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(ABSTRACT)

The primary purpose of the study was to determine the

extent to which teaching efficacy, a motivational construct

derived from Bandura's theory of self-efficacy, is related

to the referring of students for special education services.

Secondary purposes were to gather information on the validity

of Ih; Iggghg; Effigggy Sgalg (Gibson, 1983) and to obtain a

better understanding of the construct of teaching efficacy,

and how it is manifested in high and low efficacy teachers.

A three—phase study was designed to investigate the problem.

A survey of all first, second and third grade teachers in a

mid—size urban school district in Virginia resulted in



\

individual referral numbers and a volunteer sample of

eighty-one teachers. After elimination of ten of those

respondents, a second survey was conducted to gain a measure

of efficacy and potentially related environmental variables.

Scores from the second survey defined a sample for the

interview phase of the study.

Findings suggest that high efficacy teachers refer fewer

students to special education than do low efficacy teachers.

Variables which appear to be related to a teacher's sense of

efficacy include support from the administration, assistance
I

and personal support from the principal, type of school (high

or low SES), successful experiences with low-achieving

students, and a personal need to be successful with all

students. Implications for building teachers' sense of

efficacy indicate a two-pronqed change effort: assuring that

teachers have the skills to be successful with a wide range

of learning needs, and creating an environment which enables

teachers to be decisive, independent professionals.
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Chapter I

The decision to refer a child for special education

services is usually made_ by the regular classroom teacher.

This decision may be one of the most critical decisions made

by teachers, one which, if the child is labeled as

handicapped, may have permanent and irreversible
I

consequences. There is evidence to show that during the

referral and evaluation process there may be little done for

the child in the regular classroom (Tymitz, 1984). The

referred child often begins to take on characteristics of the

suspected disability and may retain some of these

characteristics even when the diagnostic process fails‘to

label the child (Blackhurst & Berdine, 1981; Justice, 1981;

Prieto, 1981). The labeling itself may create a handicap,

and, regardless of contrary evidence, others' perceptions of

the child may generalize inferiority to other areas of

functioning (Smith & Neisworth, 1975; Ysseldyke & Algozzine,

1982). Labeled children are viewed more negatively by

teachers and are assumed to have more problems than

non- labeled chi ldren exhibiting the same behaviors

(MacMillan, Keogh, & Jones, 1986). Once identified and

placed in a lower status position in the school, the child

1
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experiences cumulative effects over time which, for some,

result in increased failure, school dropout, and delinquency

(Houck & Sherman, 1979; Kelly, 1977).

The classroom teacher believes that once the child has

been referred, testing will occur and will result in the

identification of a label to explain what is wrong with the

child. A study of 94 district special education directors

in 37 states examined the numbers of referred students who

subsequently were evaluated, and the numbers of evaluated

„ students who received special education services during the

1977-78, 1978-79, and 1979-80 school years (Algozzine,

Christenson, & Ysseldyke, 1981). The results revealed that

for each of the school years the probability that referred

students would be evaluated was .92, and the probability that

those who were evaluated would receive special education

services was .73. Ritter (1985) reported that 63% of 493

referrals resulted in the provision of special education

services. Teachers believe that students who are referred

will be placed, thus, once referred, the child is usually on

the "one way street" (Christenson et al., p. 344). These

findings are even more interesting when added to those of

Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Richey, and Graden (1982) that show

there is essentially no relationship between the decisions

reached by placement teams and the extent to which the

assessment data presented at team meetings supported those



decisions. The conclusion, then, is that once the referring

teacher· determines that there is something wrong with a

child, such a determination will usually be confirmed.

Nicholas Hobbs (1975) responded to the common assumption

that children are classified so that they "can be taken care

of," stated that this phrase has two meanings: (1) giving

children help, and (2) excluding them from the community.

He further explained his position.

Categories and labels are powerful instruments for
social regulation and control and are often
employed for obscure, covert, and hurtful purposes;
to degrade people, to deny them access to
opportunity, to exclude "undesirables" whose
presence in some way offends, disturbs familiar
custom, or demands extraordinary effort. (Hobbs,
as cited in MacMillan, 1977, p. 249)

Handicap categories and labels have been affixed to more

than four million children in recent years. Over 1.8 million

of those children have been placed in the category of

learning disabilities (LD). While the categories of mental

retardation, speech impairment, visually impaired and hearing

impaired have been steadily decreasing, the learning

disabilities category continues to grow and includes children

who some suggest would have once been labeled mentally

retarded or emotionally disturbed (Eighth Annual Report to

Congress on the Implementation of the Education of the

Handicapped Act, 1986; MacMillan et al., 1986; Polloway &

Smith, 1983; Ysseldyke, Algozzine, & Epps, 1983). The number

of children in the category of seriously emotionally
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disturbed (SED) also has steadily increased in the last

decade, but minimally, when compared with the learning

disabilities group. The LD numbers have increased by 131

percent (over 42% of all children served in special education

programs) while the SED numbers have increased by 32 percent

(Eighth Annual Report to Congress, 1986). There is growing

national concern over the figures and trends, with much of

the concern focused on the entire process of identification

of handicapped children in our schools (Algozzine & Korineck,

1985; Blackhurst, 1981; Galagan, 1985; Weener, 1981;

Ysseldyke, 1983).

That some children need extra help to benefit from

public instruction is not questioned by parents,

professionals, policy developers, and lawmakers. What is in

question is that some children who could benefit from

instruction in the regular classroom are being unnecessarily

removed from that environment. These children are being

labeled handicapped by a system which supports irrelevant

bias, inadequate and inaccurate diagnostic procedures, and a

lack of tolerance for difference (Algozzine, 1985; Giesbrecht

& Routh, 1979; Justice, 1981; Lieberman, 1982; MacMillan et

al., 1985; Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982).



— 5

The P.r.Qb.l.¢m

Many studies have been conducted on the nature of the

referral to placement process and have examined a number of

repeatedly verified factors. Most children who are referred

to child study teams by the regular class teacher are

evaluated, labeled as handicapped, and placed in special

education programs (Algozzine et al., 1981; Galagan, 1985;

Ritter, 1985; Ysseldyke, 1983). Many children with similar

characteristics are never identified as handicapped and

remain in the mainstream of public education (Algozzine,

1985; Justice, 1981; Lieberman, 1982; Ysseldyke et al.,

1983). The literature suggests that the initial referral is

the critical variable in the process of labeling a child as

handicapped (Riffle, 1985; Tymitz, 1984; Ysseldyke et al.,

1982). Thus, the classroom teacher, who usually makes the

initial referral, is a central figure in the identification

and classification process. However, little is known about

the characteristics of the initial referring agent, the

regular class teacher, and how these characteristics are

related to the process of making an initial referral.

The few studies examining characteristics of referring

and nonreferring teachers present inconsistent, and sometimes

unrelated, findings in the analysis of the actual data

collected (Christenson et al., 1982; Riffle, 1985; Smart et

al., 1980; Tymitz, 1985). The conclusions offered by



6

Christenson (1982), Smart (1980), and Riffle (1985), however,

provide an emerging hypothesis for an underlying difference

between referring and nonreferring teachers. Each of these

researchers concluded that teachers' beliefs about their own

competence in the classroom appeared to influence the rates

of referral of children to special education programs.

Bias toward or against particular student

characteristics is created by teachers' belief systems and

motivates teachers' behavior with students (Brophy & Good,

1977; Brophy & Evertson, 1981; Foster & Ysseldyke, 1976;

Foster, Schmidt, & Sabatino, 1976, cited in Clark & Peterson,

1986). Ashton and Webb (1986) propose the construct of

teachers' sense of self efficacy as the organizing framework

for other theories of motivation, such as expectancy theory

and attributional theory which explain teachers' behavior as

it relates to what they believe to be causes of student

performance. The measurement of the construct of teachers'

sense of efficacy reveals two dimensions: (1) the belief

that particular students in particular situations can be

influenced by effective teaching, and (2) the expectation and

belief that teachers hold about whether they personally have

the abilities to bring about positive student change

regardless of student characteristics (Ashton & Webb, 1986;

Bandura, 1981; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). The studies examining

characteristics of referring and nonreferring teachers
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postulate that teachers' belief in their competency'

influences referral rates. Sense of self efficacy and sense

of self competency are used interchangeably in the literature

(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Ashton and Webb

(1986) reported the results of a six year study of teachers'

sense of efficacy and its influence on teacher behavior and

student achievement. Their work with middle school and high

school teachers reveals a strong relationship between sense

of efficacy and teachér” behavior toward low achieving

students. To date, however, no studies can be found that

investigate the motivational construct of the teachers' sense

of efficacy as it relates to referral of students for special

education services.
1

Piimeseefxließsudx

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the

relationship between the construct. of ·teachers’ sense of

efficacy and referral of students to special education
”

programs. Secondary purposes were to gather evidence on the

validity of The Teeehe; Efiieeey Seele (Gibson, 1983), and

to gain an understanding of how teaching efficacy is

manifested in high and low efficacy teachers. Bandura (1981)

and Ashton and Webb (1986) concluded that the construct of

self efficacy is situationally determined and is not a fixed-

personality trait. These researchers suggest that any study
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of this construct must consider ecological variables as

contributing factors to a high or low sense of efficacy. The

quality of the work life of a teacher is directly affected

by many antecedent and environmental factors contributing to

the individual teacher's sense of competence in the

classroom. For instance, Ashton and Webb (1986) and Denham

and. Michael (1981) assert that the role of the school

principal in creating the general ethos of the workplace may

contribute to the teacher's sense of self efficacy.

9.f1;hsä1a.dx _
8

The literature supports the contention that a massive

° identification system has been developed for special

education which accommodates and encourages a llack of

tolerance for difference in the regular classroom

(Blackhurst, 1981; Ysseldyke &'Algozzine, 1982b). This lack

of tolerance may be influenced by an increased availability

of specialized educational services, designed to enhance the

educational development of children with learning problems.

This availability of services, and the assumption by some

teachers that they do not have the expertise to teach

particular children, may contribute to a feeling of

incompetence and powerlessness in some teachers who are faced

with difficult students. If it could be determined that

teachers' sense of efficacy, i.e., the feeling of competence
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to make a difference in the lives of particular students, is

related to the referral of students to special education,

administrative attention could be focused on improving or

changing these beliefs. Research into organizational

behavior has shown that the best way to change beliefs or

attitudes is by changing behavior (Johns, 1983). For

example, teaching teachers new skills, alternative coping

strategies and communication skills, may enhance their

confidence that they can make a difference, and that they can

teach to a wide range of learning needs. However, programs

designed to build a strong sense of efficacy in teachers must

also be programs designed to build supportive and rewarding

environments in which teachers feel ownership in their

schools and responsibility for their students' achievement

(Ashton & Webb, 1986). Efforts to improve the quality of the

teaching environment focus attention on changing the social

context in which the teacher functions. Teachers' beliefs

regarding their ability to teach are a part of an entire

belief system in the structure of schools. Efforts that

target only discrete teacher behaviors will not bring about

the needed change in teacher motivation. If the construct

of teachers' sense of efficacy is found to be a partial

explanation for referral of students to special education

programs, school reform, and individual teacher correction,

become the goals.
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Investigation of the relationship between teacher sense ·

of efficacy and referral of students to special education

programs was directed toward answering the following

question: To what extent is the construct of teachers' sense

of efficacy related to referral of children, for special

education services?

Referrals of' children, for special education services

occur most frequently in the primary grades. The population

A included in this study consisted of all first, second, and

third grade teachers in a medium sized urban school district

in Virginia. A sample of seventy—one teachers was selected
I

for further study based on responses to an initial survey

requesting numbers of referrals over the last three years and

a willingness to participate in the study. Selection of the

school district was based on numbers of teachers in the first

three grades of school, a more diverse student population

than would be found in a rural Virginia district, willingness

to participate in the study, and an absence of a

district-wide pre-referral consultation or intervention

program during the last three years. It was decided by this

researcher that districts operating such a pre—referral

intervention program with teachers will have begun to
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implement a strategy designed to remediate the problem under

investigation. —

gf Terms

1- Qensxel sense ef izeeghing efiisesx — teachers'
— expectations that teaching can influence student learning

_ despite external factors such as family background and

ability (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1981; Gibson &

Dembo, 1984).
I

A

2- Persgnel sense gf. xeeehing effigesg - teachers'

perceptions of their own teaching competence, their own

ability to make a difference with problem learners

(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1981; Gibson and Dembo,

1984).
”

3- High referring eng leg refenring 1;eegher.s - Teachars may

find that after all resources have been exhausted, a

particular student needs services not available in the

regular classroom. Some teachers show a pattern of

referring students at a higher rate, or a lower rate than

other teachers. For the purpose of this study higher

are defined as those teachers who have

referred eight to twelve or more students over the past

three years. The _1_Q_y1 will be defined

as those teachers who have referred fewer than four

students over the past three years.
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Chapter II

Review of Literature

Chapter two presents the examination of the literature

related to the referral and identification of children as

handicapped. Growth trends in numbers of children served in

special education programs in the public schools and

alternative explanations for these trends is discussed.
‘

.

Criteria used to label children as handicapped and the

procedures implemented in the diagnostic evaluation process

is reported. The issues of bias and stereotyping as

potential influences in the selection of children as

candidates for special education programs is described.

Studies investigating identification criteria, and the

diagnostic and placement procedures most commonly used,

direct the reader's attention to the significance of the

initial referral. The few studies which focus on the

characteristics of the primary referral agent, the classroom

teacher, are reviewed. Close examination of the results of

these particular studies regarding referring and

non-referring teachers provide evidence of a common thread

linking an underlying motivational structure, teachers' sense

12
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of teaching efficacy, to decisions regarding referral.

Conclusions and resulting hypotheses are stated.

§r.2w:h TrendsinThe

number of handicapped children in the United States

has grown markedly since the passage of Public Law 94-142 in

1975. The greatest growth in numbers of children identified

as handicapped has been in the area of learning disabilities.

The Eish:.h Annual Beau: :.2 9.2¤su:.¢.s.$ 2:1:hsef

the Agt„(l986) provided statistics on the

numbers of children served by special education in the 84-85

school year. These statistics reveal that of the 4.3 million

children served in the ten categories of federally recognized

handicapping conditions, 1.8 million of these children were

in the learning disabilities category. Of the ten

categories, 90% of the children served by special education

are those in the high prevalence categories of Learning

Disabilities (LD), Mental Retardation (MR), Speech Impaired

(SI), and Emotionally Disturbed (ED). Moreover these figures

reveal steady increases in the numbers of children labeled

learning disabled and seriously emotionally disturbed. In

fact, over 42% of all children served in special education

are in the LD group (Eighth Annual Report to Congress, 1986).

In contrast, the numbers of students labeled as mentally

retarded have decreased. Several explanations have been
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offered for the growth in numbers of students served in

special education and for the changes in populations within

the field

One explanation proposed by Polloway and Smith (1983)

for the changes in the MR population suggests that the change

in definition, litigation brought against discriminatory

identification practices, and early intervention for this

group are causes for decreasing numbers. Diminishing numbers

of children labeled as mentally retarded, concurrent with

dramatic” rises in numbers of children labeled as LD, may ·

indicate a transfer of populations to a more politically and

socially desirable category. Although disproportionate

numbers of black children in classes for the mentally

retarded prompted litigation to stop discriminatory practices

(Larry 2_,_
L Rilas, 1978), increasing numbers of black

children have been reported in LD programs (Ysseldyke &

Algozzine, 1982, p. 129). Polloway and Smith (1983)

expressed concern that former MR populations are probably in

the categories of both LD and ED. Inconsistency and

unreliability of criteria for placement in LD, MR, and ED

categories has been indicated by others who suspect an

overlap of the same kinds of children (MacMillan et al, 1986;

Ysseldyke, Algozzine, & Epps, 1983).

Some suggest that the general increase in children

served in special education, and the identification of the
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learning disabled in particular, indicates a successful

implementation of child identification procedures (Wilson,

1985). These persons argue that previously unserved

handicapped children are finally being identified. They

would see the category of learning disabilities as successful

by virtue of the large numbers served.

Another possible cause for growth in special education

is that increasing numbers of children are experiencing home

and family problems in addition to other within—student

deficits and disabilities. In 1979 the National Education

Association surveyed a national sample of regular classroom

teachers to identify the causes of students' academic and

social problems. Of teachers surveyed, 81% said student

difficulties were caused by home and family problems, 14%

said they were caused by within-student deficits, 4%

attributed problems to the ways that schools are organized, ·

and 1% said problems were due to inadequate instruction. A

total of 95% of responding teachers blamed students' poor

performance on the students themselves or on poor home

environment (Algozzine, Christenson, & Ysseldyke, 1982).

An additional explanation is that there is a massive

identification system designed to accommodate an increasing

lack of tolerance for difference by classroom teachers

(Blackhurst, 1981; Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982b). It is

argued here that not only are teachers demonstrating a lack
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of tolerance, but that this, coupled with increasing

availability of services and inadequate diagnostic

procedures, is creating a movement of nonhandicapped children

from the regular classroom to special education services

(Algozzine, 1985; Justice, 1981; Lieberman, 1982). Lieberman

(1982) asserts that many of these children are handicappedl

by virtue of regular education practices and that removal of

these children from the regular classroom is a way to use

special education services to "fix" regular classroom

failures.

It is assumed that the criteria used for referring a

child to special education are reasonably clear to classroom

teachers and that the teachers use objective academic and/or

behavioral yardsticks with which to measure and single out

significantly different children. It is also assumed that

diagnosticians can, and do, use the teacher-provided

information in the selection of appropriate diagnostic tools

in the area of suspected disability. These two sources of

information are to be used by eligibility and placement teams

in making informed and judicious decisions about whether a

child is handicapped, and if so, which placement and type of

service(s) will best meet the unique learning needs of the

child. The philosophical and legal underpinnings of these
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assumptions lie in P.L. 94-142 and its regulations specifying

protections against erroneous diagnostic and placement

procedures.

Among the placement options for children with learning

problems are two regular class options. Denon (1970)

described these two arrangements as one in which the

educational needs of the child are met in the regular

classroom with or without any special support services, and

one in which support services, such as consultation, are

provided to the teacher (Ysseldyke & Algozzine, .1982b).

Reynolds (1978) considered anything outside of the regular

classroom to be abnormal (Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982b). The

least restrictive environment provision of P.L. 94-142 is

explicit in stating that removal of a child from the regular

classroom should occur "only when the nature or severity of

the handicap is such that an education in regular classes

with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be

achieved satisfactorily" (20 U.S.C. 1412 (5) (B)). Implicit

in this provision is the protection not only for the child

who has been identified as handicapped but for the

unidentified child as well.

The diagnostic and placement procedures used to

distinguish a child as handicapped have been the focus of a

number of studies. The validity of the concepts behind the

various categorical labels in special education depends upon
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their unique discriminative power. If valid, these labels

should describe a group of children who are similar along

specific dimensions, and who differ from other children

having learning and/or behavior problems, and who also differ

from normal children in the regular classroom.

Weener (1981) reviewed forty—seven studies which

compared normal and learning disabled children. He focused

on the degree of variability within the two groups with

„ respect to ability and specific learning traits and on the

overlap between LD and normal groups of children. Based on

the alleged discrimination ability of criteria for

identification of the learning disabled, it could be assumed

that this group of children would be more homogeneous thanl

normal regular classroom groups. It was found that the

amount of variability within LD groups was similar to that

of normal groups. There was no consistency among LD children

on traits associated with identification criteria, and there

was an overlap in similarities of ability and learning needs

of LD and normal children. It was concluded that there is

no empirical evidence to suggest that children labeled LD

require instructional approaches distinct from normal

children. It was suggested that variability within groups

of normal children would remain the same with the inclusion

of those children labeled LD.
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Ysseldyke and Algozzine (1982a) examined the extent to

which classification decisions in special education were

affected by information given by the regular class teacher

at the time of referral. The researchers found that although

the referred child's test results indicated that the child

was normal, 52% of the school professionals involved in the

study declared the child to be handicapped and eligible for

special education services. It was shown that the teacher's

statement of referral had a significant impact on the

. decisions, and regardless of other factors available, biased

the outcome. In another study, Ysseldyke (1983) found that

92% of referred children were evaluated and 78% of those were

found eligible for special education services. That

identification and placement will result from referral is an

almost automatic condition (Galagan, 1985).

In an analysis of twenty video tapes of actual placement

team meetings, researchers examined the kinds of information

presented, and the extent to which the information was

related to eligibility decisions. Of the twenty students for
4

whom the meetings were held, fourteen were found eligible for

learning disabilities services, although the information

discussed in the meetings was not significantly related to

commonly used criteria for LD classification. In some
U

situations where identical information was discussed,

different placement decisions were made. Analysis also
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revealed that 83% of the statements made during the meetings

were irrelevant to the final decisions. It was concluded
-

that these meetings must be held to confirm decisions made

prior to the meeting, decisions based on such information as

the referral statement, since assessment information did not

seem to play a critical role in the decisions made

(Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Richey, & Graden, 1982).

There are issues, also, in using assessment information

‘ e
gathered from commonly used psychoeducational instrumentsl

Three characteristics determine the technical adequacy of

tests: norms, reliability, and validity. Psychologists who

administer diagnostic procedures with referred children have

a wide range of tests from which to select the most

appropriate for a particular child. The literature reveals

that many tests commonly used to measure a child's aptitude

and achievement levels are unreliable, invalid for the

purposes used, and contain inadequate norming information

(MacMillan, 1986; Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982b). MacMillan

(1986) further suggests that tests which have not been

standardized on the subject population and which are

unreliable, are being used to compare scores of individual

children on ability and achievement in the process of

identification of that child as handicapped.
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Diagnostically irrelevant, or naturally occurring

student characteristics influence the kinds of decisions made

about students. Ross and Salvia (1975) and Algozzine (1975)

found in separate studies that physical attractiveness of

pictured children affected whether children with normal

abilities were labeled handicapped and affected teachers'

classroom interactions (Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982b). Other

studies have shown that race, socioeconomic status, sex, and

negative teacher comments have biasing effects on placement

and grouping decisions (Giesbrecht & Routh, 1979; Kelly,

1977; MacMillan et al, 1986; Ysseldyke, 1983). A few

studies, however, have attempted to show that while race is

often associated with low achievement, it is the low

achievement, and not the racial factor, which is most

influential in placement of students (Haller, 1985; Matuszek

& Oakland, 1985).

