroom management system (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
with each group of students?

9. How much can you use avariety of assessment strategies? D@ B @ (B ®. (B (9

10. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanationor (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
example when students are confused?

11. How much can you assist familiesin helping their childrendo (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
well in school?

12. How well can you implement alternative strategiesin your @D @ 3 4@ (5 6) (N (B (9
classroom?
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APPENDIX C
The Perceived Cooperating Teachers' Efficacy Scale

Directions: Please indicate how you believe that your cooper ating teacher would
respond to each statement below.

Teacher Beliefs How much can you do?
Directions: This questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better (1) = Nothing
understanding of things that create difficulties for teachersin their (3) = Very Little

school activities. Please indicate how you believe that your cooperating (5) = Some Influence
teacher would respond to each statement below. Y our answers will (7) = Quite A Bit

be kept confidential. (9) = A Great Ded

1. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the @D @G @6 ®. (M®E 9
classroom?

2. How much can you do to motivate students who show low @D @ 3 @ B) B (7 ©® 9
interest in school work?

3. How much can you do to get studentsto believe they can do @D @ B @ B’ (B (9
well in school work?

4. How much can you do to help your students value learning? D@ B3 @ (B ®. (B (9
5. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students? (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

6. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom D@ G @ > ®. (M® 9
rules?

7. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or @D @ 3@ 6 ®’ (@B 9
noisy?

8. How well can you establish a classroom management system @D 2 3 4@ (5 6) (7 (8 (9
with each group of students?

9. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies? D@ B @ B ®. (OB (9

10. To what extent can you provide an aternative explanationor (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
example when students are confused?

11. How much can you assist familiesin helping their childrendo (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
well in school?

12. How well can you implement alternative strategiesin your D @ ) 4@ (5 6) (M (B (9
classroom?
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APPENDIX D

The Pupil Control Ideology (PCI) Form (Hoy, 2000)

DIRECTIONS: Following are ten statements about schools, teachers and pupils. Please indicate
your personal opinion about each statement by circling the appropriate response
at the right of the statement. Y our answers are confidential.

SA=Strongly Agree  A=Agree  U=Undecided D=Disagree = SD=Strongly Disagree

1. Too much pupil timeis spent on guidance and activities and too little on academic
preparation SA° A U D SD

2. Being friendly with pupils often leads them to become too familiar
SA° A U D SD

3. Itismoreimportant for pupilsto learn to obey rules than that they make their own decisions
SA° A U D sD

4. Student governments are a good “ safety valve” but should not have much influence on school
policy SA° A U D SD

5. Pupils can be trusted to work together without supervision
SAA A U D SD

6. If apupil uses obscene or profane language in schooal, it must be considered a moral offense
SAA A U D SD

7. A few pupilsare just young hoodlums and should be treated accordingly
SA A U D SD

8. Itisoften necessary to remind pupils that their statusin school differs from that of teachers
SAA A U D SD

9. Pupils cannot perceive the difference between democracy and anarchy in the classroom
SA A U D SD

10. Pupils often misbehave in order to make the teacher look bad
SAA A U D SD
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APPENDIX E

The Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (Short Form) (Goodard, 2002)

DIRECTIONS: Pleaseindicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements
from STRONGLY DISAGREE (1) TO STRONGLY AGREE (6)

1. Teachersin thisschool are able to get through to the most difficult students ...............

123456

2. Teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate their students.....................
123456

3. If achild doesn’t want to learn teachershere give up .........ccoovevi i viiiiiecee e
123456

4. Teachershere don't have the skills needed to produce meaningful learning..................
123456

5. Teachersin thisschool believe that every childcanlearn...................cocoii .
123456

6. These students cometo school ready tolearn...........c.ooviiii i e,
123456

7. Home life provides so many advantages that students here are bound to learn...............
123456

8. Studentsherejust aren’'t motivated tO 1€arn...........cooiii i
123456

9. Teachersin this school do not have the skillsto deal with student disciplinary problems...
123456

10. The opportunitiesin this community help ensure that these student will learn...............
123456

11. Learning ismore difficult at this school because students are worried about their safety ...
123456

12. Drug and acohol abuse in the community make learning difficult for students here........
123456
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APPENDIX F

Script for Student Teacher Questionnaire

“My name is Dee Knoblauch, and I'm working with Dr. Anita Woolfolk Hoy, a
professor at Ohio State University.

“I am a doctoral student at Ohio State University. We are studying teacher beliefs
before and after the student teaching experience. We are asking you to fill out a
guestionnaire before, at the middle, and at the end of student teaching.

“Your responses will be kept completely confidential. We will need your name
initially but then we will give you a code number so your name will not be on the
surveys. Confidentiality will be maintained throughout the study, and absolutely
no names will be used in any reports arising from this study.”

“At the 8-week and 16-week points of your student teaching your supervising
teacher will give you the questionnaires. An envelope will be provided, so just fill
out the questionnaire, put it in the envelope, and seal it. Absolutely no one will
see your questionnaire except for Dr. Woolfolk Hoy and me.”

“Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. If you do not wish to
participate, or you later desire to drop out of the study, there will be no penalty
whatsoever. If at any point you decide you do not want to participate further in
this study, you do not need to notify anyone — simply do not fill out the
subsequent questionnaires.

If, today, you do not wish to participate in this study, you may simply choose to
not fill out this questionnaire. By completing this questionnaire, you will be
providing your consent to participate in our study.”

“The questionnaire is only 22 questions regarding your beliefs, and it should take
only 5-10 minutes of your time. There are no right or wrong answers — just what
you believe. Please answer every question, and just circle your response.”