Prieto and Zucker (1981) reported results of studies

examining the effects of minority group bias in the placement

of Mexican-American children in programs for the mentally

retarded and for the emotionally disturbed. They found that

Mexican—American children were more likely to be placed in

special education programs than white children.

In another study investigating correlates of teacher

expectancy bias, Babad (1985) looked at whether teachers

would grade work differently if the work were done by an
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"excellent" or a "weak" student. A photocopy of one average

fourth grader's short story was given individually to

forty—one teachers in three schools. After each teacher was

told the ability label, she read and graded the work. The

teachers graded the "excellent" student's work significantly

higher than the work thought to have been done by a "weak"

student. Expectancy__bias as a result of ability label was

demonstrated. The researcher found no correlation between

the bias and ethnic origin of the teacher or teacher

experience. There did appear to be a relationship between

bias and whether or not the teacher demonstrated a rigid,

dogmatic cognitive style.

The existence of stereotypes and bias with regard to

irrelevant, naturally occurring student characteristics and

their relationship to attitudes toward, and expectations for,

children have been verified repeatedly. They continue to

operate in educational decisions. Over two hundred school

professionals in Minnesota were asked to indicate their

estimates of percentages of children of different sexes,

socioeconomic status, and race who would evidence various

handicapping conditions. Estimates for the number of

children in public schools who are handicapped were, in all

exceptional categories, higher than actual numbers.

Estimates for types of children to be found in the categories

of LD, MR, and ED were highest for minorities, children of
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low socioeconomic levels, and boys. Lowest estimates were

for high socioeconomic levels and girls (Ysseldyke,

Algozzine, & Richey, 1982).

If professionals expect to find large numbers of

handicapped children in the schools and they· have

predetermined ideas about who those children ought to be, the

potential of referral of non-handicapped children is not a

surprise. The lack of tolerance for difference, suggested

by some (Blackhurst, 1981; Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982b) as

the underlying problem, may partially explain the retention _

of stereotypes in. making decisions about where to place

hard—to·teach children. The literature supports the

conclusion that we have a massive support system for this

lack of tolerance and for the systematic removal of certain

children from the responsibility of regular education. The

decisions regarding children who experience difficulty in

school go beyond technical, procedural error and demand

close, conceptual and fundamental examination (Algozzine &

Korineck, 1985).

It has been shown that criteria for classification of

students as MR, LD, and ED have changed over the last decade

and that the inconsistencies raise serious questions about

who these children are (MacMil1an et al, 1986; Polloway &
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Smith, 1983; Ysseldyke, Algozzine, & Epps, 1983). Ysseldyke

et al, (1983) examined the extent to which normal low

achieving children differed from children labeled as learning

disabled. Using standard criteria for identification of

learning disabilities, the researchers found that 88% of the

low achievers could meet one or more of the identification

criteria while some of the labeled children met none of the

criteria. No specific characteristics differentiated the two

groups. A second study conducted by these researchers found

that 85% of 248 normal 3rd, 5th and 12th grade students could

be identified as learning disabled by using some set of

commonly used criteria. Although these researchers selected

the area of learning disabilities as the focal area they

assert that the same results could be reached with the

categories of emotional disturbance, educable mental

retardation, and speech and language disorders. They

conclude the following:

No defendable system exists for classifying or
categorizing these students; there are no
defendable inclusionary and exclusionary
principles to guide our efforts to classify them.
(Ysseldyke, Algozzine, & Epps, 1983, p. 165)

The research available on how children are identified

as handicapped is much more revealing about the systems

involved than about the handicapping conditions themselves.

Evidence supports the conclusion that there is a

"mushrooming" process in operation which is creating deviance



25

in children and decreasing both the ability and the

willingness of regular classroom teachers to work with

problems in the regular classroom setting (Lieberman, 1982).

The literature provides evidence of the vagueness in

identification criteria and of the inadequacies of the

diagnostic and placement procedures used. There is both old

and new evidence to show that expectancy bias and

stereotyping play a significant role in the identification

of children as handicapped. Once a child is referred, the

probability that he willbe evaluated and placed in special
I

education is great. The pivotal variable in the entire

process appears to be the initial referral.

Referrihg Teacher:.

Given the critical role of the referral in the process

of identification (Riffle, 1985; Tymitz, 1984; Ysseldyke et

al, 1982), one would expect that a review of the literature

in this area would disclose a number of studies focused on

the initial referring agent, i.e., the regular classroom

teacher. This is not the case. While research has

accumulated on factors related to, or the effects of,

referral, little is known about the person who does the

referring. Related literature on_ biasing factors,

expectations about the outcome of referral, and significance

of the referral statement to diagnostic decisions has been
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discussed. Studies that look at personal and professional

characteristics of referring teachers as well as

environmental influences operating in the school system are

needed.

One study (Smart et al, 1980) examined attitudes and

personal characteristics of regular class teachers who

referred mildly retarded children for special class placement

and the characteristics of those teachers who did not refer

similar children. Findings indicated that thenon-referringteachers

tended to be younger, married, were parents, and

were more academically qualified than the referring teachers.

Of particular interest was the finding that non—referring

teachers believed that they were competent to provide for the

educational needs of low ability children in the regular

classroom. A previous study (Bowen, 1972) found that older

teachers were less likely to seek removal of the child from

the regular classroom. Bowen (1972) attributed this finding

to the possibility that these teachers had developed more

tolerance over the years.

In a recent study by Riffle (1985), actual teacher

reported referral data from 186 elementary school teachers

were analyzed with respect to personal demographic

characteristics of teachers and classroom background

variables. A total of 103 of these teachers reported having

made referrals over a three year period. The five variables
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found to be associated with teacher referrals were: 1) the

number of mainstreamed students in the classroom, 2) age of

students, 3) ethnic background of teacher, 4) workshop

attendance on special education topics, and 5) the age of the

teacher. These five variables accounted for 24% of the

variance of the dependent measure of numbers of referrals.

The researchers suggested that further research investigating

such variables as teacher beliefs about their own competence

in the classroom, support services available, methods and

materials used in pre-referral„ strategies, and school

district influences is needed.

Several studies examining institutional factors and the

extent to which support services affect referral rates were

reviewed. One study (Christenson et al., 1982) attempted to

identify institutional constraints and external pressures

perceived by elementary school teachers as influential in

their making referrals. Eleven of the 48 participants in the

study (22.9%) stated that there were no barriers or

constraints to referral in their districts. The other

teachers cited district and federal rules and guidelines,

competence of the referral receiver (principal or

psychologist), lengthy paperwork, reinforcement for or

discouragement of referrals, shortage of services, and time

involved in the referral to placement process as constraining

factors. Over seventy percent of the participants stated
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that there were no external pressures to referral decisions.

Teachers belief system and tolerance for difference were seen

as factors influencing referral.

Ritter (1978) examined the effects of a school

consultation. program on referral, patterns of ·teachers in

eight elementary schools over a seven year period of time.

Collaborative consultation was shown to have resulted in a

pattern of decreasing referrals over time and fewer requests

for consultation after a two or three year involvement in the

consultation program. It was concluded that the teachers

V developed coping mechanisms and new instructional skills as

a result of the consultation services. Aloia (1983) and

Idol-Maestas and Ritter (1985) reported, that few special

educators are trained as consultants. Those who have

received limited training (Aloia, 1983) were shown to

experience less confidence in a consulting role with regular

educators than in a resource classroom teaching role dealing

with the same instructional skills. Those few special

educators who are specifically trained as resource consulting

teachers are rarely given the opportunity to consult with

regular class teachers (Idol—Maestas & Ritter, 1985).

Although consultation has been shown to have made a

difference in teacher referral rates, this role appears to

be deemphasized in special education teacher training
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programs. Moreover, the role is successful only when school

administrators value consultation and encourage its use.

Intervention with children in the regular classroom

prior to referral is implicit in the intent and language of

P.L. 94-142. Lieberman (1982) and Tymitz (1984) asserted

that regular classroom teachers should be held accountable

for the documentation of the implementation of several
(

intervention strategies and analyses of why they failed

before a child may be referred. Tymitz (1984) argued that

before this accountability can be mandated, attitudes of

teachers toward various types of intervention strategies

should be explored. In one such study, Tymitz (1984) found

that referring and non-referring teachers differed on the

types of intervention strategies they viewed as reasonable

and preferable. Non—referring teachers found far more

intervention strategies to be reasonable than referring

teachers. Non-referring teachers preferred direct, task

related instructional strategies whereas referring teachers

preferred indirect intervention strategies such as adapting

the environment and consulting with parents. These results

suggested that one characteristic of non-referring teachers

is the effort and interest in attempting direct prereferral

intervention. A possible explanation for this characteristic

could be the non-referring teacher's self competenc—y beliefs

as have been mentioned in several of the studies reviewed
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(Christenson, 1982; Riffle, 1985; Smart, 1980). Perhaps

these teachers believe that they can make a difference with

a difficult learner and they will not give up until all their

resources have been exhausted.

In each of the studies reviewed that examined the

characteristics of referring and non-referring teachers, the

researchers asserted among their findings and conclusions a

strikingly similar secondary finding or supposition. The

variable of teacher self competency belief was stated as one

which often appeared to be implicit in the data. Riffle _

(1985) concluded that further research is needed to

investigate such things as the effect of teachers' belief of

self competency on rates of referral.

TeacherThe

growing lack of tolerance for difference has been

discussed as a plausible explanation for the increased

numbers of children referred and placed in special education

programs. Tolerance is defined in 1_~Le_w

as a sympathy for beliefs, behavior, or practices

differing from or conflicting with one's own. A lack of this

sympathy is driven by a motivational system to perceive and

behave in another way. Bias toward or against particular

student characteristics is created by teachers' belief
U

systems and motivates teachers' behavior toward students.
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Brophy and Good (1977), Brophy and Evertson (1981), Foster

and Ysseldyke (1976), and Foster, Schmidt, and Sabatino

(1976) reported links between expectations, attributions, and

teacher behaviors (MacMillan et al., 1986). Clark and

Peterson (1986) suggested that the most important beliefs

that teachers have about students are those that explain the

causes of student performance, i.e., the attributions that

teachers assign to performance.
U

Attribution theory is based on the assumption that

humans are.motivated to explain the causes of events or ·

behavior (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Clark & Peterson, 1986;

MacMillan et al., 1986). Teachers may attribute the cause

of failure in students to external student characteristics

or internal student characteristics, such as ability or

effort, and develop stereotyping beliefs to explain both

student behavior and their own behavior toward those

students. Ysseldyke (1983) and others have shown these

stereotypes to be active in the classification of children

as handicapped.

Ashton and Webb (1986) in the report of a six year study

on teachers' sense of self efficacy and student achievement,

offered the construct of self efficacy as the organizing

framework for other theories of motivation such as expectancy

theory, and attributional theory, which affect teacher

behavior. The construct of teachers' sense of efficacy
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refers to the expectation and belief that they can help

students learn. Bandura found that teachers' sense of

efficacy influences their thoughts and feelings, their choice

of activities, the amount of effort they expend, and the

extent of their persistence in the face of obstacles (Ashton

& Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1981).

Sense of self efficacy and sense of self competency, the

term surfacing in recent studies of referring and

non-referring teachers, appear to describe the same

construct, and thus are viewed as synonymous in this study.

Ashton and Webb (1986) described a number of situational or

environmental factors derived from the literature which

influence a teacher's sense of self efficacy. Included were

class size, characteristics of students, the subject matter,

and the context in which the teacher works. The literature

supports the notion that sense of self efficacy may be

ecologically determined (Bandura, 1981).

Denham and Michael (1981) provided a model for relating

sense of efficacy to other variables. The three major model

components proposed are teacher sense of efficacy, its

antecedents, and consequent conditions. Teacher training,

teaching experience, system/administrative variables,

personal characteristics of teachers and students, and

society were proposed as variables affecting sense of

V efficacy. In their review of the literature on sense of
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efficacy as it relates to teaching, Denham and Michael

pointed to the renewed research interest in cognitive

processes and phenomenological experience as significant

factors in the measurement of effective teaching and

learning. Teacher's perceptions of efficacy, their

expectations, and intentions motivate their behavior in the

classroom. These researchers argued that the teacher's sense

of efficacy is based largely on classroom experiences which

are results of pertinent and individual antecedent and

consequent variables operating in the _particular

teaching/learning situation. The degree to which these

variables may be modified, or the consequences of specific

combinations predicted, may become important areas of

inquiry. The degree to which (sense of efficacy is a

mediating variable between various factors and actual

teaching behavior was suggested by Denham and Michael to be

of importance in educational research.

Gibson and Dembo (1984) responded to research challenges

offered by Denham and Michael (1981) by conducting a study

which would provide an instrument to measure teacher efficacy

and also provide construct validation for the variable.

Reiterating the conclusion by other researchers that attempts

to adequately measure teacher efficacy had been largely

unsuccessful, these researchers, drawing on Bandura's theory

of self—efficacy, utilized the outcome and efficacy
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expectations to support and expand the work of Ashton and

Webb in 1982 and the Rand studies of 1976 and 1977 which

resulted in the delineation of at least two dimensions of

efficacy--general teaching efficacy and personal teaching

efficacy. The development of Ih; 1'_e_a@3 $5;}; was

based on this previous research and on teacher interviews to

clarify characteristics of teachers identified as having a

sense of efficacy. A factor analysis of responses from 208

. elementary school teachers to a set of 30 previously hpiloted

items resulted in the emergence of two substantial factors.

The first was that of a teacher's sense of personal teaching

efficacy or belief that one has the skills and abilities to

bring about student learning, which corresponds to Bandura's
U

self-efficacy dimension, i.e., the belief that one has the

skills to bring about desired outcomes. The second factor

reflected the dimension representing a teacher's sense of

teaching efficacy, or the extent to which any teacher's

ability to bring about change is affected by factors outside°‘

of the teacher, such as home environment, family background,

and parental influences. This factor corresponds to

Bandura's general outcome expectancy dimension, i.e., the

belief that certain behavior will lead to desired outcomes.

Internal consistency reliability ofIh;$@1;

was established in the study. The researchers

recommend investigating teacher efficacy from a
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multidimensional approach. Implementation of two methods

(closed-ended and open ended) of measurement for three

traits, including efficacy, resulted in the evidence showing

both convergent and discriminant validity of the construct

of teacher efficacy. The classroom observation phase of the

study included a limited sample size (N=8) but revealed that

high efficacy teachers spent approximately 28% of their time

in small group instruction while low efficacy teachers spent

almost 50% of their time in small group instruction. High n
I

efficacy teachers spent more time monitoring and checking

seatwork, more time in preparation, gave very little

criticism in response to students, and demonstrated greater

persistence in leading students to correct responses. Gibson

and Dembo (1984) echoed Denham and Michael (1981) in their

recommendations for future investigations of the

relationships between teacher characteristics (i.e., years

of teaching experience, grade levels, and personal

attributes) and sense of efficacy. They also suggested

future research into relationships between situation and

organizational variables and teaching efficacy. They

asserted that there is a need to study the relationship

between teacher efficacy and teacher decision making in areas

such as student grouping decisions. The researchers '

suggested that intervention in teacher decision making would
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be more effective with a better understanding of the

teacher's underlying motivational structure.

In defining sense of efficacy, Ashton and Webb (1986)

proposed two independent dimensions of the construct: sense

of teaching efficacy and sense of personal teaching efficacy.

The former refers to the general belief that teaching can

influence the learning of all students. The latter refers

to the belief that the individual teacher has of his or her

own teaching competence or ability to influence learning.

On the one hand, teachers' sense of teaching efficacy might

be low because they believe particular students cannot learn.

On the other hand, teachers might believe that they do not

have the skills or ability to teach particular students. The

general sense of teaching efficacy relates to the formation

and retention of bias and stereotyping with regard to

particular types of students and, as such, can be viewed as

part of Bandura's teacher outcome expectancy motivational

construct (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984).

Ashton and Webb collected data on self efficacy from a

questionnaire designed to separate high sense of efficacy

teachers from low sense of efficacy teachers. Ethnographic

methods of classroom observation and interviewing of the same

teachers were conducted independent of the questionnaire.

In comparing data from all sources, it was found that low

sense of efficacy teachers attributed classroom problems to
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the internal and external shortcomings of their students.

They were more likely to judge students as incapable of

learning than the high sense of efficacy teachers, and

admitted having moral and value conflicts with their

students. They felt that low achieving misbehaving students

threatened their professional competence. These teachers

often described the classroom in terms of conflict. Low

sense of efficacy teachers did not spend much time helping

· low achieving students learn. They, in fact, often ignored

the lowest achieving students. 3

High sense of efficacy teachers were more likely to

describe low achieving students as reachable, teachable, and

worthy of teacher effort. These teachers took pride in being

able to teach those students seen as unteachable by others.

They were more likely to demonstrate to students that they

cared about them and were concerned about their learning.

Their classrooms were characterized by relative harmony

rather than conflict, and they rarely used embarrassment as

a punitive measure. They made fewer negative comments about

their students. Their class time was built around high

expectations of all students, on-task behavior, and an

awareness of what was going on in the classroom. Those

teachers with a high sense of efficacy demonstrated a sense

of personal responsibility for success and failure in their

students. The results of this study support the researchers'
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hypothesized relationship between sense of efficacy and

student achievement.

The review of the literature suggests the following

conclusions:

1. There is a marked increase in numbers of
children classified as mildly handicapped and
found eligible for special education services.

2. The act of referral of a child for evaluation
usually results in placement of the child in
special education programs.

3. A lack of tolerance for difference may cause
— E

over referral of non—handicapped children and
is procedurally fostered by the public school
system.

4. Criteria for identification and classification
of children in the high prevalence categories
of LD, MR, and ED are invalid and unreliable.

5. Commonly employed psychometric tools are
technically inadequate for the purpose of
discriminate identification of handicap
categories.

6. Decision makers use diagnostically irrelevant
~ student characteristics in making decisions

about whether a child is handicapped.

7. The regular classroom teacher's referral is the
pivotal variable in the identification of
regular classroom children as handicapped.

8. Some teachers refer more students than other
teachers who choose to teach the same types of
students in the regular classroom.

9. Little is known about the motivational and
personal characteristics of high referring and
low referring teachers.
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10. The underlying motivational construct of
‘

teacher sense of efficacy affects teacher
behavior toward particular students and may be
related to referral decisions.

Based on a review of the literature the following null

hypotheses can be stated.

1. High referring and low referring teachers do
not differ in their sense of teaching efficacy.

2. Teacher perceptions of system or
organizational factors are not related to sense
of efficacy.



Chapter III

Methodology

Bandura's theory of self efficacy, as a cognitive

construct affecting an individual's motivation to act in

certain ways, provided the theoretical base for this study.

The theory of self efficacy involves two dimensions: the

belief that one has regarding the outcome of a particular

action, and the belief that one has the competence, or
·

skills, to produce the outcome (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura,

1981). When applied to the teacher's sense of teaching

efficacy, these dimensions can be defined as the belief that

good teaching can be effective with all students regardless

of external obstacles, and the belief that the teacher holds

concerning his/her own ability to teach students (Ashton &

Webb, 1986; Denham & Michael, 1981; Gibson & Dembo, 1984).

The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which

a teacher's sense of teaching efficacy is related to the

numbers of students referred to special education programs.

The discovery of such a linkage and the empirical elaboration

of findings would generate both insights into the

relationship and role of teacher efficacy, as well as-

questions for future research focused on how and why teachers

40 -
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make particular types of decisions. The following primary

research question was addressed:

Secondary purposes for this study were the following:

to provide evidence on the validity of The Teeehe;
A

Seele (Gibson, 1983), and to gain a greater understanding of

the construct of teaching efficacy by examining the

convergence of data across methods. „

Research in the area of teaching efficacy has drawn

largely on Bandura's theory and suggests a multi—method

approach to the measurement of the construct and its

relationship to other variables (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Denham

& Michael, 1981; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). The measurement of

the construct of teaching efficacy as a multidimensional

entity dependent on a variety of— situational variables

(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1981) requires the research

effort to present sound evidence in satisfying the

methodological concerns regarding reliability and validity.

A combination of research methods regarded as theoretically

appropriate for the investigation of a particular issue

should strengthen the validity of final assertions and

prevent unwarranted or spurious conclusions (Denzin, 1978;

Kirk & Miller, 1986).
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This chapter describes the research design and

methodology selected for the present study. The target

population is described and participant selection procedures

are discussed. Selection and development of specific

instruments and data collection procedures are presented.

Finally, analytical treatments of the data collected are

reported.

I2s.$.i.q¤ 9.£ im Easy

The research design consisted of three distinct phases.

Phase I used a mail survey to determine teacher referral

numbers and to define a volunteer sample from the target

population. Phase II consisted of a mail survey of the

sample group for the purpose of measuring teacher efficacy

beliefs and gathering additional personal information. Phase

III involved personal interviews with a group of teachers

selected on the basis of scores from the efficacy scale. The

purposes of the interviews were to gather evidence to

validate the efficacy scale in Phase II and to gather

information for further clarification of the nature of the

construct of teaching efficacy.
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The target population for the study were all first,

second, and third grade teachers in a medium sized urban

school district in Virginia, serving just over 14,500

students. An urban district was selected because of the

greater heterogeneity of students in terms of socioeconomic

and minority status, i.e.; student characteristics germane

to this study. Proximity of the district for reasons of

practicality of travel and communication were also factors

4 in district selection.

Phase 1

The researcher held the first meeting with appropriate

administrators from the selected district in August, 1986.

An abstract of the study was presented to the Director of

Special Education and to the Director of Elementary „

Administration who were skeptical about the existence of a

sufficient range of referral numbers in the district to

provide the differentiation needed for the study. On

September 8, 1986, the researcher met with the Deputy

Superintendent who showed interest in the study and who

authorized the initial survey to obtain the information

needed to conduct the other two phases. If the data

collected in the initial survey were sufficient to support

the other two phases, the complete study was authorized. It
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was decided by the researcher and the Deputy Superintendent

that the Director of Elementary Administration would be the
H

appropriate person through whom initial mailings should

proceed since the target population were regular classroom,

teachers.

Drafts of the initial survey were sent to the three

administrative contacts for their approval. A letter of

support for the study which would accompany the initial

‘ i
survey was drafted by the researcher and cosigned by the

Director of Elementary Administration. Official school

district letterhead stationary was requested for the cover

letters and was received.

andD.ax.aOn

September 24, 1986, a survey was mailed to all first,

second, and third grade teachers in the research district

(see Appendix A). One hundred and fifty-five surveys were

mailed to the schools and distributed by the principal in

each school. Separate letters of support from the

administration to principals and to teachers accompanied the

surveys.

Qf D23;

One hundred and thirty-five -teachers completed surveys

and returned them to their respective principals who sent all
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surveys to the researcher. One school which received surveys

for six teachers never responded and attempts to contact the

principal by telephone were unsuccessful. Nevertheless, the

response rate in Phase I was 87.1%. Of the responding

teachers fifty-four indicated that they were unwilling to

participate in further study. Eleven of the fifty-four were

from one school. Seventy—eight teachers indicated that they

were willing to participate in further study. Ten teachers

were eliminated by the researcher because they had not been

employed in the school district for the past three years.

Referral numbers for each of the last three years were

requested in the survey and were used to define high,

average, and low referral groups. Three additional teachers ·

were added after a second letter requesting participation was

sent by the researcher to 19 high and low referring teachers

who had indicated an unwillingness to participate in the

study. The Phase I survey provided the following

information: referral numbers by teacher, total years

teaching experience, present grade level, years at present

grade level, employment location and information for the last

three years, and designation of a willingness to participate

in further study.
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A volunteer sample was selected from the initial survey

results on the basis of a designated willingness to

participate in further study of referral patterns and

classroom issues. After elimination of ten willing

respondents because of their employment history of less than

three years in the research district, a sample of sixty-eight
”

. teachers was identified. A second letter requesting

participation was sent to fifteen low referring and four high

referring teachers who had indicated that they were unwilling

to participate. A more detailed description of involvement

yielded three additional low referring teachers. The high

referring teachers persisted in their original decision not

to participate.

The final sample consisted of seventy—one teachers.

Thirty-one teachers reported referrals of O-3 students in

three years, thirty—two teachers reported referrals of 4-7

students and eight reported referrals of 8-12+ students in

the last three years. The teachers often indicated that this

report on referral was their best recollection.
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andDataA

survey consisting of

Ihe(Gibson,1983) as well as items examining related factors of

organizational influences, training, and demographics was

mailed to the sample of seventy-one teachers (see Appendix ·

. A). Construction of the researcher-developed portion of the

survey and design of procedures for distribution and

retrieval followed the Dillman (1978) and Covert (1977)

methods for survey development and included provisions for

one follow-up procedure with non—respondents. The

§_g_al_e consists of thirty items presented in a Likert

scale format in which the teachers select a number

(1=strongly disagree to 6=strongly agree) to indicate their

- level of agreement with each individual statement. Gibson

and Dembo (1984) reported in their findings regarding the

dimensions measured by the scale that the two emerging

factors conform to Bandura's two dimensional theory of self

efficacy. Analysis of internal consistency reliabilities in

the Gibson and Dembo (1984) study yielded Cronbach's alpha

coefficients of .78 for the Personal Teaching Efficacy factor

and .75 for the more general Teaching Efficacy factor.

Gibson and Dembo reported that analysis of the results of

their multitrait—multimethod study provided evidence of

construct and convergent validity for the construct of

teaching efficacy as measured in the scale.
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The survey instrument for Phase II was mailed on

November 26, 1986, so that the teachers would receive it when

they returned from the Thanksgiving break. Allowing the

standard two week response period prior to sending a

follow-up to nonrespondents would place the follow-up mailing

right at Christmas vacation week. It was decided by the

researcher that waiting until after Christmas would insure a °

better return.

Forty—six responses were received by December 16. The

follow-up to nonrespondents consisted of a letter and another

survey instrument.
I
It was mailed on January 5, 1987. Ten

responses to the follow-up were received by January 20. One

was unusable because the cover sheet containing the

identification number had been removed. The final number of

responses was 55, a 71.4% response rate.

AnalAL$.i.&9.£D.a1;a

A one—way analysis of variance and the Pearson product

moment correlation technique were employed to test the

relationship between scores on The Ieeehe; Effieeey Seele

(Gibson, 1983) and referral number. Separate statistical

procedures were conducted on sections of the

researcher·developed portion of the survey. The Pearson

product moment correlation technique was used to test the

relationships between individual efficacy scores and the
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factors of (1) principal behavior and (2)

institutional/system variables measured in the survey

instrument.
A

Phase LU.

Samnls S.e.ls.¢.t.ism

Criterion-based selection of the sample for the Phase

III interviews was determined by the efficacy scale scores.

High and low quartiles of the efficacy scale scores were

determined with fourteen high and fourteen low scorers

identified. Quartile means were calculated and all teachers

above the mean in the high scoring quartile and below the

mean in the low scoring quartile were selected for the

interview phase. Four high efficacy teachers and four low

efficacy teachers constituted the sample for Phase III. The

eight teachers represented 14.5% of the sample in Phase II.

After the interviews were scheduled the highest scoring

teacher withdrew from the study because she was "too busy."

The next teacher in scoring rank was selected as the

replacement. She agreed to participate and was scheduled for

an interview.
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andDafaEach

teacher was contacted by telephone and asked to

participate in a one hour interview session with the

researcher after school hours and at the location and time

of her choice. The teachers were told that this interview

was being conducted as a fol1ow—up to the survey for the

purpose of gaining a better understanding of teacher

responses to the issues raised in the survey. All interviews

were scheduled immediately after school and were conducted

in the teachers' classrooms. The interviews were held during

the period of time from February 25, 1987, to March 26, 1987.

The characteristics of the schools were unknown to the

researcher prior to the interview sessions. It is of some

interest to note that two of the teachers with high efficacy

scale scores were located in the same school in a very high

socio—economic community. Furthermore, two of the lowest

scoring teachers were in the same school, one designated as

a Chapter I school, and located in one of the very lowest

socio-economic areas of the district. The high

socio-economic school serves primarily white children and the

low socio—economic school serves primarily black children.

The other four teachers were in four· different, average

socio-economic community schools. ·

All teachers were female and white. Ages were early

thirties (2), mid-thirties (2), mid-forties (3), and



mid-fifties (1). Table 1 reveals that three of the teachers

had taught in elementary grades for over twenty years, two

from ten to fifteen years, and three for fewer than ten

years. _

The primary purpose of the interviews was to gain a

better understanding of the efficacy structures of individual

teachers and of the factors influencing those efficacy

structures. The second purpose was to gather evidence which

would either support or negate the validity of The Teeeher

ßeele (Gibson, 1983) as a measure which could

accurately identify high and low efficacy teachers. Evidence

supporting the validity of the scale in measuring teaching

efficacy would strengthen the credibility of the findings of

Phase II which addressed the primary research question.

A set of guiding propositions, or hypotheses, was

developed for the interview phase. These propositions were

drawn from the literature on teaching efficacy as was the

content of the Teeeher $3,3 utilized in Phase II

(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Denham & Michael, 1981; Gibson & Dembo,

1984). The propositions follow:

1. That teachers with a high sense of general teaching
efficacy will articulate the belief that good
teaching can be effective with all students despite
external obstacles, such as home environment and
student ability.

2. That teachers with a high sense of personal teaching
efficacy will describe themselves as having the
skills and ability to be successful with low
achievers.
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3. That teachers with a high sense of efficacy will
state more strategies for working with difficult
learners than low sense of efficacy teachers.

4. That teachers with a high sense of efficacy will
describe difficult learners in more positive terms
than low efficacy teachers.

5. That teachers with a high sense of efficacy will
articulate a responsibility for the achievement of
difficult learners.

6. That teachers with a high sense of efficacy will
refer a child to special education as a last resort
and after trying many alternative strategies.

7. That teachers with a high sense of efficacy will
describe their school principal and organizational
factors as facilitating rather than as hindering
influences. I

8. That teachers with a high sense of efficacy will
articulate more time spent on planning than teachers

' with a low sense of efficacy.

A set of open-ended questions were written to test the

propositions. The fourteen questions selected from a pool

of relevant questions developed by the researcher were

representative of the critical elements under investigation.

The set also included neutral questions and questions of

interest to the researcher (i.e., question.#14). Spontaneous

questioning during the interviews followed particular ideas

presented by the teachers. The planned set of open-ended

questions asked were the following:

1. Where did you go to college and how long have you
been teaching?

2. What kinds of children are the most difficult to
teach? Think about your most difficult students and



54

describe them. (Tried to get two or three specific
examples.)

3. (a) What role do you think the home environment
plays in a child's ability to succeed in school?
(Showed examples of a success pie graph with
portions drawn in which represented a variety
of influence on success.)

(b) What role do you personally, you (neme ef
teeeherl? How much of that success pie belongs
to you?

(c) Draw in the home influence and your influence
and any others you believe to be important.

4. Tell me what you do when you discover that a child
is not performing at grade level. What is the very
first thing you do? then what? (Tried to get a
typical picture of the process.)

5. (a) How would you describe your own skills in
working with low achievers?

(b) On a scale from one to ten, ten being very high,
how would you rate your success with low
achievers?

6. Describe the ‘regular classroom teacher's
responsibility toward low achievers, and how you
feel about your own responsibility for their
achievement.

7. When students do not learn from your teaching, what
is the primary cause?

8. Teachers sometimes adjust their teaching styles and
methods/strategies for low achievers. If you do
this, tell me about some of the strategies that you
use.

9. When will you refer a student for special education
services? What pre—referral strategies do you use?

10. What things most affect your ability to do as well
as you would like as a teacher?

ll. What kind of instructional support is available to
you? from your principal and from the central
office?

12. Describe your planning process a little. When do
you plan? How much time a day or week do you spend
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on planning? How is your planning differentiated
for different students?

13. How does special education help you as a regular
class teacher?

14. What do you like about teaching?

Ethnographic interview strategies and types of questions

(descriptive and comparative) were ·used to structure and

focus the information gathered (Spradley, 1979). Probes of

idiosyncratic or vague terminology were employed for

clarification of beliefs and ideas to insure a mutual

understanding of the meanings of statements made by each

teacher. The experience by the researcher as a teacher in

all of grades K—3 facilitatmd an entry level of cultural

understanding and familiarity. This familiarity also

enhanced the exchange of mutually meaningful language. The

interviews were audio taped to facilitate a more deliberate

and accurate report of the findings.

Before starting the interviews the researcher engaged

the teachers in light conversation, usually about the

displays in the classroom, to establish a comfortable tone

before revealing the tape recorder and initiating the

questioning. Permission to tape the sessions was requested

and easily granted by each teacher. A few teachers seemed a

little nervous at first and made remarks such as, "I'm just

a plain talker," or "I hope I can say the right things."
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The researcher again explained the purpose of the

interview and asked each teacher if she had any questions.

When questions were asked, they were usually ones which led

to the information that the study was related to the

researcher's doctoral work.

The interviews took from forty-five minutes to one hour

to complete. Seven of the teachers appeared to be willing

to continue the conversation beyond the hour. They seemed

to enjoy the opportunity to share their feelings and ideas

on issues of importance to them. When the researcher ·
-

commented on their interest in the interview, two teachers

responded that no one ever asks them about how they feel or

what they think. The teachers were cooperative, helpful, and

usually open in discussing their opinions and thoughts.

Analysis .o.£ Data

Analysis of the interview phase incorporated both

statistical and ethnographic procedures. In order to derive

a numerical score from the efficacy interviews which could

be statistically compared to the efficacy scale scores in

Phase II, and to referral rates, a rating scale was developed

by the researcher (see Appendix C).

The numerical three point rating scale orders the

statements made by the teachers regarding a particular

variable into three levels of influence or belief structure.
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The scale consists of eleven items drawn from the set of

interview questions. Aggregated statements show a positive

influence, belief pattern, or consequential action, a

negative influence, belief pattern, or consequential action,

belief pattern, or a neutral influence, action, or belief

pattern. When statements about a single variable indicated

a positive belief, action, or influence pattern, they were

assigned the value of 5;],. When statements indicated a

negative belief, action or influence, they were assigned a

;],. Statements were assigned a Q when the statements

reflected neither a positive nor a negative pattern regarding

a particular variable. Pearson product moment correlation

procedures were used with the interview rating scale scores

to measure the relationship between those scores and (1) the
I

individual efficacy scale scores and (2) individual referral

numbers. The interview group represented a wide range of

years teaching experience. A Pearson product moment

colrrelation was employed to test the relationship between

number of years teaching and referral numbers.

The audio tapes were transcribed and the content of each

interview was coded and categorized according to central

themes or domains for analysis (Spradley, 1979). Domain

analysis consists of the pulling apart of a running

- commentary into meaningful units, or domains, organizing the

elements of the domain, and using them to make general
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assertions or statements about patterns and relationships in

the data. They provide graphic evidence for conclusions

drawn in a focal area. The constant comparative method of

comparing statements across participants was used to make

summary assertions in specific areas when data held true or

did not hold true across cases.

Critical domains keyed to efficacy were pre-determined

by the researcher and were contained in the set of guiding

propositions and interview questions. Additional domains of

analysis emerged and were explored during the course of the

interviews and coded in the transcripts for presentation in

the findings. An effort was made to comb the entire corpus

of data for evidence which either confirmed or disconfirmed

the tentative propositions. Comparisons were made of

statements throughout the content. This strategy of analytic

induction (Denzin, 1978; Erickson, 1986) can be described as

somewhat limitmd in this particular study because of the

brief period of time of personal interaction between the

researcher and the teachers. The opportunity to fully pursue

newly emerging hypotheses, supporting and discrepant

evidence, and serendipitous findings, is reduced in a single

interview. However, the tendency toward bias in favor of the

hypothesized relationships was decreased through consistent

_ presentation of the pre-determined set of questions with the

teachers, and through the presentation of evidence in
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Verbatim excerpts from the tapes which would present to the

reader as clear a picture as possible of what the

participating teachers said and meant. By examining the

evidence the reader should be able to function as a coanalyst

in the study.

To enhance the value of ethnographic methods as a
u

scientific and legitimate source of knowledge, a clear

evaluative framework must be presented (Goetz & LeCompte,

1984). Establishing validity requires (1) determining the

extent to ·which conclusions represent empirical reality and

(2) assessing whether constructs devised by researchers

represent or measure what they are intended to measure, i.e. ,

the categories of human experience that actually occur.

Internal validity problems were addressed through

presentation of Verbatim excerpts from interviews to support

assertions or interpretations made by the researcher,

definitions of categorical constructs to be examined, and

careful attention to the utilization of participant language

in reporting findings. Descriptions of the research

conditions with an eye toward establishing typicality may

strengthen the external validity and thus the potential

generalizability to other similar settings.

Reliability issues were addressed by precise

descriptions of interview methods, questions utilized, and

conditions of the research environment. External reliability
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of studies involving unique human and environmental

characteristics is often a concern. Goetz and LeCompte

(1984) suggest that detailed descriptions of the researcher

status position in the setting, informant (participant)

characteristics and reasons for selection, social conditions,

analytic constructs and premises, and data collection

procedures increase external reliability. For example,

decisions regarding specific participant selection and

operational definitions of particular concepts which were

focal indices of the study were defined prior to data

collection. Threats to internal reliability were reduced by

using verbatim accounts of conversations drawn from

audio—tapes to support conclusions or assertions (Erickson,

1986). Firm adherence to constructs generated in advance,

and explicit descriptions of revisions of constructs should

strengthen reliability.



Chapter IV
N

6
Results

This chapter is a description of the analysis of the

results of Phase II and Phase III. Phase I was conducted to

define the sample for Phasé II and to obtain referral rates.

That information and how it was used is described in Chapter

three. The information in this chapter is presented in two

, sections. Section one describes the findings in Phase II,

the phase conducted to answer the primary research question:

To what extent is teaching efficacy related to referrals of

students to special education programs. The second section

of the chapter is devoted to findings in Phase III, the

interview phase, which was conducted to investigate the

validity of The Teeeher Säle (Gibson, 1983) in

terms of its ability to identify high and low efficacy

teachers, and to gain a more in-depth understanding of

teaching efficacy and the factors that influence the

construct of teaching efficacy.

Phase 1.1

The author of The Teeeher Seele (Gibson, 1983)

reported that acceptable reliability coefficients resulted

from 16 of the original 30 items on the scale. The

61
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statistical analysis procedures used by the author of the

scale were all based on the responses to the 16 items that
1

yielded significant loadings on one of the two efficacy

factors, Personal Teaching Efficacy, and General Teaching.

Efficacy. As recommended by Gibson and Dembo (1984),

although the scale was used in the present study in its full

published form, all statistical procedures were carried out

on responses to the 16 items identified by the authors as

°
E

measuring the two factors of efficacy.

Two statistical procedures were employed to test the

relationship between teaching efficacy, as measured by The

Ieaehe; (Gibson, 1983), and referral rates of

the fifty—five teachers in the survey group. The first, a

one-way analysis of variance procedure, was used to examine

the efficacy scores for the high, average, and low referring

groups. High referring was defined as 8-12+, average as 4-7,

and low as 0-3 referrals in the last three years. As shown

in Table 2, the ANOVA revealed a significant difference in

group means at the .05 level of significance.

To identify which group means were significantly

different, a Tukey HSD post hoc comparison procedure was

applied. Results showed significant (p < .05) differences

between the efficacy means of the high and low referring

groups. The mean score for the high referring group on the

efficacy scale was 10.29 and the mean score for the low
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Table 2

Analysis of Variance of Efficacy Scores
for the High, Average, and Low Referral Groups

Source of Sum of Mean F E
Variation D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 2 383.76 191.88 3.183 .0497*

Within Groups 52 3135.22 60.30

Total 54 3518.98

* < .05 .

HSD value compared with mean (J) - mean (I) = 5.4906

G G G
R R R

Efficacy Referral P P P
Mean Group 3 2 1

10.2857 Group 3 (High)

15.2083 Group 2 (Average)

18.4167 Group 1 (Low) *

* p < .05.
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referring group was 18.42. Thus, these results showed that

the high efficacy teacher group made fewer referrals than the

low efficacy teacher group.

The second test of this relationship used individual

efficacy scores and individual referral numbers, rather than

referral groups. A Pearson product moment correlation

technique resulted in a negative correlation coefficient of

-.31, significant at the .05 level and indicating an inverse

relationship between efficacy and referral numbers. As
‘

. efficacy increased, referral numbers decreased.·

The literature on teaching efficacy (Ashton & Webb,

1986; Denham & Michael, 1981; Gibson & Dembo, 1984) indicates

that teaching efficacy is an ecologically determined

construct and that to measure this construct, the research

effort must take into account situational variables. The

researcher-designed portion of the efficacy survey instrument

was constructed to examine selected situational variables

identified in the literature as potential factors influencing

teaching efficacy. Specific variables investigated in the

present study included the perceptions of the teacher

concerning the behavior of the school principal, and

institutional or system influences. Whether the principal

is viewed as supportive, instructionally helpful, and

involved in the school may affect a teacher's sense of

efficacy. Eight items were used to test the principal
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variable. Being treated as a professional by the

administration, having confidence in the abilities of

admini strators, receiving support from the central

administration, and being held in high esteem by the

community reflect institutional influences on a teacher's

sense of efficacy. Five items comprised the institutional

factors variable.

A Pearson product moment correlation was calculated to

test the relationship between how the teachers rated their

principal and their individual efficacy scale scores£ The

correlation coefficient was .11, not significant at the .05

level of significance. Further exploration of this

relationship was part of the interview phase. Those findings

' are discussed in the Phase III section of this chapter.

A test of the relationship between institutional

influences scores and efficacy scale scores was calculated

using the Pearson product moment technique. The correlation

coefficient for this relationship was -.29, and was

significant at the .05 level. This inverse relationship

indicates that as scores on the institutional factor went up

the efficacy scores went down. In this case the direction

is as expected because high scores on the institutional

factor items reflected a negative perception with respect to

that area. Teachers who perceive the institutional factors

as negative ones tended to have lower efficacy scores.



66

The statistical findings for the Phase II survey

indicate that high efficacy teachers refer fewer children to

special education programs than low efficacy teachers.

Although the statistical results suggest no relationship

between the behavior of the principal and a teacher's sense

of efficacy, further examination of this relationship was

undertaken in the interview phase of the study. Findings in °

the Phase II survey portion of the study indicated that a

relationship existed between how teachers feel about

institutional variables, sudh as support from the central

office and treatment as a professional, and a teacher's sense

of efficacy. The principal and institutional factors were

discussed by the teachers in the individual interviews and

findings are reported.

‘ P.has.e.LI.I.

This section presents the results of the analysis of

data collected in the interview phase. Analysis procedures

incorporated both statistical and interview content analysis.

Presentation of findings has been organized according to the

two levels of analysis.

A¤aJ.1aiä9.fDe1;.a

Scores were computed for each teacher from the ordinal

rating scale developed by the researcher to provide numerical
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scores of efficacy enabling the conduct of statistical

measures. The rating scale was derived from the standard set

of interview questions asked of each teacher. The questions

themselves were based on the guiding propositions, or

hypotheses, for the interview phase which were generated from

the literature on teaching efficacy.

Mean scores from the interview scale were calculated for

the two groups rated as high and low efficacy groups on the

Teeeher $_c_a_],e (Gibson, 1983). The mean for the high

group on the interview scale was 8.75 and the mean for the

low group on the interview scale was -5.75.

A Pearson product moment correlation technique was used

to test the relationship between efficacy scale scores and

interview scale scores. The test was run first with the raw

scores and then with standardized z scores. The correlation

coefficient was .992 in both cases and indicated a very high

correlation between the two measures. Since both were

derived from the literature on teaching efficacy and the

beliefs and behaviors demonstrating teaching efficacy, it may

be that the interview method is equally valid as a measure

of the efficacy construct. The high correlation suggests

that The Tegehe; Sgele (Gibson, 1983) has the

capability of identifying high and low efficacy teachers.

A Pearson correlation procedure was employed to test the

relationship between interview efficacy scores and individual
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referral numbers for the interview group. The correlation

coefficient was -.69. The moderate negative correlation

indicates an inverse relationship between interview scores

and referral numbers. The higher the efficacy score was, the

lower the referrals tended to be. It is postulated by the

researcher that the correlation would tend to be stronger

with a larger sample size. In this particular group, three

of the low efficacy teachers gave specific reasons for not

referring more students. One teacher, whose efficacy scores

on both measures was very low (4 on the Ieeeher Ejfieeey

Seele and -5 on the interview scale), said that teachers in

the first three grades at her school could not refer students

as LD. Another teacher whose scores were the lowest scores

on both measures (-5 on the Ieeehe; Effieeey Seele and -7 on

the interview scale) said that she did not refer students any

more, because "it doesn't do any good." She then explained

that (1) it takes a year to go through the process and have

the child placed and (2) that most students would fall into

the slow learner category, and (3) that "there's no provision

for slow learners in this system." The third low efficacy

teacher said that she knew there would be more referrals if

there was no cross-grouping by ability for language arts in

her school. She said that this procedure reduced the amount

of planning and individualization for each teacher involved.