“After you are finished, please seal your questionnaire in the envelope provided
and place it in one of the boxes here up front.”

“Does anyone have any questions?”

10. “If you need to contact us about anything, just call (614) 865-1453.

11. “Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.”
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APPENDIX G

8-Week Survey Cover Sheet

Y our code number:

School where you just completed your first 8 weeks of student teaching:

Grade level taught: Subject (if not elementary):

Y our cooperating teacher’sgender: Femae Male

Y our cooperating teacher’srace:  African American  Asian  Hispanic  White  Other

Of your first 8 weeks of student teaching, estimate how many weeks you were solely in

charge of your class:

How similar was your cooperating teacher to you, in terms of the following:

Age?

Teaching philosophy? 1=Very smilar
2 = Somewhat similar

Classroom management style? 3=Not at all similar

Genera personality?

How would you rate your cooperating teacher’ s competence in the following:

Subject matter knowledge?

Motivating the students? 1 = Excallent

2 = Good
Classroom management? 3 = Average
4 = Poor
Instructional techniques?

Assessing/evaluating the students?
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How would you characterize the setting of the school where you just completed your
student teaching?
Rural Suburban Urban
On the following scale, indicate how comfortable you felt student teaching in such
a setting:
(extremely comfortable) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 (extremely
uncomfortable)
Would you want to seek employment as a teacher in such a setting after you graduate?
Yes No Not Sure
Would you accept ajob if one was offered to you in such a setting after you graduate?

Yes No Not Sure

118



APPENDIX H

16-Week Survey Cover Sheet

Y our code number:

School where you just completed your student teaching:

Y our cooperating teacher’s (your most recent one, if you switched placements) gender:
Female Male

Your cooperating teacher’srace:  African American  Asian  Hispanic White  Other

Of your 16 weeks of student teaching, estimate how many weeks you were solely in
charge of your class:

How similar was your cooperating teacher to you, in terms of the following:

Age?

Teaching philosophy? 1=Very smilar
2 = Somewhat similar

Classroom management style? 3= Not at al similar

Genera personality?

How would you rate your cooperating teacher’s competence in the following:

Subject matter knowledge?

Motivating the students? 1 = Excellent

2 = Good
Classroom management? 3= Average
4 = Poor
Instructional techniques?

Assessing/eval uating the students?
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How would you characterize the setting of the school where you just completed your
student teaching?
Rural Suburban Urban
On the following scale, indicate how comfortable you felt student teaching in such
a setting:
(extremely comfortable) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 (extremely
uncomfortable)
Would you want to seek employment as a teacher in such a setting after you graduate?
Yes No Not Sure
Would you accept ajob if one was offered to you in such a setting after you graduate?

Yes No Not Sure
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APPENDIX |

First Letter to Supervising Teachers

Dear Miami University Supervisor:

Enclosed are the questionnaire packets for you to give to your student teachers.
In order to assure them of their confidentiality, | have given a code number to each
student teacher that completed the pre-student teaching questionnaires. After they read
the neon pink cover letter (their name is on that pink half sheet) they can tear that sheet
off and throw it away. Thus, their responses will remain completely anonymous.

You will NOT have a questionnaire packet for any student teacher that did not fill
out a pre-student teaching questionnaire. They are not in the study.

Please give these questionnaires to the student teachers as close to the end of the
8" week of their student teaching as possible. Thisis especially important for those
student teachers who have split placements.

The student teachers should complete the questionnaires, put them into the
envelope and hand the sealed envelope to you. Then, please drop the envelope into
Miami campus mail at your earliest convenience.

Thank you so much for your help!

Dee Knoblauch
deeknob@aol.com
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APPENDIX J

Second L etter to Supervising Teachers

Dear Miami University Supervisor:

Enclosed are the questionnaire packets for you to give to your student teachers. In order
to assure them of their confidentiality, | have given a code number to each student
teacher that completed the pre-student teaching questionnaires. Their name is on the top
half-sheet, and they can tear off and discard it.

You will NOT have a questionnaire packet for any student teacher that did not fill out a
pre-student teaching questionnaire. They are not in the study.

Please give these questionnaires to the student teachers as close to the end of their
student teaching experience as possible.

| have highlighted the names on the top half sheets of some of your student teachers.
This simply means that these individuals are in a group with limited numbers.
Obvioudly, it isimportant that | receive as many surveys as possible; however, the
highlighted individuals are particularly critical.

The student teachers should complete the questionnaires, put them into the envelope and
hand the sealed envelope to you. Then, please drop the envelope into Miami campus
mail at your earliest convenience.

Thank you again for your help — I could not do this study without youl!

Dee Knoblauch
deeknob@aol.com
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APPENDIX K
The Common Core of Data L ocale Designations

(Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics)

Locale |Locale Type Definition
Code

1 Large Central City  |Central city of aMetropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) with a
population greater than or equal
to 250,000.

2 Mid-size Central City |Central City of an MSA with a
population less than 250,000.

3 Urban Fringe of Place within an MSA of aLarge
Large City Central City and defined as
urban by the Census Bureau.

4 Urban Fringe of Mid- | Place within an MSA of aMid-
Size City size Central City and defined as
urban by the Census Bureau.

5 Large Town Town not within an MSA, with
a population greater than or
equal to 25,000.

6 Small Town Town not within an MSA and
with a population less than
25,000 and greater than or equal
to 2,500 people.

7 Rural, outside MSA | A place with less than 2,500
people and coded rural and
outside an MSA by the Census
Bureau.
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8 Rural, insideMSA | A place with less than 2,500
people and coded rural and
inside an MSA by the Census
Bureau.
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