The range of years teaching experience for the interview

group was from three to thirty-four years with a mean of 16

years teaching experience. A Pearson correlation procedure

was used to test the relationship between years teaching

experience and referral numbers for this group. A moderate

negative correlation of -.63 indicated that as years teaching

experience increased for this group, referral numbers went

down. Three of the four high efficacy teachers had taught

for more than fifteen years, and two of those had taught for

more than twenty years. Exploration of this relationship was

part of the interview content and revealed some interesting

patterns which will be discussed in that section.

§.Q.¤12§I1112fIlä§.ä

Presentation of the findings from the interview contents

has been organized according to the guiding propositions.

Each proposition has been stated. Evidence gathered in the

interviews to confirm or disconfirm the proposition has been

illustrated in verbatim excerpts (Erickson, 1986; Spradley,

1979), from high and low efficacy teachers, in domains of

analysis or componential analyses (Spradley. 1979) and in

frequency tables or figures. Single case and discrepant

evidence from both high and low efficacy teachers has been

presented. New or emerging propositions which evolved from

the interview sessions have been addressed at the end of this
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section. Elements of the report include the following: (1)

empirical assertions, (2) quotes from interviews, (3)

synoptic data reports such as frequency tables, figures, and

domain analyses, (4) interpretive commentary framing specific

examples, and (5) interpretive commentary framing general

themes (Erickson, 1986).

_Teachers have been identified by fictitious names and

their efficacy category. For example, a verbatim excerpt

have been preceded by identifying information such as the _

following: Linda ißigni. When each teacher was introduced,

reader, a brief description followed her name.

Following the presentation of evidence related to each

proposition, or hypothesis, assertions which summarize the

interpretations of the evidence regarding that unit of

analysis have been.

1.:.Iha1:1:.eas.hs.r.sui.thahighmn.se9.f@s.tal

Lea;hins2anb.eeffssLix.eui;halls.ti4de¤Lads„$.rii.t.e

.$.har.¢.¤.(.Hi2.h1
Sharon teaches the third grade and has been teaching for

fifteen years. She is in her middle to late forties, is very

energetic, quick speaking and enthusiastic. She has a good
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sense of humor, laughs frequently and appears fresh and

relaxed after a day's teaching. She has a strong, assertive

personality. She has referred two children in three years,

and teaches in a high SES school.

Sharon views her principal and the central

administration as "outstanding" and describes them as

"talented in what they do." She feels that the staff

development efforts in her school system have been very

beneficial to her.

When describing the high achievement motivation of her

school, Sharon said,
l

. . . even the children who have been bused, who have
been here since kindergarten, from homes not socially

‘
or academically strong. These children also have this
feeling of academic achievement, this desire to be
accomplished in academics. They don't fool around, they
are really interested in learning.

When asked what role the home environment plays in a

child's ability to succeed in school, and what role she

personally played, Sharon responded,

I think the home is critical, but I don't think the
child can be limited to the home because if we say that
then we're limiting the child. We're saying the child
is limited. I put myself in a larger role. The child's
self concept is critical. A child's motivation comes
into my part. It's up to me to enlarge that. When a
child is not motivated, I say, 'You just wait 'til I get
through with you, you'll be motivated.'

In a discussion around the extent to which the regular class

teacher is responsible for the achievement of low achievers,

she stated,
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We can make a difference, and it's up to us to make a
difference. If we don't, then what are we doing,
really, what are we doing. If these children aren't
getting something from us then we're not meeting their
needs as an educator.

Jsmifsxläishl

Jennifer teaches the second grade and has been teaching

for nine years. She is in her early thirties, dresses in a

very modern, up-to—date fashion, is soft spoken, warm, and

speaks with ease about teaching. Her style can be described

as open and confident. She has referred four children in

three years, and teaches in an average SES school.

Jennifer views the administration and her principal as

helpful and as positive influences in her teaching. She

shared the fact that she had won a city—wide teaching award

because of her creativity in the classroom.

When asked about the role of the home environment and

her own role in a child's ability to succeed in school, she

was very thoughtful and verbally expressed difficulty in

answering the question.

I have seen children who have a very enriched home life
who come to school and the teacher has an older style
of teaching, and that enriched child becomes bored and
their grades go down. I have seen children come from
very deprived homes succeed in the classroom because of
the teacher's variety and creativity.

She described an example of one child whose home

environment probably could not be overcome by good teaching

and another child whose home environment could be overcome.

Then she said,
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Realistically, I would have to say (that) on the
elementary level it would depend on the pattern of the
teaching style each year. Generally, what that child
will turn out to be in life might be because of one
teacher that cared and instilled in them that one belief
(that they could succeed).

In the course of the conversation, Jennifer referred

several times to the importance of the ggg]; as

related to the child's achievement. She stated that she had

successful children go the following year to "teachers in

their fifties and sixties, ready to retire, and the children

regress because of the teaching style." More emphasis was

placed on the consistency of effective teaching styles than

on the home environment as affecting a child's success in

school.

B.r.¢.¤¤la .(.Hi2h).

Brenda teaches the first grade and has been teaching for

thirty— four years. She is tall, attractive, and energetic.

She speaks with confidence and has a strong, assertive

personality. She appeared fresh and enthusiastic, smiled

easily and was very open. She has never referred a child to

special education and teaches in a high SES school.

She does not view her principal or the central

administration as helpful, but does not allow that to affect

her job in the classroom. She views herself as having

"almost complete autonomy" in her job and says it is a result

of her "age and reputation."



74

When asked about the role of the home and of her own role

in a child's ability to succeed in school, she said,

To me the whole thing is tied in with the child's self
esteem which comes from the home and from me. I think
the teacher plays a great part. If I didn't I'd be
somewhere else. To me a child is a child is a child.
It doesn't matter who they are. Take that child where
it is and let it progress as far as it can, comfortably,
and without frustration or stress.

I never think of a child as having a problem. That's
why I never think of LD programs. If that child has a
learning problem that's (his) individuality, and they
have a different style or different way of learning.
It's up to me to find that individual way of learning
and to reach that child. _

Dorothy .(.Hi.qhl

Dorothy teaches the first grade and has been teaching

for twenty-seven years. She is approximately fifty years

old, short, heavy set, and very friendly. She is energetic

and quick talking. She has referred two children in three

years and teaches in an average SES school.

Dorothy views her principal as supportive and as knowing

what's going on in the school. She verbalized a feeling of

general support from the administration but believes that

"they" do not treat teachers as professionals.

When asked about the role of the home and of her own role

in a child's school success, she said,

Well, I teach first grade and I think as a teacher I play
a big role. Home is a great big piece because this is
your first learning experience, in your home. (She
fills in the pie graph. Researcher says, 'It looks like
you think the home plays a greater role'.) Yes, I do
because that's where you get your basic values, how you
feel about things, your prejudices, and that's what you
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° build on. (Researcher: 'To what extent can good
teaching overcome a bad home environment?') A bad home
environment. That's all they know when they come to
first grade. They only get kindergarten half a day.
But in some cases, yes. I'm not saying 100%, but I think
the teacher has a great deal of influence.

Susan .(.L9y.).
l

Susan has been teaching for three years and is teaching

the third grade. She is attractive, well dressed, and

pleasant. She seems fresh and comfortable. She has referred

six children to special education in the last three years.

This is her first year in this low SES school. She said she

probably would have referred more children if they didn't

have the ability grouping for different subjects in this

school and in her previous school. She stated that the

"cross—grouping" cut down on planning time and
·

individualization a great deal.

Susan indicated on the pie graph that she believes the

home to be a greater influence than her own in a child's

ability to succeed in school. It was unclear from what she

actually said whether she perceived her influence to be more

than social.

In the children that I'm dealing with, I feel like I
have a big role because for some of these children I'm
the most stable thing in their life. (Researcher: 'To
what extent can you overcome what goes on at home?') I
don't know that I can overcome it without going against
the home, so I don't know that I can overcome it.
Hopefully, they can overcome it. Hopefully, by the role

- models they see at school we can help them see a
difference and they can do what they will.
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Later, when she was asked what she liked most about

teaching, Susan said,

The thing I like the most, and I guess I feel it more
here than if I were in another school, is the impact I
have, not so much academically, but as a role model,
being there. (Researcher: 'Can one teacher make a
difference?') I think one teacher can make a difference
one year, but I don't think one teacher can make a real
difference.

Q.ar.<2J..LL9.uJ.
Carol has been teaching for nine years and is teaching

the first grade. She is in her middle thirties, small, and

attractive. She was very friendly and open, pleased to have u

the opportunity to talk about these issues. She has referred

nine children in three years and teaches in an average SES

school.

' She is very angry about what she sees as incompetent and

nonsupportive administrators. She has a half-time principal

who is in the school two days a week, and who "doesn't know

what she's doing." Carol is also quite verbal about her

anger over parents who “don't care." She verbalized her

intention to retire early from teaching.

When asked about the role of the home and of her own role

in the child's ability to succeed in school, she said,

I feel the home is the main factor in a child's ability
to learn. I think a lot of it, too, is inherited, genes.
Teachers more or less guide students, but if they don't
have the ability, or motivation, or home support, then
you're wasting your time. (Researcher: 'If the home
influence is negative, to what extent can good teaching
overcome it?') H-m-m, I don't feel like it can overcome
it a lot. You only have them here for six hours and a
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lot of what they get at home is so negative and it kind
of wipes out all that you do. I don't feel like I'm
really all that influential in their lives. Now there
have been some cases where I have been, but I would say
that 9 times out of 10 it doesn't really do any good.
I almost feel like I am wasting my time, and you look
at that child and say, well, when they're sixteen,
they're going to drop out of school anyway. And parents
don't care.

She described the many responsibilities society places

on schools.

. . . society says you're supposed to give children
religious education, but yet not teach religion. You're
supposed to be a counselor, you're supposed to be a
nurse, a doctor, and a teacher. You're supposed to
provide everything they need. You're supposed to be the
parent for them, and if anything goes wrong, it's your
fault. Society needs to know that the schools are not
responsible for all the problems. You do the best with
what you have to work with. You can't turn a child from
a poor environment and a poor home into a genius.

Sara .(.L9.u). V

Sara has been teaching for twenty years and is teaching

the second grade. She is probably in her middle forties but

appears older. She is very weary looking, tired and unkempt.

She talks slowly, punctuates her conversation with audible

sighs sounding at times like low moans. She laughs

sarcastically when making a negative point. She exemplifies

a person who is completely exhausted and resigned to her lot.

She has referred six children in three years but said she

doesn't refer children any more because it "doesn't do any

good. I had one that was referred last year and the

eligibility committee finally got around to meeting last week
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on him. Another one I referred last year, they just got

around to testing."

Sara teaches in a low SES school and has "begged" for

transfers for several years. She expresses anger toward her

principal and toward the administration. She thinks her

~principal is "incompetent" and talked about "battling" the

parents.

When asked about the role of the home and of her own role
n

in a child's ability to succeed in school, she said,

(audible sigh) Well, I would go along with the home
having more influence and the home gives the motivation.
(laughs) I think the demands ought to be lessened.
Expectations shouldn't be the same for these children.

Sara's talk often demonstrated her low expectations

ofthechildren in her school, who are primarily low income

black children.

I've just adopted those skills of going slow. It's just
ingrained in me, and when they tell me to push and to
shove and to accelerate it's going against everything
that's in me.

First month, we tested these children and were supposed
to start right at second grade level. I had six
children that didn't score on second grade level, which
I was surprised there wasn't more than that.

When she was describing the kind of responsibility a

teacher has toward low achievers, she said that she did not

believe a teacher should have to give more to those children,

but that it was "demanded" (see proposition 5). The

researcher asked her how she would change things if she

could. She replied,
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I would try to find some intelligent children to put in
there somewhere along the way.

Another clear example of her low sense of general

teaching efficacy and hopelessness concerning· particular

types of children came in response to a question concerning

instructional support. She described the lack of ability of

her principal to carry out a math lesson successfully in her

class on one morning, and then said,

She' [the principal] says my children are very
intelligent and that I've got a wonderful group, and I
ought to fly with them this year. She doesn't know what
she's doing.

I came here from (another school) and it's bedlam over
there. The principal is lackadaisical and doesn't care,
but that's the only kind that can work in that kind of
school. (Another low SES school)

Linda .LL2w.). _

Linda has been teaching for eleven years and is teaching

the third grade. She was neatly dressed. She has a tired,

distracted manner and spoke with many audible sighs. She

seemed unsure of herself and struggled to answer a number of

the questions. She spoke with a breathy quality and her

answers were brief, and sometimes abrupt. She has referred

only two children in three years but explained that children

in grades K-3 at her school were "not eligible for referral

to LD." She is working on a master's degree in elementary

counseling and teaches in an average SES school.

Linda was the only teacher who completed the pie graph

on influences in a child's ability to succemi in school
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without saying a word. She indicated on the graph that the

home influence is at least 50% while her own influence was

assigned about 15% of the pie. In later discussion about why

she was going into the counseling field, she said,

Some of these children are coming from such home lives
that they really can't function, or they have problems
or whatever, and the classroom teacher, that's not her
responsibility to work on their mental health. I think
because of their home life, children are going to be
basket cases. (Researcher: 'Do you think that it is
possible for good teaching to overcome what goes on at
home?') No. Not at all. Not unless you can spend half
an hour a day counseling the child and you can't do
that. _

Evidence in the interview contents supported proposition

one. There was no real discrepant information but Dorothy

(high) and Susan (low) did not present evidence that was as

clear cut as the other six teachers presented. Dorothy

attributed a good deal of influence to the home, but felt
U

that "in some cases" negative influences could be overcome.

Susan (low) expressed the belief that she had a significant

impact but that impact was described as being more in

providing stability or security, "not necessarily

academically." This comment appears to minimize the effects

of teaching on these children. Figure 1 presents a reduction

of the actual pie graphs completed by each teacher. These

graphs depict their judgments on relative influences in

school success.

Agsgggigg äl. Teachers with a high sense of general teaching

efficacy generally believe that good teaching can be
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effective with all students regardless of external obstacles

such as home environment and student ability.

Agsgrtign äß. Teachers with a low sense of general teaching

efficacy believe that good teaching cannot outweigh external

influences such as home environment and student ability.

. Ihatxeashsxsuishahishssnseafpempixal

.s.kiJ.lsans1ab.;L.li.t1:.Qkzs1LiLhlow

Ashton and Webb (1986) concluded that personal sense of

teaching efficacy and general sense of teaching efficacy are

distinct and separate constructs. One may believe that good

teaching can be effective with all students (general teaching

efficacy) and not believe that she has the personal skills

to be successful with all students (personal teaching

efficacy). In the present study all but two of the teachers,
”

both low efficacy scoring teachers, stated the belief that

they had the personal competence to be successful with low

achieving students. They were each asked to rank themselves

on a ten point scale, ten being very high, as to their ability

to be successful with low achievers.

ähamniäishl

When asked about her skills in working with low

achievers, Sharon replied,

I don't have a problem with that. I think that it is
critical for a teacher to gear to children's needs and
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if you can't do that you'd better get a book or take a
class or something (laughs) because you're not going to
always have children working above grade level. That's
not the norm.

I walked into a situation once where the class was
homogeneously grouped. They knew they were the worst
class in the school and had to live up to that
reputation. They were making weapons in school. I had
to decide that I could meet this challenge. I'm not
defeated easily but I'm not on an ego trip. I don't do
this of myself, there is a spiritual strength. I did a
lot of praying. It took me back to basics, but I did
it.

(Researcher: 'How would you rate yourself on a scale
from one to ten, ten being very high, in being
successful with low achievers?') An eight or nine. If
I give myself a ten, I don't leave myself room to grow,
and teachers should always grow.

„l¢.1:u1if.a:LHi;¤.hl

When asked to rate her success with low achievers,

Jennifer rated herself "an eight, maybe a nine." Then she

described a number of strategies which she has found to be

successful with low achievers. The strategies are noted

under proposition seven.

B.r.e11da.(.Hi2hJ.

Brenda simply said, "I would rate myself a nine. I

would." She smiled confidently.

D9.r.¢1„;hxLHii¤.hl
Dorothy rated herself as eight on the ten point scale

and said,

I like to work with low achievers because I think those
high achievers are going to get it anyway. But with the
low achievers you have to get in there, and get down to
the basics. The frills are gone. One year I had them
all for reading and language arts, two hours a day and
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we had some success. Those children went up a notch or
two (on their achievement tests) and I was real proud.

.$y.s.a¤.LL911l
Susan teaches in a low SES school and reports that more

than half of her children score lower than the 39th

percentile on the SRA tests. Low achieving children are the

types of children Susan generally has in her classes. She

commented that her college training was not geared toward

this population. "They don't prepare you for this. They

prepare you for the ideal classroom with sixteen children who

come from two parent homes, do their homework, have somebody

at home to help. They don't prepare you for this." She later

stated that she began college as a special education major

and had two years or coursework and "hands on" experiences.

When asked to describe her own skills in working with low

achievers she again said, "I don't think I was really

_ prepared. It's more trial and error." She rated herself a

six on the ability to succeed with low achievers.

Interestingly, Susan had more specific training in dealing

with difficult learners than any of the other teachers. She

commented,

I could use special techniques with almost every child
in my class. That’s where I feel inept, because if I
had the time and resources, I could. (Researcher: 'If
you had the time you feel like you could get to the most
difficult learners.') I guess a lot of it is
organizational skills. I don't have the time but even
if I did, I don't think I could organize for twenty-plus
different ability levels.
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Susan mentioned lack of training, lack of time, and lack

of organizational skills as reasons for not being able to

succeed with low achievers. When asked to describe

strategies she uses with low achievers, who are largely her

entire class, she described five, whereas the high efficacy

teachers described from ten to eighteen different strategies.

Those teachers have few low achievers in their classes.

Q.a:.Q.lLL.o.ul
Carol rated her success level with low achievers as a

six. When the researcher asked why she wouldn't rate herself

a ten, Carol replied, "I don't feel that I am trained to work

with low achievers or with high achievers. You're trained

to work with so-called average children. I don't have skills

to motivate or get through to them in some way." Later, when

she was discussing how she adjusts her instruction to meet

the needs of low achievers, she said,

Most of the time, I don't. devote the time to those
children. There aren't enough hours in the day. Plus
class size is too large and we have no aides. Six of
my twenty children have problems needing special
attention. We have one school aide who also substitutes
when teachers are out. The volunteers are not qualified
to tutor children. It's like having another child in
the class. Parent volunteers would tend to talk about
the children and I don't think that's right.

§.a.r.a.(.L9m.

Sara says that she has only worked with low achievers

in all of her twenty years of teaching. When asked what kinds

of teaching strategies she uses with low achievers she said,
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"I use the Dolch word list and first grade materials." In

response to the probe asking whether she uses any special

teaching strategies or methods, she responded, "I go over and

over those materials." When asked what her responsibility

toward low achievers was she said,

They need security, they need much reassurance, much
direction. They need things explained very explicitly
to them. You have to give more of yourself to slow
learners. (Researcher: 'Do you think you should?') No,
I don't, but it's demanded.

As cited in evidence for proposition one, Sara seems to

have very low expectations of her students. Sara also

disagrees with her principal on the intelligence of her

children (see Sara, proposition one). Sara rated herself a

ten on her ability to be successful with low achievers. On

the pie chart of influences in a child's ability to succeed

in school she allotted 50% to the home and 10-15% to herself.

This appears to contradict her self rating on her ability to

be successful with low achievers.

Linda .(.LQ1¤L}.

Linda has a homogeneously grouped average class. She

says she has no slow learners. When asked whether she had

worked with low achievers or slow learners in the past she

said she had. In response to how she would rate her ability

to succeed with low achievers, she rated herself an eight.

On the pie chart of influences in a child's ability to
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succeed in school, which was given to her earlier, she had

attributed 50% to the home and about 15% to herself.

When Linda was asked to describe what she did when she

discovered that a child was not performing at grade level,

she said,

I guess it's more or less, see if they can be pushed a
little harder to see if you can go faster. If they are
able to go through the material a little bit quicker,
maybe in a month you could bring them up to grade level.
I can't think of anything more specific than that.
(Researcher: 'If they do not become motivated, if they
are still lagging behind, what do you do?') I would,
uh, just, uh, then I would not push them. I would back
off a little bit. If I was trying to get three or four
concepts in a reading group, then I would drop back to
only talking about two things. (Researcher: 'You would
decrease the amount that you expected of that child?')
Yes.

When later asked to describe specific strategies or

methods she would use to adjust her instruction for low

achievers she explained,

I guess it's kind of manipulate your space. If you have
a group really slow, you want to have them closer to
you. Teach to a small group. Use hands-on activities,
like blocks in math. Another thing, you almost have to
be right beside them or right in front of them.

Findings related to proposition two revealed interesting

results. As was hypothesized, all high efficacy teachers

believed they had the skills and ability to be successful

with low achievers. In the interviews, all four high

efficacy teachers described more than eight special

strategies used with low achievers. Their descriptions were



89

articulated with such clarity one would believe that they use

these strategies regularly.

The researcher expected all four low efficacy teachers

to rate their skills and ability to be successful with low

achievers lower than the high efficacy teachers. Two of them

did just that. Their self-evaluations were consistent with

other findings in the interviews regarding their efficacy

beliefs.

The two unexpected and discrepant cases were Sara and

Linda. Sara had the lowest scores on both The Teeehe;

Effieeey Seele (Gibson, 1983) and the interview rating scale

of the entire group, a -5 and a -7 respectively. She rated

herself a ten on ability to succeed with low achievers. All

of the high efficacy teachers rated themselves an eight or a

nine, leaving "room for growth." Sara's ten is very

inconsistent with her thinking regarding the other issues in

the interview. Her rationale for that rating was, "I have

been working with low achievers all my life so I feel like

I'm very qualified to work with slow learners. I've just

adopted those skills of going slow."

She revealed no information to suggest that she assesses

learning needs or that she individualizes teaching

strategies. She described low achievers in terms such as

"lazy," "no motivation," "no incentive," "no ambition,"

"lackadaisical," needing "lessened expectations," "could
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care less," "discipline problems," "not intelligent," and

expresses having to "battle them and their parentsJ' It

seems puzzling that a teacher with such low expectations of

children would rate herself so high in ability to succeed

with those children. Further exploration of what she

perceives as success is warranted.

Linda's scores on both efficacy measures, a 4 on Ehe

Eeeehe; Effieeey Seele (Gibson, 1983) and a -5 on the

interview rating scale, were low. She used only negative

behavioral terms to describe low achievers ("very fidgety,~
uu

very talkative, very disruptive, and needing to be the center

of attention," "no home interest in school," "sits there and

can't get started") and stated that she would refer a child

to special education "any time after one month" in school,

"if there was a behavior problem and an inability to do the

required work or to stay on task." In her ·talk. about

referring children, she gave a minimal description of

behavior suggesting* a need for special education and. no

references to her role as a teacher. Her description of the

difference between a naturally slow child (her term) who she

would not refer, and a child who really needed some

specialized attention was the following:

I determine that by their work in the classroom, if they
need a lot of help or they're able to understand
directions, and instead of getting all fifteen examples
(no reference to what kind of examples) finished within
a half hour, they'll only get nine or ten. I don't think
that child would need to be referred. I would just call
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that a naturally slow child. It takes them a little
longer to think, but they can cope pretty well. But the
child that does thirteen out of the fifteen and they are
just so totally wrong, or the child who sits there and
can't get started, is too fidgety, that would be a child
I would refer.

Linda stated that it was not the classroom teacher's

responsibility "to work on mental health." She did not

mention assessing learning problems as to their types and

causes, nor did she mention her own role in a child's

learning._ Only one other teacher's interview content is so

void
of.

teacher responsibility and that is Sara's. Linda is

the only teacher of the eight who did not focus some talk on

the child's self esteem and the teacher's role in enhancing

self esteem. She, in fact, said the teacher was ng;

responsible for mental health.

Because of the inconsistencies between Linda and Sara's

self ratings and their remaining interview content, the

researcher suggests that these two teachers' self ratings

need further examination. The evidence presented seems

contradictory toéuthe high levels of personal self efficacy

or belief that they have the skills to be successful with low

achievers indicated in their self-ratings. These peculiar

findings lead the researcher to the conclusion that the

interviewer must be keenly sensitive to evolving

discrepancies in information, and be prepared to probe

critical areas in need of analysis. Althoughethis researcher

was surprised at the discrepant self ratings, the time factor
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prevented the pursuit of some potentially insightful clues

into teacher's self efficacy beliefs, and to allow the

teachers to test their own reality by discussing their self

ratings.

In summary, proposition 2 was supported by the evidence

presented. Conclusions or assertions regarding this

proposition must reflect the discrepant cases. Table 3

presents a comparison of efficacy scores and efficacy self

ratings.

Agsgrtign §1„ The teachers in this study with a high sense

of personal teaching efficacy describe themselves as having

the skills and ability to be successful with low achievers.

Asggrtign äz. Half of the teachers with low efficacy scores

described themselves as having the skills and ability to be

successful with low achievers and half of the teachers did

not. „

Agggrtigg ää. Teachers' self ratings on their own skills and

ability to work with low achievers may be inconsistent with

their actions.

Thaxxsasheréwishahishsemäeieiügasx

learuersthanlhwäussefsfügauteagharh

The teachers were clearly differentiated in relation to

this unit of analysis. The high efficacy teachers described
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Table 3

Comparison of Efficacy Scores and Personal Efficacy
Self-Ratings

Teacher Interview
Efficacy Efficacy Personal Efficacy

Scale Score Scale Score Self Ratings

Sharon 32 (Hi) 10 (Hi) 8/9

Jennifer 30 (Hi) 9 (Hi) 8/9

Dorothy 28 (Hi) 8 (Hi) 8

Brenda 25 (Hi) 7 (Hi) 9

sata, -5 (Lo) -7 (Lo) 1Q a ·

Carol -1 (Lo) -8 (Lo) 6

Linda 4 (Lo) -5 (Lo) 8 b

Susan 4 (Lo) -3 (Lo) 6

1 b •- • • • •a
Discrepant cases for proposition 2. Discrepancies are

discussed in the findings.



94

teaching strategies with ease while the low efficacy teachers

tended not to have the strategies within their educational

repertoire of terminology. Certain terms, like "hands—on

activities," and "use all modalities" occurred most

frequently as commonly understood strategies or strategies

they had all been schooled in. Some teachers listed terms

while others gave specific examples. For instance, Jennifer,

who likes a lot of novelty and variety in her teaching,

described some of her strategies with low achievers.

For my slow learners I-do strange things like coding to „
help them retain information. I use objects in a funny
way to teach adjectives. I brought in a real skeleton
on a rack and asked the children to think of as many
describing words as possible. I might use bright colors
when I write on the board. What I do with my voice,
whether I whisper or talk loud sometimes, is important.

_ I try to make things fun for my slow learners. For
example they think they're doing art, but they're
actually doing a reading assignment. I have a robot and
I say, 'Robbie Robot wants you to draw today. Please
read what he wants you to draw,' and he has a paragraph
with words from their reader. It motivates them and ·
helps them retain information.

Sharon, who runs a more business like classroom

described some strategies this way.

I work one to one with those children a lot. People say
that takes so much time. It doesn't. Five minutes
quality time one on one is like an hour in the regular
day. If I assess that there is a need below grade level
sometimes I use peer tutoring with the students helping
each other, computer practice tapes for specific skills,
I might reteach the skill; I give pre- and post-tests a
lot when I teach; I move all the time when li teach,
always pulling up a chair, pointing out something.
Except in reading I mix abilities in all my groups. I
have the slow learners develop lessons to teach to
second graders or another reading group.
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Sharon continued describing her assessment procedures

and reported that she is developing activity folders for

skills on the Merrill test of abilities to share with other

teachers. She described eighteen different teaching

strategies.

Sharon and Jennifer are high efficacy teachers as is

Brenda. Brenda assesses her children to determine if the

difficulties they are having are skill related or related to

motivation or other factors. If it is a skill related

problem she begins "working on that skill right away."

Brenda
A

I individualize all the time. When I give them
something· to do I check it right then. If there's
something they did not get I call them up to me and right
here we sit and we go over that skill. I do a constant
checking of what they’ve done.

I use different modalities. If the child is not strong
in phonics then you give them a lot of visual aids. If
the child is weak enough you go to kinesthetic methods.

When describing teaching strategies low efficacy

teachers made the following comments.

Snsan

I might work one on one with them. They might be able
to do what we're doing but at a slower pace. I use my
Chapter I aide to work with them. Several times, I've
had those above level to work with them. It helps to
occupy those who finish early and it certainly helps
those who are having problems. I contact the home.

Qarel

I like to use all the modalities when I teach. With low
achievers it's mostly repetition.
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.S.er.e

I use the Dolch word list and I'm using first grade
materials. (Researcher: 'Do you use any other special
strategies?') I go over and over those materials. I've
adopted those skills of going slow.

Linie

_ See if they can be pushed a little harder. See if they
can go faster. (Researcher: 'How would you do that?')
Just going through the book faster. I can't think of
anything more specific than that. Manipulate your
space. Have them close to you. Use hands—on .
activities, like blocks in math.

Figure 2 depicts a componential analysis (Spradley,

1979) of all teaching strategies used with low achievers by

each teacher. The evidence provides support for proposition

3.

QL],. Teachers with a high sense of teaching

efficacy use a greater variety of teaching strategies with

low achievers, or difficult learners, than do low efficacy

teachers.

iz. Thef faecher.: uifh e hich eehä cf faeahihc

efficeev w.iJ..l desfxim cifficialf leamer.: in para

nesifixe farm.: f.h.eh faecher.: uifh .e law sans ef

High efficacy teachers tended to use more academically

or developmentally oriented terms when describing difficult

learners. Each teacher was asked to describe the

characteristics of children who are the most difficult to
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teach and to give some specific examples of those types of

children. Additional terms describing these difficult

learners emerged when each teacher was asked about primary

causes of chi1dren's failure to learn from her teaching.

Evidence related to this proposition is displayed as

domain analyses (Spradley, 1979) in Figure 3 derived from

individual teacher's talk. The domain analyses present

verbatim terms used by each teacher and organize the terms

with regard to their relationship to a particular category

of meaning. .In this case the category of meaning is

],g_a_;gg_;;. The type of semantic relationship between

the teachers’ terms and the category of meaning for this

analysis procedure is an attributional relationship. In

other words each term is an attribute, or characteristic of

the category of meaning, difficult learner. Analyses for the

high efficacy teachers are followed by the individual

analyses of low efficacy teachers. .

The preponderance of evidence supports proposition four.

However, there was one discrepant high efficacy case.

The preponderance of evidence supports proposition four.

However, there was one discrepant high efficacy case.

Dorothy tended to use more negative behaviorally oriented

terms than positive skill oriented terms or positive

behaviorally oriented terms. Carol did not fit the expected
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Jennifer (High) Brenda (High)

Difficult Learner Difficult Learner

is a characteristic of is a characteristic of

1. does not know alphabet 1. meager background
2. could not spell his 2. does not know all

middle name letters of alphabet
3. often premature babies 3. hasn't been read to
4. language is behind 4. not ready to sit and
5. oral speech is behind listen
6. reading is behind 5. not ready for first
7. may not think mechanically grade

and have trouble in math 6. has a different way
8. likes variety of learning
9. lacking social skills 7. is an individual,
10. don‘t have much general not a problem

information 8% needs individual work
11. a challenge
12. home life is not enriched
13. hard for a slow learner

just to hear a lecture
and do board work

Sharon (High) Dorothy (High)

Difficult Learner Difficult Learner

is a characteristic of is a characteristic of

1. a challenge 1. lack of motivation
2. harder for them to learn 2. can't keep their minds
3. has had to survive with on what they are doing

street sense 3. hyperactive
4. doesn't know the 4. need more structure

importance of education 5. easily distracted
5. greater need to be

turned on to learning
6. fear of failure
7. not ready for grade

level material
8. interested in learning

Eimlreä

Domain Analyses of Characteristics of Difficult Learners
High Efficacy Group
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Linda (Low) Susan (Low)

Difficult Learner Difficult Learner

is a characteristic of is a characteristic of

1. no home interest in 1. low income
school 2. little self motivation

2. so many home problems 3. little motivation from
3. fidgety home
4. very talkative 4. low self-esteem
5. very disruptive 5. no interest (in school)
6. unable to keep quiet 6. lazy
7. hyperactive 7. could care less
8. needs to be the center 8. no confidence

of attention 9. don't listen
10. don't care if work is

right or wrong
_ 11. don't get along with

others
12. don't fit in regular° classroom

Sara (Low) Carol (Low)

Difficult Learner Difficult Learner

is a characteristic of is a characteristic of

1. no motivation 1. from poor homes
2. no incentive 2. parents don't care
3. no ambition 3. lack of maturity
4. lackadaisical 4. lack of ability
5. have to battle them 5. try hard sometimes

and their parents 6. takes more than one
6. could care less or several tries to
7. discipline problems get through to
8. parents don't care 7. no word attach skills
9. no backup from home 8. tend to learn in one

mode
9. throw tantrums
10. refuse to let you help
11. no desire to learn

Figure 4

Domain Analyses of Characteristics of Difficult Learners
High Efficacy Group
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low efficacy pattern completely. She used some skill

oriented and positive motivational terms to describe "slow

learners" and more negative terms to describe "emotionally

disturbed" children.

In summary, three of the four high efficacy teachers fit

the expected pattern and three of the four low efficacy

teachers fit the expected pattern when describing difficult
l

learners.

gl. High efficacy teachers tend to use more

positive terms when describing difficult learners.

gz. Low efficacy teachers tend to use more

negative terms when describing difficult learners.

g_3_. Low efficacy teachers attribute much of a

difficult learner's problem to the home environment.

5.:. Tha; xeaeheu uish a high sense ef effisesx

uill entisulsxe a fer she ef

The interview questions addressing this proposition were

directed toward the teachers' beliefs about the regular class

teacher's responsibility toward the achievement of difficult

learners, and the teachers' beliefs concerning the primary

cause of a child's failure to learn from her teaching.

Theoretically, one expects a high efficacy teacher who

believes in the effectiveness of good teaching and in her own



102

abilities to teach, to assume responsibility for her students

learning.

Ashton and Webb (1986) concluded that high efficacy

teachers feel guilty when their students do not learn and

consider the situation as an obstacle to be overcome by

discovering better teaching methods. These teachers tend to

persist longer with students having difficulties. Low

efficacy teachers tend to place the blame for a student's not

learning on factors outside _of the teaching, such as the

student's lack of motivation or ability (Ashton & Webb, .

1986).

What did these eight teachers say about the regular

class teacher's responsibility toward the achievement of low

achievers?

Shaun .(.His.hJ.

It's just as much to them as it is any other child, if
not more so. Is it a motivation or learning problem?
Can we close that gap? It's my place to do that. We
can make a difference, and it's up to us to make a
difference. If we don't then what are we doing, really,
what are we doing?

When a child is not motivated, I say, 'you just wait
'till I get through with you, you'll be motivated.' I'm
not sure tolerance and acceptance of children, and

- patience, are being brought out in colleges today.

To set a goal that the slow learner by the end of the
year will at least be performing on an average level. ·
It would be unrealistic for a teacher to think every
child she gets will be on grade level.

”
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Brenda .LHi.<.=1h.).

I think I'm responsible for every child's achievement
in my classroom, whether it's a low or a high achiever.
Take that child where it is, let it progress as far as
it can comfortably, without frustration or stress. To
me a child is a child is a child. It doesn't matter who
they are. In all my years teaching (34), I have only
referred one child to special education and that will
be this year. He just needs to be what I call 'rooted
and grounded' in the basic skills, and I don't have the
time to give him what I want to give him.

(Researcher: 'Do you think younger teachers have less
tolerance for difficult learning needs?') I think it's
almost teachers in general. Whatever is hard for us,
we'd like to shift the responsibility somewhere else.
There a_re so many specialists that you've got to give
them people to work with, and it bothers me. ·

D.o.r.o.thx .LHi.s.hJ.
If you are any kind of teacher, you want to feel
responsible for them. It's your responsibility to teach
all the children and it's possible. The lower ones need
it sometimes more than the other ones. I try real hard
before I would refer one.

äuaan ließ.

I don't think that a low achiever should be made to just
sit in the regular class, or do busy work. It's
important for the teacher to do as much as possible
without making that child stand out. I know with this
child I have in math. There are times when he's just
sitting. I try to give him things around the room to
do. (Researcher: 'How would you compare your level of
responsibility with the responsibility of the special
education teacher?') Academic achievement? I think
they've got a much higher responsibility, just because
when they've got that child it's usually just that child
and maybe two others. Really, in my class it's just
kind of me pulling out things here and there that I know
he can do that can occupy his time. I do think that
their responsibility is greater.

§.ar9.l .(.L9s1.).

I am responsible for all the students in my class. My
responsibility ends when they go out of here, but when
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they are in my class, I am responsible for what they
learn and for what I can get them to learn. (Carol went
on later to make the following statements.) You can't
turn a child from a poor environment and a poor home
into a genius. If the home influence is so negative,
it kind of wipes out all that you do. I don't feel like
I'm really that influential in their lives.

Sara .(.L9.u.).
You have to give more of yourself to slow learners.
(Researcher: 'Do you think you should?') No, I don't,
but it's demanded of you, you have to. (Researcher: 'If
you could do it any other way, how would you do it?')
I would try to find some intelligent children to put in
there somewhere along the way.

Pretty responsible. (Pause) Because they are in your
class and you have to teach all of the children.
(Researcher: 'How would you compare your degree of
responsibility with the special education teacher's
responsibility?') Then I would think she would have
more of a responsibility in the subjects that she
teaches_that child.

The teachers were asked the question, "When students do

not learn from your teaching, what is the primary cause?"

It was expected that high efficacy teachers would see this

failure to learn as a reflection on their own teaching. The

responses to this question given by the high and low efficacy

teachers are found in Figure 5.

The first question of responsibility asked by the

researcher could have prompted a socially desirable response.

Each of the high efficacy teachers responded as expected.

The responses by the low efficacy teachers were not as

absolute in defining their sense of responsibility, but their

responses clearly indicated a weaker sense of personal
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High Efficacy Low Efficacy

Teacher Response Teacher Response

1. Sharon Some children 1. Susan To be perfectly
have been honest, with
exposed to the this group when
skill before, they don't
some have not. learn, it's
Some need that low
review. It may motivation.
be the modality They don't
in which I care. They
presented the don't listen.
skill.

2. Jennifer I might give 2. Carol I don't know.
them too much I guess they
stimulus in the don't pay.
classroom. My .. attention. I
class is not have a lot of
what you call ° children who
a structured are immature.
class. Or I If they don't
can't get the learn over
parents to · time, then it's
help. a lack of

ability.

_ 3. Brenda A severe LD 3. Sara Lack of
problem. I maturity, I
emphasize severe would say.
because all
other children
including LD
children can
learn right in
this class.

4. Dorothy If it's one 4. Linda I don't know.
child it may I guess it's
me or my just a
personality or combination of
style. If motivation and
it's everybody, home life.
I know it's me.

ü..q1ir.e 5
Causes of Students' Failure to Learn
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responsibility, with the exception of Carol. She seemed to

reflect a strong sense of responsibility but later indicated

that her efforts were wasted if the child had a negative home

life.

The second question provided a much clearer unit of

analysis for the teacher's sense of responsibility toward the

child's learning. Every high efficacy teacher placed the

primary cause of a child's failure to learn with teaching,

. and every low efficacy teacher placed the cause within the

child or with the child and the home.

Assgrtigg äl. Teachers with a high sense of efficacy feel a

stronger responsibility toward the achievement of difficult

learners than do teachers with a low sense of efficacy.
A

Assertign äz. Teachers with a high sense of efficacy tend

to place the cause of a student's failure to learn within the

teaching.

Assertign gi. Teachers with a low sense of efficacy tend to

place the cause of a student's failure to learn on factors ‘·

outside of teaching.

5.;. That tsashsns uiih a high sense sf sfüssu

uill rsfsr a shilg 1:.:2 ssesisl sdussiugn es s lest rssgu

Two of the four high efficacy teachers tend not to refer

students to special education. Brenda has referred no
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children in thirty—four years and Sharon reported having

referred two in the last three years. As has been shown in

earlier findings both of these teachers feel very responsible

for the achievement of all of their students, describe low

achievers in very positive terms, and use many teaching

strategies with low achievers. Both of these teachers

remarked on the current trend to refer children to special

education too quickly.

Sharon _

I think we're getting into 'Let's refer a child'
syndrome too quickly. I think it's an easy out for
teachers and I'm very careful about that. It's been a
long, long time since I referred one. When I see that
there is a real pattern in not achieving what I would
say would be overall standards or objectives. (I might
refer.) I go back to why the child is not learning and
try to address the problem.

Brenda

When they go out of this room their time is wasted, and
that's the one thing I cannot stand, their time being
wasted. What they get in here is so much more valuable
than what they get outside (referring to special
education), I don't want them wasting their time going
up the steps.

I think I'm much more accepting of every child. I never
think of a child as having a problem. That's why I never
think about LD programs. If that child has a problem,
that's the child's individuality. They have a different
style or way of learning. It's up to me to find that
individual way of learning and to reach that child.

The other two high efficacy teachers also have been _

presented as teachers who feel very responsible for every

child's learning, and who use many teaching strategies with

low achievers. Jennifer approached the referral issue by
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giving specific deficits that might warrant a referral, while

Dorothy was concerned with overall patterns of functioning.

Lennifs:

I might refer when I see a child making consistent
reversals, when I see a child who cannot remember a
series of seven digits, or if I see a child who is unable
to spell simple two and three letter words, or who is
asked to spell a word like 5;;,; and begins it with a

“t",

or begins it with an "a". When auditory and visual
perception are not what they should be. Art work can
show some type of blockage. I've referred children who
cannot stop looking around the room. Their written work
is very disorganized. On the average I refer two or
three each year and they usually qualify for special
services. Most of them were premature babie_s.

It's difficult to analyze Jennifer's response., She was

well versed in some commonly used eligibility criteria for

learning disabilities. It is difficult from this particular

response to determine the extent to which she persists with

a difficult learner before referring the child. However,

— Jennifer reports a goal of having all slow learners on grade

level by the end of the year (see proposition 5).

Persistence with low achievers has surfaced in the literature

as characteristic of high efficacy teachers (Ashton & Webb,

1986; Denham & Michael, 1981; Gibson & Dembo, 1983). The

persistence element in a teacher's personal sense of efficacy

could be one of the reasons behind a lower referral rate for

high efficacy teachers.

Dorothy, on the other hand, has demonstrated in earlier

findings that she likes working with low achievers and has

elected to teach low achieving groups in the past. She uses
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many different strategies with low achievers and says she

"works harder with low achievers." She articulates a

persistence and referral as a last resort. Her referral rate

was two over the last three years.

Dgrbxhx
I try to group them and.work harder with them and if it's
still not working and they're still having a great deal
of difficulty, I refer them to the Prescriptive Learning
Committee (a school-based intervention strategy). They
give me some ideas about things to try. If after trying
all these things, the child seems to have a serious_
problem we can refer them to Child Study (for potential
placement in special education). I do as much as I can,
always, myself. Child Study is so slow it will take a
year to get a child tested and referred and that's time
wasted to me.

The low efficacy teachers did not articulate any

evidence of persistence and verbalized. using much fewer

special teaching strategies as has been shown earlier. Two

of the low efficacy teachers in response to the referral

question expressed real frustration with the referral

process. These two teachers, Carol and Sara, expressed

frustration and anger over all administrative issues. Carol

referred nine children in the last three years and Sara

referred six children, but intimated that her feelings about

the system prevented her from referring more students than

she had.

§ar.o.l
A child should be in my room for at least a nine week
period before I could assess whether they were having
difficulty. The educational assessor in my school would
then assess the child and give the test results to me,
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with no recommendations. So I have to call Special
Education (central office) to interpret the scores, and
they never return your calls. If I really want to get
something done I refer to Child Study. Federal law says
they have to do something, but that process is so
dragged out. Some components are not turned in to get
the child placed before the end of the year. They don't
care.

I don't feel that our home school counselor is
competent. She's supposed to get the socio-cultural
history, the pre-natal care, etc. and nine times out of
ten that's what holds up our eligibilities.

$.ar.a

It doesn't do much good to refer 'em to special ed.
because it takes months to get that done. I had one
child that was referred last year and the eligibility
committee finally got around to meeting last week on
him. I've just gotten to the point where I do not
(refer). It's not worth it; they usually fall into that
slow learner category and there's no provision in this
system for slow learners.

Sara's response indicates that her referrals are usually

not found eligible for special education. They appear to be

slow learners and she suggests that there should be a special

arrangement for slow learners. The high efficacy teachers

tend to accept slow learners as members of the regular class.

The other two low efficacy teachers did not indicate a .

persistence with clarity, although Susan said that she

believed that "there are a lot of slow learners who can make

it in the regular classroom with the right kind of help."

Both Susan and Linda explained circumstances that impact

their referral rates.
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Sasan

If we did not cross group I'd have five different
reading groups. I think I have a different attitude
because I'm able to cross group. I think you would see
a lot more referrals if we did not cross group.
Depending on test scores and things I observe in the
classroom. If they are way, way below grade level on
test scores or if they have a particular learning
problem and don't fit in the regular classroom, I would
refer.

Susan's response did not indicate a persistence in

working with difficult learners before referring, as Brenda,

Dorothy, and Sharon had expressed. She also referred to a

· child who needed "someone to work with him one-to-one, and

you can't do that with 25-30 children. Three high efficacy

teachers described working one to one with students as one

of their typical strategies. Working individually with low

achievers seems to be part of the willingness to persist, or

one way to demonstrate persistence.

Linda

K-3 children are not eligible for LD at our school.
(Linda had reported a referral rate of two in the last
three years.) But, any time after the first month (I
would refer) and if the child was just a naturally slow
child, I wouldn't (pause) uh, I probably wouldn't refer
them, but if there was a behavior problem in the class
along with an inability to do the required work, then
about the second month I would probably refer them.

Linda's response indicates a lack of willingness to

persist with a difficult learner. The reader is referred to

the evidence given for proposition 2 for additional insights

into Linda's assessment of learning problems that require or

do not require special education services.
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Evidence gathered to test proposition six supports the

following assertions.

Agggrtigg gl. Teachers with a high sense of efficacy will

generally refer students to special education only after

trying many alternative teaching strategies.

Agggrtlgn l*3. Teachers with a high sense of efficacy

demonstrate a willingness to persist with difficult

learners.

Agggrtlgn g2. Teachers with a low sense of efficacy who

refer few students to special education may do so because of

special organizational circumstances.

Agggrtlgg 2*3. Teachers with a low sense of efficacy

do not persist in the presence of difficult obstacles,

such as low achieving or difficult learners.

Aggggtign 2*b. Teachers with a low sense of efficacy

will tend to refer difficult learners for special

education services shortly after discovering their

learning difficulties.

.7.:. Ihat taathara uith a hiah aansa nf affiä

fattszra aa rathar than aa hindarina

It was expected that high efficacy teachers would differ

from low efficacy teachers in their views toward their
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principals and the central administration as being supportive

and facilitative influences in their ability to be successful

in the classroom.

Two high efficacy teachers clearly perceived the

principal and the central administration as helpful and

supportive. Their interview statements were consistent with

their responses on the Phase II survey regarding these

variables. Table 4 and Table 5 present the survey responses.

Sharan

We have a marvelous staff development system. I would .
hold up our school system to anybody's. Our principal
is outstanding. The people in our administration just
know what they are doing. They are gifted in the areas
in which they are employed. We have a very forward
thinking superintendent and he has had a very hard time.

iemüsr

This year I've felt that I have enough support because
of our new principal. He's an open person and allows
me to buy materials. he can tell me what he sees me
doing, when I teach, in terminology that I don't have.
So I learn a lot from that. The people that I know in
central office would be more than willing to help. They
usually don't bother you but they're warm and friendly.
One person has given me materials when I didn't even ask
for them. That was very nice.

Dorothy articulated generally positive feelings about

the administration in her interviews with one exception.

When asked what things most affected her ability to do as

well as she would like as a teacher, Dorothy responded,

Being criticized by the administration when you're
trying very hard and you're being observed and they
cannot find a single thing to say that's nice. They
pick everything apart. I work very hard and I take
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Table 4

Ratings by Interview Teachers on Survey Items (Phase II)
Regarding Principal's Behavior

Item: My Principal Demonstrates Confidence
In My Ability to Teach.

Group Always Sometimes Rarely Never

High Efficacy 4 „
Low Efficacy 2* 2*

*Linda *Susan
and and

Carol Sara

Item: My Principal Gives Me Freedom To Do
What I Think is Best in the
Classroom

Group Always Sometimes Rarely Never

High Efficacy 3 1*
Low Efficacy 1* 2* 1*

*Brenda (HE) *Carol *Sara
*Susan (LE) and

Linda

Item: My Principal Encourages Teachers To
Be Involved in Making Important
Decisions About Our School

Group Always Sometimes Rarely Never

High Efficacy 2* 2*
Low Efficacy 1* 1* 1* 1*

*Dorothy *Brenda *Sara *Susan
· and and

Sharon (HE) Jennifer (HE)
*Linda (LE) *Carol (LE)
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Table 5

Ratings by Interview Teachers on Survey Items (Phase II)
Regarding Institutional Factors

Item: Teachers in Our School System Are
Treated as Professionals by the
Administration

Agree Disagree
Group Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly

High Efficacy 1* 1* 2*
Low Efficacy 2* 2*

*Sharon *Jennifer *Dorothy *Sara and
and Carol
Brenda (HE) .

*Linda and
Susan (LE)

Item: I Can Get Help From Central Office
Staff For Instructional Problems
When I Need it

Agree Disagree
Group Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly

High Efficacy 1*
‘

3
Low Efficacy 2* 1* 1*

*Sharon *Sara and *Susan *Carol
Linda (LE)

Item: The Community Places Teachers In a
Position of High Esteem

Agree Disagree
Group Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly

High Efficacy 2* 1* 1*
Low Efficacy 1* 3

*Jennifer *Dorothy *Brenda
and Sharon (HE)
(HE)

*Linda
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constructive criticism well, but I think you're supposed
to have, instead of all criticism, a few. roses in there.

Then, when asked about the kinds of instructional .

support from her principal and the central office, she said,

Well, they're willing. The supervisors are most willing
to come in and help you. My principal will get a
substitute any time you want to go and observe another
school. Anything we want, instructional aids or
materials, she ways 'if you don't have them it's only
because you didn't ask.'

They‘re real good about coming, anyone you want
(referring to central administration). The principal _

walks through daily and our assistant principal walks ·
through nearly every day. The principal has a great
grasp of what's going on. She knows exactly what's
going on. If I have a personal situation I can go right
to her and she will do something about it, I mean now.

This entire interview segment created for the researcher

a curiosity about the assistant principal in Dorothy's

school. She had offered the information that her assistant

principal was responsible for her evaluation this year, and

not her principal. She appeared to be unhappy about this

arrangement. The two administrators trade off groups of

teachers to supervise every couple of years. Dorothy views

her principal as helpful and supportive and "the

administration" to which she referred negatively may be the

assistant principal whom she pointedly omitted when speaking

of support from her principal. When Dorothy's interview

statements concerning her principal's behavior and central

office support were compared with her Phase II survey



' 117

responses on these variables, the evidence supports the

conclusion that she has positive feelings about both.

Brenda was the discrepant case. All evidence supports

her membership to the category of high efficacy teacher, and

yet she views her principal and the central administration

as less than competent and unsupportive. However, she also

believes their influence to be negligible in terms of her

effectiveness in the classroom. When asked to describe the

instructional support she receives from her principal and the

central administration, Brenda replied,

None. In a word, none. I don't need to ask for it a
lot. I hope it would be there but I doubt it. It's a
combination of lack of interest in the primary grades
(by the principal) and lack of ability in
administrators. And staff development? We go to
workshops all the time. You hear the same thing over
and over. The one we went to last week we've had about
four or five times. (Researcher: 'What about help from
the central office?') Heavens no! If they come, they
walk in, they smile, and walk out. The principal never
says anything positive. She observes and takes notes
in educational jargon. As an administrator, she's
lousy.

Parenthetically a point of interest is that Brenda and

Sharon share the same principal. Brenda believes she has

"almost complete autonomy because of my age and my

reputation. Everybody knows I'm in here working." She is

independent and likes "everything" about teaching.

Comparison of Brenda's interview statements with her survey

(Phase II) responses to principal's behavior and central

office support yields somewhat different information. The .
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survey responses, reported in Table 4 and Table 5, support

her feelings of autonomy and tend to provide more positive

feelings toward her principal at least on the items that

relate to her autonomy and reputation. She does not feel

that teachers are seen as professionals by the central

administration or the community.

School is defined for me by what goes on in this room.
That's why I'm not bothered by things. I don't get
bogged down in policies. I never go to the teachers'
lounge. I don't want to hear what goes on in there.
They gossip, they talk about children, they have a
downbeat attitude and that comes right back into your
class with you. I don't want to hear it. I don't want .
to know it. What's in here (her classroom) is good.

The low efficacy teachers provided evidence that

required more researcher interpretation and weighing of all

sources of data concerning principal behavior and central

administration support. Carol and Sara were clear on their

perceptions .

§.ar.o.1

We share a principal. She is here two days a week and
every other Wednesday. We don't get any help from her.
The children don't even know who she is. She doesn't
know what's going on in the classrooms. She'll never
tell you you're doing a good job. It's always negative.
Once in a while everybody likes to have a little bit of
positive reinforcement. They tell us to use it with the
children but they never give it to us. Yet they treat
us like children, and like we're non-professionals.

I've never asked anybody in central office for help.
I'm hesitant because they would say I'm weak in an area
which they would use against me, and say you're not
really qualified to teach. Administration is the
biggest problem. It's a different world over there.
They don't understand. They've been out of the



119

classroom for 10, 12, 15 years and social structures
have changed.

(Researcher: 'What things most affect your ability to
do as well as you would like as a teacher?') Lack of
support from administration. I don't feel that they
support classroom teachers at all. They're not
qualified and they don't know what to look for in the
classroom. Most of those people are businessmen. The
principal could be a good liaison to get you help that
you need and not make it look like it's just your
incompetence, but I don't feel that she would do that.
Schools would be great if we could get rid of parents
and administrators and just have the kids.

Our teachers'· association is headed by a person with a
personal vendetta against the superintendent. He's not
interested in helping us unless he can stab the
superintendent in the back. There's no security in it
anyway. If you tried to unite against them (the
administration) they would start transferring teachers
around until they were so aggravated they would leave.

Evidence from Carol's Phase II survey responses strongly

supports her negative feelings about institutional factors

and treatment of teachers. Her survey response regarding her

principal's confidence in her ability to teach was

"sometimes." This higher rating seems very inconsistent with

_ her feelings about her principal expressed in the interview.

Interpretation of this inconsistency is difficult, but the

general pattern of her talk about the principal is clearly

negative and supports the conclusion that she views her

principal generally as a negative influence. Her survey

responses, as reported in Table 4 and Table 5, regarding the

institutional factors are consistent with her strong negative

expressions in that area.
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Sara

Oh, she (the principal) would love to come in and teach.
She'll say 'would you mind', or 'I've got a better way.'
I say sure. And she doesn't do any better than I do.
She is so uptight. She runs herself ragged. I just
smile and play her game. She doesn't know what she's
doing.

(Researcher: 'Do you get instructional support from the
central office?') (Long pause) U—m-m no, because it
would be told to us to go back and get Chapter I
resources here in the school. Chapter I teachers here
have a full schedule. And I was told yesterday morning
by our principal that she was wanting me to go out and
visit other schools, to get new ideas from other Chapter
I schools. She thought it would be a good idea for me
to go after we had the SRA test scores in.

A
In Sara's discussions about her principal and the

central office personnel she uses only the terms "she" and

"they" when referencing either part of the administration.

Feelings about her principal surfaced in comments like, "She

threw a fit," or "She pulled a workshop on us." Sara's survey

responses, as shown in Table 4 and Table 5, are consistent

with her interview statements concerning her principal, but
0

not consistent with regard to the central office

administration. Overall, the findings support the conclusion

that Sara sees the principal and institutional factors as

negative influences. Carol also referred to "she" and "they"

when speaking of her principal and the central

administration. These two teachers reflect a strong feeling

of personal alienation from the administration in general.

The other two low efficacy teachers, Susan and Linda,

described their principals and the central administration as
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somewhat more helpful and supportive though much less so than

three high efficacy teachers. Although Susan has the same

principal as Sara, she describes her differently in the first

part of her response.

Susan

She (the principal) you know, offers suggestions. U¥m-m
(Pause) She works toward getting us working together.
She has pushed for the cross grouping. She lets out the
reins as far as what we do in the classroom. Sometimes
I question whether she thinks we're professionals,
because we're constantly reminded to be professional.
We're constantly reminded to stay _ on task. We're
constantly reminded to 'remember what you're here for.'

· We don't all need to hear that. And I don't think I'm
the only one it bothers. I don't feel like I need to
be constantly reminded of what I'm here for. I know
what I'm here for. From that sense of the word,
professional, I'm not so sure. I don't know how much
confidence she has in us as professionals. (Researcher:
'How does that lack of being treated as a professional
affect your teaching?') It affects my attitude toward
my environment, but once I get in the classroom, it
doesn't, I don't think it affects my teaching.

Susan said that there are "things available to us from

central administration. We have a media center that we can

draw on. Our science supervisor has programs that he loans

out to schools. Any of that kind of stuff, and he in

particular, he is excellent." Comparison of Susan's

interview statement with her Phase II survey responses

provides two levels of magnitude in terms of negative

perceptions of her principal, and what, at first glance seems

to be very different evidence with respect to support from

the central administration.
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Her comment in the interview that her principal "lets

out on the reins" compares favorably to the survey response

that "sometimes" her principal gives her freedom to do what

she thinks is best in the classroom. However, her survey

responses regarding the extent to which her principal

demonstrates confidence in her ability to teach and

encourages teachers to be involved in making important

decisions were both "never." These strong negative responses

are probably related to her interview expressions of not

being treaxed as a professional by her principal.

Interpreting the inconsistency with which Susan

responded to central administration support items required

examination of the types of questions asked in the survey

instrument and in the interview. The survey items regarding

institutional support were forced-choice items pinpointing

specific elements of support while the interview question was

geared toward a more general availability of support. The

survey instrument required a response to the belief in

availability of help from central office staff for

arising in the classroom, not the

availability of general curriculum resources which captured

Susan's focus in her interview statements. When the types

of questions asked and the kinds of information required in

a response were examined, apparent inconsistencies did not
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really exist. The questions were different and therefore the

responses were different.

The comparison of Susan's responses across the two

measures provides support for the conclusion that she

perceives the principal and institutional factors to be more

negative than positive ones. Table 4 and Table 5 present

Susan's survey responses to institutional and principal

factors.

Linda simply answered "yes, I do" to the question

regarding adequate instructional support. With probing she

stated that her principal "has a lot of (pause) in faculty

meetings he passes out a lot of materials. We have

different, uh, sessions that will only deal with, uh,

resources we have in our school. Every time he gets

something he tells us about it. He shares a lot." This kind

of response was very typical of Linda's responses to

interview questions. It was extremely difficult to discern

anything really definitive or concrete in her statements,

with the one exception of whether she thought good teaching

could overcome negative home influences. To that, she

responded emphatically, "No, not at all." Otherwise, Linda

seemed to struggle with the right words to use in answering

questions. Did she believe that she could get instructional

support from the central office? "Probably. I would say so,
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yes. I don't know how often'it's done. I don't feel that I

need to do that."

Examination of Linda's survey responses, as shown in

Table 4 and Table 5, in combination with her interview

statements concerning principal and organizational factors

indicated that she perceives the support offered by her

principal as minimal. She does not feel as though she is

treated as
an

professional by the administration and when her
n

principal responses are scrutinized, they are consistentl with

this belief. She believes that she could get instructional

assistance from the central office, but feels that she does

not need it and she has never asked for it. Again, she

offered no descriptors of the central office staff and

revealed no feelings, either positive or negative, about the

kind of support available. She was non-committal on her

beliefs regarding whether these factors are facilitating or

hindering to her work. The researcher was not encouraged to

probe with Linda. She was brief or abrupt in her responses

and was the only teacher who seemed to want the interview to

end as quickly as possible.

In summary, the findings generally supported proposition

seven. There was a single discrepant high efficacy case.

Brenda articulated clear negative perceptions of both her

principal and in school -factions and of the central

administration, but she also articulated that she was not
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affected by either factor. Ashton & Webb (1986) found that

high efficacy teachers may resist low efficacy norms within

the school. Three of the four high efficacy teachers met the

expectations underlying the proposition. Three of the four

low efficacy teachers fit the expected pattern. Linda was

the one low efficacy teacher who presented some evidence

about which no conclusions could safely be drawn.

The evidence supporting proposition seven is consistent

in part with the statistical analysis procedures used to test

the relationships between scores for the survey sample of

fifty-five teachers on The Teaeher (Gibson,

1983) and their scores on the principal and organizational

factor sections of the survey instrument. Those tests
‘

indicated a significant (p < .05) relationship between

efficacy scores and institutional factor scores. The tests

· did not indicate a significant relationship between the

principal factor and efficacy scores. The interview

findings, although derived from a small sample, suggest a

stronger principal-efficacy relationship.

äj,. The teachers in the interview phase reflect a

relationship between efficacy and teacher perceptions of

their principals' behavior.

High efficacy teachers tend to deuscribe

their principals as supportive and helpful and as having

. confidence in their ability to teach.



U
126

j|,_,_b. A high efficacy teacher who describes

her principal as unsupportive and not helpful may be

unaffected by the principal in her ability to be

successful in the classroom.

_1_,_g. Low efficacy teachers tend to describe

their principals as hypercritical, incompetent, and

unsupportive. They indicate that any support is minimal

and that the principal tends to have little confidence

in their ability to teach.

iz. High efficacy teachers believe that they can

get help with instructional problems from the central

administration.

§3_. Low efficacy teachers tend to view the central

administration as not helpful with instructional problems.

äg. High and low efficacy teachers may feel as

though they are treated unprofessionally by the

administration.

B.; That tgaghgrg uilh a high tanga Qi affitaqz

Kill artignlata m9.1:.e tina avant 9.n pianning than Hill

teagharg Eiih a 191 sgnsg gf gffisgtih.
Testing this proposition was rather neat and tidy by

comparison. The only problem encountered was one of time.

With two high efficacy teachers the interview ended because

of their schedules before the researcher asked the question
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1 about planning. After examining all interview contents and

reconstructing the evidence in both classrooms, it is

apparent to this researcher that Sharon and Jennifer spend a

great deal of time planning. Sharon described eighteen

different teaching strategies that she uses with low

achievers, activity folders to accompany objectives from the

Merrill test which she made for her students and other

j teachers, assessment strategies, and work contracts developed
I

for the students. AJennifer's room was dotted with teacher

made materials such as posters, learning games,„and learning

center materials. She stated that the one thing that affects

her ability to be as effective a teacher as she would like

to be is lack of time.

The thing that affects my ability to be as good as I
would like to be, as corny as this may sound, I would
like to have more centers, more materials, more time to
make those materials. Time is my worst enemy.

Planning time was an interesting topic for discussion,

interesting primarily because of the perception by two low

efficacy teachers that two hours a week was a big expectation

for out of school involvement. The high efficacy teachers

described intensive planning as part of doing the job well.

This is what the teachers said about time spent planning.

Brenda .(.Hi2lL).

I do my planning after school, at night, or on the
weekends. I try to stay in this room until I finish,
until I'm ready for the next day. I don't mind staying
an hour or two hours a day, at least an hour to two hours
on the average a day. When I leave here around 5:00 PM
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on Friday I'm through unless there's something special
I have to do.

p Dsu;91;hx.(.Hi.sh.).
'

I work every night from seven to eleven o'clock except
on Friday when my husband takes me out to dinner. I
grade papers every night, I make stencils, teaching
materials. Oh, I get up and go to the bathroom, take a
break to fight with my husband (laughs). I spend about
two hours during the weekend. I just don't see any
other way to keep on top of it. · _

§.ar.¢.l.(.L9.w.).

We have to hand in lesson plans every week or we
wouldn't do our job (smiles). I do my plans mainly at
home on the weekends. I guess I spend about two hours
a week planning. I try to reassess the children and
plan activities.

S1ia.a.n.(.L91l

I usually stay here until 4:15 but I've got to take work
home. I spend an average of one hour a night planning.

Linsla.(.L9.u).
We plan weekly. Our lesson plans have to be done on a
weekly basis so I guess I plan weekly. As far as how
long it takes me I would say at least an hour or two and
I split that time up, though, the whole week. Sometimes
I'll get part of my weeks lesson plan done before
school, maybe after school. Maybe while my kids are
having P.E. or art or music. I use that a lot. I don't

— think we ever have enough time in elementary school to
plan. It's just always rushed. What I don't get done
by Friday, I have to finish over the weekend. I try to
break down that hour or so into smaller sections and I
do try to do something daily, so I don't have to go home
and do the whole thing in one big block. (Researcher:
'Are you saying that it takes you about two hours a
day?') No, two hours a week.

Sara's interview ended before the researcher asked the

planning question. There was no evidence in the interview

content nor was there any in her room to support any
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inferences about her planning. Her room was not attractively °

or colorfully attended as were the rooms of the high efficacy

teachers. High efficacy teachers' classrooms were replete

with displays of children's art work, children's academic

work, curriculum related charts and posters, activity

folders, and learning center materials. In those rooms,

there was a feeling of energy, of active involvement, and of

a rich curriculum. Sara's room reflected her peisonai tone

of weariness, uninvolvement; and resignation. There were few

displays of any children's work, no art work, no color, and

no energy. One could not tell that children had been there

except for the existence of text books and other commercially

produced materials.
4

Sara described the Dolch word list and repetition with

lower grade materials and textbooks as the "step-by—step"

procedures and strategies she uses. These compare

dramatically with the ten to eighteen strategies described

by the high efficacy teachers. Sara is so tired of teaching

and of "not knowing which way to go," that it is difficult

to infer that she would feel like putting effort into

planning. When asked if she ever felt like quitting, she

asserted, "If I could get into another job I certainly would.

It's battle fatigue. I thoroughly did love it at one time

and I don't know whether it's burnout, or my age, or the -

administration or what."
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J,. High efficacy teachers spend more than fifteen

hours a week in planning.

2,. Low efficacy teachers generally spend fewer

than five hours a week in planning.

Listening to teachers talk about teaching, about their

difficulties and their joys will often reveal unexpected

patterns within particular groups. These patterns may be

overlooked by the researcher who is examining all data

sources for typicality, or general patterns of evidence to

confirm or disconfirm guiding hypotheses (Erickson, 1986).

The serendipitous findings, when attended to, could offer

greater depth of understanding, and often, could pinpoint

significant areas for future investigation of a thought

pattern or belief system. The following unexpected findings

evolved from repeated combing of the audio-tapes and

transcriptions of the tapes.

1. At various points in the interviews three of the four

high efficacy teachers talked about the importance of

teaching values to slow learners.

iexmifa:

Usually their social skills are lacking. I've really
never had a slow learner that was mature for their age.
So we do a lot of problem solving like: 'What are the
consequences when you tell someone a lie?', 'What does
it mean to cheat on a test?', 'What does it mean to be
a friend?'. Those things are badly needed, because most
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' of my slow learners, their home life is not enriched.
They don't know general information that a lot of
children would know.

äharen

You have to incorporate more in their learning
environment to help them develop the sense of importance
of an education. You have to gear your objectives to
meet those children and they can't be strictly academic.
You must teach values in school.

D.or.o.thy

You start teaching them how to act and they get another
glimpse of how it's supposed to be. I talk to my
children. You can do more by sitting down and talking
to a child and understanding where they are coming from.

E
Three of the four low efficacy teachers did not talk about

teaching values. One low efficacy teacher, Linda, asserted

emphatically that it "is not the classroom teacher's

responsibility to work on their mental health."

2. Three of the four high efficacy teachers alluded to

religion as being an important part of their lives. No

low efficacy teachers mentioned religion in their

discussions.

Bharen

I'm not defeated easily, but I'm not on an ego trip. I
don't do this of myself. There is a spiritual strength.
I do a lot of praying.

Brenda

I feel like I have the power to make or break a child.
That part of thinking that (something) I can say or do
could break a child almost overwhelms me every year. I
ride to school every day saying, 'Dear God, make me
successful, help me to do what I need to do to make that
learning for that child successful.'



132

Lennifs.:

(When talking about the helpfulness of learning and
using a particular teaching model) That has really
worked and it works when you have to teach adults or
anybody. It has helped my husband, too, and he isn't
in the teaching profession. He teaches ninth graders
at church and I told him (how to use these strategies)
and he's been doing those wonderful focus activities and
stating his objectives and it's gotten those ninth

- graders attention.

_ 3. There may be a relationship between school SES and

teaching efficacy. Two of the four high efficacy

teachers were from the samelschool, the highest SES

school in the district. Two of the low efficacy teachers

were from the same school, one of the lowest SES schools

in the district and one which serves racial minority

children. The school assignments were unknown to the

researcher when thé sample group was selected.

4. Tolerance and acceptance of learning differences in

groups of children may be greater with older teachers,

teachers who have taught in years when there were few

special services available. Three of the high efficacy,

low referring teachers (Brenda, Sharon, and Dorothy) have

taught for more than fifteen years. Only one other

teacher in the interview group, Sara, who has been in low

SES schools for all of her teaching career, has taught

for more than fifteen years. She is a low efficacy

teacher. Brenda and Sharon articulated their acceptance

and tolerance of learning differences and compared these
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special education services.

5. The two lowest efficacy teachers, Carol and Sara,

expressed an extreme sense of powerlessness to change

their situations. Evidence has shown that these two

teachers feel helpless and alienated by the

administration. Carol said, "I feel powerless, not with

the children, but as a professional." She stated that

it is a waste of time to think about teachers changing

anything because teachers would not unite and if they did .

they would be punished and forced to resign. Sara said

she feels "helpless". "They just say, 'If you want to

stay and do what we say, fine, otherwise, there's the

door'." I

Smmnarx szf Bs.s.u11;.s

The statistical findings for the Phase II survey

indicate that high efficacy teachers refer fewer children to

special education programs than do low efficacy teachers.

Statistical results demonstrated no relationship between the

behavior of the principal and a teacher‘s sense of efficacy.

The findings from the interview phase suggested that the

principal's behavior may be a factor in teaching efficacy.

Statistical findings in Phase II revealed a significant

(p < .05) relationship between institutional variables, such
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as support from the central administration and professional

treatment, and teaching efficacy. Findings from the

interview phase were consistent with the statistical results
_

concerning this relationship.

Numerical scores for the interview contents were

calculated from the interview rating scale, an ordinal scale

indicating the degree to which certain efficacy influences

were present. The scores from the interviews were compared

with scores from the Phase II Teeehe; Effieeey geele (Gibson,
‘ n A

1983). The results revealed a high correlation between the

two measures of efficacy.

The interviews were designed to test eight specific

propositions, or hypotheses, regarding the construct of

teaching efficacy. Findings were presented as summary

conclusions, or assertions about the evidence surrounding

each proposition. Evidence confirming or disconfirming the

propositions included interview statements and Phase II

survey responses. Comparisons across data sources resulted

in the following specific assertions:

1. Teachers with a high sense of general teaching efficacy

believe that good teaching can be effective with all

students regardless of external obstacles such as home

environment and student ability.
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believe that good teaching cannot outweigh external

influences such as home environment and student ability.

3. Teachers with a high sense of personal teaching efficacy
I

describe themselves as having the skills and ability to

be successful with low achievers and articulate evidence

to support their competency self-ratings.

4. Teachers labeled as low efficacy teachers may describe

themselves as having the skills and ability to be

successful with low achievers, but do not present

evidence to support their competency self-ratings.

5. Teachers with a high sense of teaching efficacy use a

greater variety and number of teaching strategies with

low achievers than do teachers with a low sense of

teaching efficacy.

6. High efficacy teachers use more positive terms than low

efficacy teachers when describing low achievers or

difficult learners.

7. High efficacy teachers articulate a stronger sense of

responsibility toward the achievement of difficult

learners than do low efficacy teachers.

a. Teachers with a high sense of efficacy tend to place

the cause of a student's failure to learn within the

teaching.
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b. Teachers with a low sense of efficacy tend to place

the cause of a student's failure to learn on factors

outside of teaching, such as within student

characteristics or the home environment.

8. Teachers with a high sense of teaching efficacy

demonstrate a willingness to persist when faced with

difficult students and will generally refer a student for

special education services only after trying many

alternative teaching strategies.

9. Teachers with a low sense of teaching efficacy do not .

persist when faced with difficult learners and will

generally refer a student for special education services

soon after discovering learning difficulties.

10. Teachers with a low sense of teaching efficacy who refer

few students for special education services may do so

because of special within-school or organizational

circumstances (i.e., cross-grouping by ability, mistrust

in eligibility process, regulations against referring

certain age students).

11. High efficacy teachers tend to describe their principals

as helpful and supportive.

12. A high efficacy teacher who describes her principal as

unsupportive and not helpful may not be affected by her

feelings toward the principal in terms of her ability to

be successful in the classroom.
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° 13. Low efficacy teachers tend to describe their principals

in negative terms such as hypercritical, incompetent, and

a unsupportive.

14. High efficacy teachers view the central administration

as more supportive than do low efficacy teachers.

15. High efficacy teachers generally view themselves as being

treated more like professionals than. do low efficacy

teachers.
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Chapter V

Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations

The growth trends in numbers of children with mild

learning problems who are referred for and placed in special

education programs have created a national concern for the

process of identification of students as handicapped

(Algozzine & Korinec, 1985; Blackhurst, 1981; Galagan, 1985;

Weener, 1981; Ysseldyke, 1983). There have been numerpus

studies investigating the nature of the referral to placement

process. These studies point to the initial referral as a

critical variable, and the classroom teacher, who usually

' makes the initial referral, as a central figure in the

identification and classification process.

The few studies conducted for the purpose of discovering

characteristics of referring and nonreferring teachers reveal

a hypothesis that a teacher's beliefs concerning her own

competence to work with particular children appear to

influence referral rates. There is evidence that teachers'

beliefs concerning the outcome of teaching, and their beliefs

about their own abilities to teach, may account for

individual differences in teacher effectiveness (Ashton &

Webb, 1986; Denham & Michael, 1981; Gibson & Dembo, 1984).

« 138
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This belief system has been called teachers' sense of

efficacy.

The authors cited above have applied Bandura's cognitive

motivation theory of self efficacy to their studies of

teaching efficacy. Bandura (1982) posited that even if

persons believe that certain behaviors will produce certain

outcomes, if they do not believe they have the ability to
”

perform the necessary behaviors, when they are faced with

difficult situations they will either refuse to initiate the

relevant behavior, or they will not persist for very long

after initiating the behavior. This self-referent thought,

or self appraisal, is seen by Bandura (1981) as a mediating

variable between beliefs about the effects of behavior and

action, a variable affecting motivation and behavior.

When applied to the construct of teaching efficacy,

‘Bandura's theory would reflect teachers' beliefs about (1)
°

the general outcome of teaching and (2) their own skills and

abilities to teach. Ashton and Webb (1986) reported the

findings. of their six year study on the construct of teaching

efficacy and the factors affecting that construct. They

concluded that teaching efficacy may be a nonstable,

ecologically determined construct and, as such, is one

amenable to change.

The purpose of this study was to determine the extent

to which teaching efficacy is related to referral of students
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to special education programs. As part of their research,

Ashton and Webb (1986) examined the relationship between

teaching efficacy and teachers' work with low achieving

students. The present study incorporated many of their

findings with regard to the investigation of ecological

· influences on teaching efficacy. This study differed from

other studies of teaching efficacy in its focus on the

specific relationships of efficacy to the classroom teacher'·s

referral of students for special education services.

A three phase study was designed to investigate the

relationship between teaching efficacy and referral of

students to special education and to examine the nature of

the construct of teaching efficacy. The initial phase

consisted of a survey of all first, second, and third grade

teachers (n=155) in the research district to obtain referral

numbers and a designation of willingness to participate in a

study of classroom issues. Eighty—one of the 135 responding

teachers agreed to participate in the study. ··Ten of those

were eliminated by the researcher. The second phase of the

study consisted of a mail survey of seventy-one teachers to

obtain a measure of teaching efficacy and ecological or

situational influences potentially affecting the teacher's

sense of efficacy. A purposive sample of extreme high and

low scoring teachers was selected for the phase three

interview. The interviews were conducted to investigate the
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validity of the survey instrument in its ability to

discriminate high and low efficacy teachers and to gain an

understanding of the human dynamics underlying the

quantitative measure of teaching efficacy.

Eindiuss

andPhase1.1

The Phase II survey addressed the primary research

relaxsd S2 r.ef.¢.r.r.a.1 91 sxudsnizs LQ special sgu;ai:.i.¢.¤

p.r9.q.r.a.ms2.

This relationship was tested through the use of two

separate statistical procedures. A one—way analysis of

variance procedure was used to test the relationship between

scores on The 1'eaghe; Scale (Gibson, 1983) and high,

average, and low referral groups. The significant difference

finding was followed by a Tukey HSD post hoc comparison

procedure. The results showed a significant (p < .05)

difference between the efficacy mean scores of the high and

low referral groups. Teachers who scored higher on the

efficacy measure made fewer referrals than the teachers who

scored lower on that measure. °

The second test of the relationship between efficacy and

referral compared individual efficacy scores and individual
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referral numbers, rather than referral groups. A Pearson
l

product moment correlation procedure resulted in a

significant (p < .05) negative correlation coefficient of

-.31 indicating an inverse relationship between efficacy

scores and referral numbers. Thus, as efficacy scores

increased, referral numbers decreased.

The findings in the Phase II survey stage of this study

supported the conclusion that there is a significant

relationship between teaching efficacy and referral of

students. to special education programs. Additional tests

were employed. to investigate the relationship between

situational variables in the researcher-designed portion of

the survey and individual efficacy scores. Pearson product

moment correlation procedures resulted in findings indicating

a nonsignificant relationship between principal behavior and

efficacy scores, and a significant (p < .05) relationship

between institutional factors and efficacy scores.

The findings regarding the principal variable were of

particular interest. The literature on teaching efficacy has

revealed inconsistent results from studies examining the

impact of support from administration on a teacher's sense

of efficacy and suggests further exploration into the role

of the principal (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Denham & Michael,

1981). The principal variable was investigated in the

interview phase of this study. That investigation yielded a



143

better understanding of the nature of the principal's

influence on teaching efficacy.

The findings concerning institutional factors and their

relationship to teaching efficacy were consistent with the

existing literature (Ashton & Webb, 1986). Being treated as

a professional by the administration, having confidence in

the abilities of administrators, receiving support from

central administration, and believing that the community

holds teachers in a position of high esteem, reflect

institutional influences on a teacher's sense of efficacy.

Institutional factors were explored in the interview phase

of the study.

Ehass 1.1.1 '

Although the interview phase was designed primarily to

provide a more indepth understanding of the construct of

teaching efficacy, it also served as a measure for

establishing the validity

of(Gibson,1983) to accurately discriminate between high and

low efficacy teachers. In order to derive a statistical

measure of agreement between the scores on The Teacher

§_g3_],g and the interview contents, an interview

rating scale was developed to provide numerical scores for

the levels of existence of eleven variables examined in the

set of interview questions.
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Construct validity for the interview rating scale was

based on the guiding propositions for the interview phase.

These propositions were derived from the review of literature

on teaching efficacy. Each of the eleven variables included

on the scale were matched to specific questions asked of each

teacher. Verbatim transcripts from audio tapes of each

interview provided a basis on which each variable could be

rated as having a positive (+1), negative (-1), or neutral

(O) representation in the interview contents.

The interview rating scale scores for each of the eight

teachers in the interview phase were calculated. A Pearson-V

product moment correlation technique was used to test the

‘ relationship between individual scores on The Teeeher

§_c_a_],e (Gibson, 1983) and scores on the interview

rating scale for the eight teachers in the interview phase.

The correlation coefficient was .922‘ which indicated a very

high correlation between the two measures. This correlation

should be viewed in light of the small sample size in the

interview group. It can be concluded from this test that The

Teeghe; §_c_g,],e (Gibson, 1983) does discriminate

between high and low efficacy teachers. It can also be

concluded that the interview method can be used as an equally

sound measure of efficacy. Because the nature of the

interview lends itself to probing for clarification of

meaning and to discovery of related issues, it may provide a



145

richer understanding and definition of human thinking

processes and belief systems than more quantitative measures

of the same entities. While the same theoretical constructs

may guide both procedures, the quantitative measure disallows

discovery while more qualitative measures such as interviews

are designed to yield discovery.

The basic content of the interviews for this study was

defined within the framework of the guiding propositions, or

hypotheses, drawn from the literature on teaching efficacy.

In this regard, findings could be seen as confirmatory of

already known or suspected relationships. However, unlike

the survey instrument which was also defined within the same

theoretical framework, the open-ended interview questions and

ensuing probes provided the avenue for exploration and

discovery needed to gain insights into the area of inquiry

and to identify underlying characteristics. Accuracy of the

results from the interview phase of this particular study

were dependent upon the criterion validity of The Iggghgr

Effigggy ßgglg (Gibson, 1983) in terms of its ability to

identify the high and low efficacy teachers for the interview

sample. Obtaining the same results in both measures provided

support for convergence of the two approaches in measuring

teaching efficacy.

Analysis of the contents of the interviews required the

constant comparison across interview transcripts in search
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of both confirming and disconfirming evidence relevant to

each proposition. Evidence was gathered and presented

according to selected ethnographic and other qualitative

analytic procedures. The findings were generally consistent

with those in the literature and add support to this

relatively new line of research and to the understanding of

the construct of teaching efficacy. The findings and

conclusions will be discussed relative to each guiding

proposition, or hypothesis.

1.;Tha;1;s.ashs.r.aui.:hahi.qhs.ens.e9igeners1

e.x;.¢.rnalszIza.:.as.ls.s.sias.ha:.hszmsandsi:i4$ien:.

Both high and low efficacy teachers expressed a belief

that the home environment is a critical factor in a child's

ability to succeed in school, but the high efficacy teachers

saw their own role as being equally if not more important.

Three of the four low efficacy teachers expressed a clear

belief that the home was the greatest influence and that

their influence was minimal by comparison. One low efficacy

teacher felt that she had a significant impact, but that the

impact was not academic. The degree to which good teaching V
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can outweigh negative home influences was explored and

received considerable variance across responses.

Qggglggigg. High efficacy teachers see the role of teaching

as having an impact on success in school which is equal to,

if not greater than, the impact of the home environment or

of the child's ability. Low efficacy teachers saw the home

W
environment. and. a student's ability as having a greater

impact than teaching. Findings in this study were consistent

along this variable with those of Ashton and Webb (1986) who

found that low efficacy teachers believe the home environment

to be critical and parents to be uncaring, and that they do

not understand the value of an education. Three of the four

low efficacy teachers expressed the feeling that lack of home

support was a major influence in the child's ability to

succeed.

All four· high. efficacy teachers rated themselves an

eight or nine on a ten point scale in ability to succeed with

low achievers. Two of the four low efficacy teachers did not

feel that they had the ability to be successful with low

achievers and two low efficacy teachers rated themselves an

eight and a ten in ability to succeed with low achievers.
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The surrounding evidence supported the high efficacy

teachers' self-ratings and the low self-ratings of the two

low efficacy teachers. Evidence did not support the high

self-ratings by the two low efficacy teachers.

. High efficacy teachers see themselves as having

the skills and ability to be successful with low achievers

and report various strategies and methods used in their work

with low achievers. The low self-ratings by low efficacy

teachers were consistent with all other evidence, but the

high self-ratings by two low efficacy teachers were very

inconsistent with other evidence. Self report alone is

probably not the best way to test this proposition. A

comparison of self ratings to actual behavior in the

classroom would provide stronger and more valid data sources.

Another approach, one recommended by Ashton and Webb (1986),

would be to provide teachers with situation-specific

vignettes regarding specific tasks or activities and ask them

to rate their level of competence on each task or situation.

The authors suggested that efficacy may vary according to

specific teaching demands.

3.:. That teachers uith a high sense gf eftisegy

11.1.1 state mare fer mrting uith giftält

· learnere than lgu senü ef effiseex teeghere.
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The high efficacy teachers described many strategies

" with ease, while the low efficacy teachers tended to feel

comfortable with very few strategies or to struggle with

naming strategies. The effects of staff development on the

teachers' use of instructional strategy terminology were

evident. Terms such as "hands-on" and "multi-modal" were

common across the high and low efficacy teachers. If

detailed descriptions of usage had not occurred with the high

efficacy teachers, it could be that the higher number of

strategies given could simply be a result of better rote

recall ability of terminology by the high efficacy group.

The findings clearly indicated a difference in the high and

low efficacy teachers with respect to instructional

strategies used with difficult learners. The low efficacy

teachers described from two to five strategies while the high

efficacy group described from nine to eighteen different
·

strategies.

. High efficacy teachers tend to report using more

instructional strategies overall than low efficacy teachers

use, and use more specific strategies for difficult learners.

Low efficacy teachers tend to describe more non-specific

strategies such as "repetition," "go faster," "have them sit

closer to you," and "hands—on activities."
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than i;.¢.agher.s uiizh .a lgu sense gf gffigagu.

The high efficacy teachers tended to use more

academically or developmentally oriented terms when

describing difficult learners. The high efficacy teachers
'

tended to see these students as having difficulty but wanting

to learn. One high efficacy teacher used more negative

behavioral terms than positive terms. The low efficacy

teachers tended to see these learners as unmotivated and as

not caring about learning. All of the low efficacy teachers

described these learners as coming from homes with no

interest in education and from parents who "don‘t care." One

low efficacy teacher differentiated slow learners from those

she called "emotionally disturbed" and described the slow

learners in more positive terms.

Most high efficacy teachers will describe

difficult learners as teachable and wanting to learn. These

teachers recognize the difficulties that many low achievers

bring to school as being ones amenable to change and

improvement. They tend to regard children as individuals

with individual needs, and themselves as having the resources

to meet those needs. Low efficacy teachers tend to view

difficult learners in negative terms such as "lazy,"

"unmotivated," and as having no desire to learn.
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will a fg: she gf

This proposition was approached by asking two separate

questions. One question focused on the degree of

responsibility by the regular class teacher toward the

achievement of difficult learners or low achievers. The

other question asked the teacher to name the primary cause

q of a student's failure to learn from her teaching.

To the first äquestion, the high efficacy teachers

responded that their level of responsibility toward low

achievers was at least equal if not greater than that toward

the other students. Two of the high efficacy teachers

indicated that they felt a greater sense of responsibility

toward low achievers. Another high efficacy teacher said

that her responsibility was to set a goal "that by the end

of the year the slow learners would at least be performing

on an average level."

The low efficacy teachers responded to the first

question with less strength of belief but with some degree

of responsibility. The question was the kind that could have

evoked the socially desirable or "correct" response. With

some probing for clarity the low efficacy teachers still

reflected a lower degree of responsibility. Two low efficacy

teachers reflected a sense of responsibility because it was
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required, not actually felt. One low efficacy teacher

expressed a genuine sense of responsibility to all of her

students but expressed that her efforts were "wasted" because

of poor home environments. She said that she was "really not

influential in their lives."

Responses to the second question provided a much more

straight-forward unit of analysis for the teachers'

assumption of responsibility for a child's failure to learn.

When asked to name the primary cause of a child's failure to

.learn from her teaching, every high efficacy teacher placed

the primary cause with the teaching, and every low efficacy

teacher placed the cause with sources outside of teaching.

The low efficacy teachers stated the cause as being either

within the child (i.e., lack of motivation„ not. caring,

immaturity, or lack of ability) or in a combination of lack

of motivation and the home life.
‘

Qggglggigg. High efficacy teachers tend to assume the

responsibility for the achievement of low achievers or slow

learners. Any differentiation of responsibility by these

teachers was expressed as feeling more responsible for low

achievers' learning. They tend to feel guilty or challenged

when students do not learn from their teaching and look for

different ways to teach them. Low efficacy teachers tend to

feel an obligatory responsibility or feel responsible but

with a sense of futility about the outcome of their efforts.
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They place the responsibility of failing to learn within the

child.

5.; Tha; xesehers uiizh .6. high sense gf eifigegv

will refer e ghilg Lg s¤.u.i.al eggsgrigh es e les; resgu

end sfrer Lrxihg

mehrBothproposition six and proposition five are directly

related to Bandura's (1982) description of the willingness

topersist in difficult situations as being part of the

efficacy belief in personal ability. Theoretically, if a

teacher has a strong sense of responsibility toward the

achievement of low achievers, has confidence in her own

ability, and sees those students as teachable, that teacher

will try many alternative strategies before referring the

child. She will persist with those low achievers.

Proposition six was tested through the question, "When will

you refer a student for special education services?"

Three"of the high efficacy teachers tended not to refer

students to special education. Each of those teachers has

referred two or less children in three years. One of those

teachers has never referred a student in thirty-four years

of teaching. Two high efficacy teachers commented on the

current trend for teachers to refer children too quickly.

They referred to this trend as "an easy out for teachers" and

as "shifting the responsibility somewhere else."
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One high efficacy teacher said that what low achievers

get in her room "is so much more valuable" than what they

would get in a special education class, that she did not want

"their time being wasted." Three of the four high efficacy

teachers would only refer a student after a long period of

time and many different strategies had failed. One high

efficacy teacher did not present evidence that was as clear

on her persistence but had previously described using many

strategies with low achievers, feeling very responsible for

the achievement of low achievers ("to have themby the end

of the year performing on at least an average level"), and

feeling competent to work with low achievers.

The low efficacy teachers articulated no evidence of

persistence with difficult learners. Earlier findings had

indicated the use of much fewer teaching strategies by these

teache·rs with difficult learners. One low efficacy teacher

suggested that a child should be in her room for at least a

nine week period before she would feel comfortable enough

with her assessment of his difficulties to refer him.

Another low efficacy teacher stated that "any time after one

month" she might refer a student "if there was a behavior

problem and an inability to do the required work."

All four °low efficacy teachers indicated that there were a

particular reasons why each of them did not. refer more

students. Carol, who had referred nine students and Sara who
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had referred six students in the last three years expressed

extreme frustration with the time factor involved in the

referral to placement process. Both asserted that the

professionals involved in that process "don't care" whether

a child receives the special services he needs.

Sara said that she does not refer students anymore

because most of those whom she refers "fall into that slow

learner category." She expressed concern that there was "no

provision for slow learners" in the school system. Her

° — comments indicated that most of the students she refers are

not found eligible for special education. In a personal

communication with the Director of Special Education in the

research school district (August, 1986), this researcher was

told that 85-87% of referred students in the school system

are found eligible for services. With such a high

identification rate in the system, one wonders about the

types of students referred by Sara.

Susan and Linda, the two other low efficacy teachers,

described specific school organizational patterns that

decreased their own referral rates. Susan described the

cross-grouping by ability for different subjects used by some

teachers in her school, including herself, as having a direct

impact on referral numbers. She asserted that referrals

would be "much higher" if it were not for this instructional

arrangement. She stated that the cross grouping affected her
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own attitude in a positive way because, otherwise, she "would

have five reading groups."

Linda has a homogeneously grouped home room consisting

of "average" students. She reported that K-3 students in her

school were not eligible for the learning disabilities

program. When probed, she indicated that she knew very

little about the referral process. Linda appeared to be

uninterested in any aspect of teaching, and struggled for the

right words to use in answering the questions. She stated

emphatically only three points: (1) that good teaching could

"not at all" outweigh the home environment, (2) that

classroom teachers "are not responsible for a child's mental

health," and (3) that "children are going to be basket cases

' because of their home environments." She said that she would

refer a student any time after the first month and used no

learning characteristics to differentiate students she would

refer from students she would not refer, other than to state

that referable students get "most problems wrong" and have

"behavior problem(s)." Linda is ready to leave teaching and

will soon complete her master's degree in elementary

guidance. She plans to be an elementary school counselor.

Qggglggigns. Teachers with a high sense of efficacy will

persist with low achievers using many alternative strategies

before referring a student for special education services.

Low efficacy teachers do not articulate evidence of
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persistence with low achievers. Two of these teacher's

initial response to the question on referral was that they

would refer after "nine weeks" and after "one month." This

would suggest that these teachers refer shortly after

discovering learning and/or behavior problems. In this

particular group, all of the low efficacy teachers gave

specific system-related factors influencing their referral
”

rates. Each of those teachers indicated that their referral

rates would be higher if it were not for those factors.

Disillusionment and frustration with_the delayed eligibility

process was expressed byltwo of these low efficacy teachers.

This problem was mentioned briefly by one high efficacy

teacher. The other three high efficacy teachers did not

appear to give the issue of referral much attention in their

thinking. This evidence is very consistent with the evidence

'around assumption of responsibility for low achievers'

achievement discussed previously.

1.:. Tha; Lgaghgrg high a high s.e.hs.e gf efüggsg

Three high efficacy teachers presented evidence that

they view their principals as supportive, helpful, and as

knowing what goes on in the classrooms. They demonstrated
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confidence in their principal's ability to provide

instructional support. These same three teachers described

the central administration as helpful and willing to provide

assistance. They described the staff development activities

provided through the central office as helpful and as
A

directly influencing their instruction.

One high efficacy teacher, Brenda, presented very

discrepant evidence on beliefs about her principal and the

central administration. Although she has the same principal

as another high efficacy teacher, she sees that principal as

incompetent, uninterested in the primary grades, and totally

unsupportive. She stated that as an administrator her

principal "is lousy." When asked whether she receives

instructional support from the central office, she replied,

"Heavens, no." She described staff development activities

as repetitive and as providing a lot of handouts which she

keeps in a drawer.

Brenda has never referred a student“ to special

education, feels totally responsible for the achievement of

all of her students, thinks special education is much less

valuable than what goes on in her class, and feels competent

to meet a wide range of learning needs. All evidence

indicates that Brenda is a teacher with a very high sense of

teaching efficacy. Her strong negative feelings toward her

principal and the central administration were accompanied by
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statements which suggested that neither of these

administrative factors has any bearing on what she does in

her classroom. They have neither a negative nor a positive

influence on her ability to be successful. This single

discrepant case offers evidence that high efficacy teachers

who hold negative views toward the principal and the central

administration may operate totally independent of those

factors. In some high efficacy cases these factors may

enhance efficacy beliefs and in others they may have no

influence at all.

Evidentiary warrant for statements regarding findings

related to the principal and the central administration with

low efficacy teachers required a more intensive comparison

of all relevant interview statements with the survey

responses from Phase II. Researcher interpretation of the

findings was accompanied by concrete evidence in each case.

Results showed that two low efficacy teachers reflected

a strong sense of alienation from the administration and a

powerlessness to change anything about their situations.

Carol and Sara have unique characteristics within their

environment. Carol's school shares a principal with another

school. The principal is in Carol's school "two days a week

and every other Wednesday." Sara teaches in a low SES school

and has taught in low SES schools for twenty years. She has

repeatedly requested a transfer but has been given no
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positive response. These teachers expressed that their

principals are negative and incompetent, and that they really

didn't care about the children or the teachers. Both

principals were viewed as looking for things to criticize in

teachers and as never providing positive rewards. They were

i described as not knowing what's going on in the classrooms.

These two teachers felt that if they asked for assistance

from the central office, they would be met with charges of

their own incompetence and both indicated that the

administration treated them as. non-professionals. They

reflected a sense of hopelessness and extreme dissatisfaction

with their jobs. Both of these teachers indicated that they

would be seeking early retirement.

These teachers are both in difficult teaching

situations, ones which should demand more attention to the

improvement of the quality of work life for the teachers.

Instead, Carol and Sara reflect the feeling that the

administration is negligent and ignorant of the difficulties

experienced in their environments. They feel isolated,

uncared for, and are struggling to keep going. Carol who is

younger appears very angry, while Sara appears resigned and

very broken as a teacher. Carol still finds her children to

be uplifting while Sara describes her children in ·very

negative terms.
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The other two low efficacy teachers gave descriptions

of principal support as minimal and nonintrusive. They

generally did not describe the principal's behavior wholly

in negative terms. One of these teachers described the

principal as having a need "to constantly tell us that we're

1 not professionals." This teacher said that she tried not to

let the nonprofessional treatment affect her in the

classroom. Both of these low efficacy teachers expressed the

feeling that they were not treated as professionals by the A

administration. Six of the eight teachers in the interview

sample agreed with this perception.

. High efficacy teachers tend to describe their

principals and the central administration as supportive and

helpful with instruction. When a high efficacy teacher

expresses strong negative feelings about the principal and

central administration she may also provide evidence to show

that she is unaffected by these administrative factors in her

ability to be successful in the classroom. High efficacy

teachers believe that their principals have confidence in

their ability to teach.

Low efficacy teachers tend to describe their principals

as hypercritical, incompetent, and as minimally supportive.

They do not believe that the principal has much confidence

in their ability to teach. Low efficacy teachers tend to
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view the central administration as unhelpful l·with

instructional problems.

Both high and low efficacy teachers may feel that they

are not treated as professionals by the general

administration. Both high and low efficacy teachers tend to

believe that the community does not hold the teaching

profession in a position of high esteem.‘

In summary, the results on the principal factor tend to

indicate more of a relationship between the behavior of the

principal. and a teacher's sense of efficacy than was
d

suggested, by the statistical results in Phase II. The

findings regarding the relationship between institutional

factors examined in the interview and a teachers sense of
Q

efficacy were generally consistent with the statistical

findings in Phase II which indicated a significant

relationship between the two variables. However, high and

low efficacy teachers may not feel as though they are treated

as professionals by the administration.

§.:.Ih.aL1:eas;bsr§ui;c.hahishs.e.nss9.fe.ifis„@iz

tsasheräuithalmasensenfefiigacxl

Findings related to this proposition indicated that

teachers with a high sense of efficacy spend a great deal of

time in planning. Theoretically, this is in keeping with the
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evidence which suggests that high efficacy teachers use many

teaching strategies, that they feel responsible for the

learning in their classrooms, and they feel competent to

deliver effective instruction to a wide range of learning

needs. The high efficacy teachers provided evidence which

indicates that they spend at least one to two hours daily in

planning including weekend time.
h

Low efficacy teachers evidenced much less time in

planning with the exception of one teacher who stated that

she stayed in the classroom until 4:15 each day and still

needed to take work home. Two low efficacy teachers reported

spending one to two hours a week in planning for their

children. The fourthw low efficacy teacher was not questioned

on the planning issue, but examination of her classroom, her

descriptions of teaching strategies, and all other interview

data would indicate an insignificant amount of time devoted

to planning.

. High efficacy teachers spend more time planning

than do low efficacy teachers.

Several unexpected findings emerged in the interview

sessions which offer potential insights into the complexity

of the construct of teaching efficacy. The find—ings will be

listed and separately discussed.
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1. Three of the four high efficacy teachers talked about the

importance of teaching values to their low achievers or

slow learners. These teachers seemed to be very

sensitive to the different values that were brought to

school by many low achievers and did not see these values

as negative characteristics of the child. Instead, they

viewed what some low efficacy teachers saw as lack of

motivation or lack of interest in learning, as a lack of

exposure to information or experiences. They reflected

the belief that teaching requires attention to more than

academics with these children and they design instruction

to meet those needs. Ashton and Webb (1986) described

high efficacy teachers as talking with their students,

gaining an understanding of the students value system,

and as not being threatened when value systems of

students differ from their own.

2. Three of the four high efficacy teachers alluded to

religious beliefs as being an important part of their

lives and as being related to teaching. These teachers

spoke of (1) spiritual strength, (2) praying, and (3)

involvement in teaching Sunday School. This finding

could easily be overlooked in light of the geographic

area in which this school system is located. The general

conclusion may be that this religious influence is not

atypical of the community at large. It is cited here
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because the reference only occurred with high efficacy

teachers and it occurred in spontaneous discussions

during various parts of the interview. No questions were

asked by the researcher which would in any way elicit

this information.

3. Four of the eight teachers may represent a relationship

between the SES of the school and a teacher's sense of

efficacy. Two of the four high efficacy teachers were

from the same high SES school, and two of the low

efficacy teachers were from the same minority populated, ·

low SES school. The school assignments of the teachers

were unknown to the researcher when the sample group was

selected. It has been suggested in the literature that

teaching efficacy may be situation specific and may be

related to the SES of the school (Ashton & Webb, 1986;

Denham & Michael, 1981; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Thus, the

SES of a teacher's school may impact on both the general

outcome expectancy component of efficacy and on the

personal ability component of teaching efficacy.

4. Tolerance and acceptance of learning differences among

children may be greater with older teachers who have

taught for a number of years when there were few special

services available. Three of the high efficacy teachers

have taught for more than fifteen years. These teachers

referred two or fewer children in the last three years.
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Only one other teacher in the group, a low efficacy

teacher, had taught for more than fifteen years. That

teacher had spent all of her twenty years teaching in low

SES schools.

It can be concluded from the results of this study that

there is a relationship between teachers' sense of efficacy

and referral of students to special education. Findings

indicated that high efficacy teachers refer fewer students
_

for special education services than do low efficacy teachers.

A teacher's sense of efficacy appears to be an important

contributor to teacher motivation. The extent to which

teachers feel competent to affect the achievement of students

will determine (1) their willingness to exert effort with

those students and (2) their willingness to persist once the

effort is begun.

Teachers' beliefs concerning the outcome of teaching

with particular students and their beliefs concerning their

own abilities are influenced by a number of factors. The

findings in this study have suggested that a teacher's sense

of efficacy is influenced by the perceived support from the

principal, perceived support from the central administration,

the SES of the school, successful experiences with low

achievers, a personal sense of confidence, and a personal
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need to be successful with all students. High sense of

efficacy teachers can be described as having characteristics

that differentiate them from low efficacy teachers. Findings

in this study supported those of Ashton and Webb (1986) and

suggest that some primary characteristics of high efficacy

teachers are as follow=:

1. High efficacy teachers believe that teaching can, be

effective with students regardless of external obstacles

such as home environment and ability.

2. High efficacy teachers believe in their own ability to

make a difference with most students.

3. High efficacy teachers will exert an effort and will show

persistence with difficult students.

a. High efficacy teachers will use a large number and

variety of teaching strategies with low achievers.

b. High efficacy teachers will refer a student to

special education only as a last resort.

4. High efficacy teachers assume responsibility for the

achievement of low achievers.

5. High efficacy teachers believe that when a student fails

to learn, the primary cause is in the teaching.

6. High efficacy teachers tend to describe low achievers in

positive academically or developmentally oriented terms.
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7. High efficacy teachers generally will describe the

behavior of the principal as instructionally helpful and

as supportive.
4

8. High efficacy teachers generally will describe the

central administration. as supportive and available to

uprovide instructional assistance.

9. High efficacy teachers will demonstrate a high level of

energy and an enthusiasm for teaching. They will

personally present a "with—it—ness,"
‘a·

personal

confidence.

The implications seem clear. Pre-service and in-service

teacher training attention needs to be directed toward the

development of teachers with a high sense of teaching

efficacy. Teachers with a high sense of teaching efficacy

tend to be teachers who exhibit the effective teaching

behaviors found in the process•product research literature

on effective teaching (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Denham & Michael,

1981; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Effective teaching behaviors

can be taught and should be taught, but that is not enough.

The construct of teaching efficacy, as a cognitive

motivational construct, is part of a belief system and must

be integrated into the change process as just that, an

underlying belief system. It has been shown that teaching

efficacy is impacted by a number of influences in the

environment, and that it is an unstable, ecologically
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influenced entity. In addition to teaching effective

teaching behaviors, persons responsible for what goes on in

schools for children must take responsibility for what goes

on in schools for teachers as well. Bandura (1982) suggests

that negative emotional states which are brought on by

environmental factors can wear down an individual's sense of

efficacy, or personal competence. School systems and school

buildings need to be good places to work if we hope to attract

bright, energetic, and dedicated professionals. Ashton and_

Webb (1986) suggest that major ecological reforms are needed

to address the problems of teaching efficacy. These authors

suggest the development of ecological reform experiments

following Bronfenbrenner's model of concurrent theory

development and social change. They suggest that as the

social conditions change, theories about social change will

evolve. There are many alternative methods and levels of

entry for initiating the change process.

Consideration of the construct of teaching efficacy from

the perspective of this study narrows the playing field for

selection of strategic maneuvers to those that may offer

winning plays to special education and regular education

teachers in elementary schools. The emerging hypothesis of

this research effort is that raising the efficacy beliefs of'

elementary school teachers will decrease referrals to special

education programs.
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The primary barrier to change with regard to this

hypothesis is the dichotomy existing between "regular" and

"special" education programs. The availability and insidious

advertising of special programs and special problems may have

diminished the beliefs of regular class teachers that they

have the ability to be successful with a wide range of

learning and behavioral problems. This factor, among others,

has contributed to the demise of teachers as problem solvers

and decision makers. Efforts to restore these vital roles

to teachers, as capable, decisive professionals, must include

the dissolution of the sp.ecial/regular education dichotomy.

These efforts can begin at the micro-system level, the

individual elementary schools and classrooms. Adoption of

the goal of increasing teachers' sense of efficacy and

initiating a plan to accomplish that goal will increase the

principal's sense of efficacy as an instructional leader.

Grass roots beginnings could have a spiraling effect on the

efficacy of the entire school system.

Based on the research findings in this study, and on the

literature, the following recommendations for building

elementary teachers' sense of efficacy can be made. The

recommendations are grouped according to the area targeted

for change in bringing about growth in efficacy. Area

designation was based on the findings which suggest a

two-pronged change focus: building successful teaching skills
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and creating a healthy place to work where teachers assume

control over and responsibility for their work.

changes in Teaching skills

The following recommendations target skill development

of regular class teachers for working with a wide range of

learning and behavioral characteristics. The intent of these

recommendations is to upgrade individual teacher's skills and

tovprovide a support system which insures successful teaching

experiences with difficult learners.

1. It is recommended that a sequence of training activities

be developed to provide initial training of all teachers

in effective teaching behaviors drawn from research on

effective teaching. These training sessions should be

followed by intensive involvement by the principal,

faculty members, or supervisory personnel in classrooms

to provide coaching in needed areas and to provide

positive feedback as teachers initiate the new behaviors.

Periodic checks and coaching by the principal should

enhance the maintenance of skills. Teachers should be

encouraged to form "mentoring systems" to assist each

other in developing the new skills. Peer evaluation

programs and peer planning for improvement should be

encouraged.
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2. It is recommended that a school based teacher assistance

team be established to provide assistance to regular

class teachers with difficult instructional or behavioral

problems. Regular and special education teachers within

the school as well as parents should collaborate in

planning educational programs to be carried out in the

regular classroom. The assistance team should not be

associated with the special education identification

process in any way. The assumption underlying this team

is that regular class teachers have the ability to teach

most students with learning and behavioral problems.

Provisions for in class assistance by team members should

be developed and insured by the principal.

3. It is recommended that special education teachers be part
I

of the regular education structure and that their talents

be used primarily to provide consultation and

instructional modeling of specific teaching methods and

behavior management strategies for regular class

teachers. Special education "pull out" services should

be reserved for extreme learning and behavioral problems.

4. It is recommended that a gradual process of

declassification for students now labeled as mildly

h handicapped (primarily LD) be initiated. Clear timelines

should be written to insure integration of all students
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with mild learning and behavioral problems into the

regular classes.

5. It is recommended that pre—service teacher education

programs emphasize the development of decisive,

self-regulated professionals by including in the

curriculum areas such as team building, decision making

processes, policy development, and collaborative work

skills. A thorough examination of the literature

surrounding effective teaching including expectancy

theory, motivational theory, discrete effective teaching

behaviors, and self efficacy theory should be an integral

part of the teacher education curriculum.

6. It is recommended that principals take a pro—active role

in providing all teachers with a set of instructional

expectations and whatever assistance it takes to assure

that teachers meet those expectations with a sense of
V

pride in accomplishment, rather than resentment over

bureaucratic dictates, or guilt from not meeting the

expectations .

change incheThe

following recommendations are seen as part of an

overall plan to increase teachers' sense of autonomy by

encouraging decision making, identification and employment

of individual teacher talents, and by building collaborative
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effforts to improve instructional and environmental

conditions. The intent of these recommendations is to build

confidence and to strengthen in teachers a sense of personal

control over the quality of the work environment.

1. Pt is recommended that principals involve teachers in

setting the goals for the school. The principal should

set the tone by actively involving the entire faculty in

specifying the goals for the year. Task forces could be

assigned to monitor each of the goals. Individual

„ teacher strengths in areas of instruction and leadership

should be employed in task assignments.

2. It is recommended that all staff development activities

be designed for the individual school and that teachers

be given information by which they can assess their own

learning needs. This information could be summarized in

a checklist from the research on effective schools and

effective teaching.

3. It is recommended that a Committee for School Growth be

established to assess the school as an, instructional

center and as a healthy place to be for students and

teachers. The composition of the committee should be

equal representation of teachers and parents and should

have one administrator as a member. Teacher, parent,

student, and administrator concerns should be addressed.
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School improvement plans should be designed and carried

out by the entire school staff.

4. It is recommended that principals facilitate the

development of faculty run study teams, and task forces

to make important instructional and environmental

decisions in the school and that the principal be

judiciously supportive of faculty decisions. The school

l should become a self-run and self-monitored community led

by professional teachers and guided by a principal with

a vision for the future of that school.

5. It is recommended that principals become sensitive to the

causes of teacher alienation and powerlessness and that

continual assessment of these factors in the school be a

part of the principals' role. Assessments should result

in plans for improvement in social conditions within the

school. ·

6. It is recommended that teachers be allowed to remain in

low SES schools over a number of years only when they

express a desire to remain, and when they demonstrate

effectiveness with students in that work setting.

7. It is recommended that teachers and principals with a

high sense of teaching efficacy and high expectations for

achievement be assigned to low SES schools.
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mature Bessarsh

1. It is recommended that future research in the area of

teaching efficacy continue in the multi-method approach

to data collection and analysis, and that classroom

observation be utilized to verify observations from other

sources.

2. It is recommended that future research efforts further

examine the nature of the principa1's influence on a

teacher's sense of efficacy.
m.

3. It is recommended that future research be conducted on

„ the effects of instructional and environmental change

efforts, such as those listed above, on teachers' sense

of efficacy.

4. It is recommended that future research be conducted to

describe the extent of the relationship between teacher' s

sense of efficacy and the demonstration of effective

teaching behaviors identified in the process-product line

of effective teaching research. Such an investigation

could provide a strong set of desired characteristics of

effective teachers.
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1 8h

City Public Schools

Division of lnmuttion
•

P.O. Box l3l45. . Wrginio
‘ ”

September Zh, l986

Mr , Principal
Elementary School .

3lüZ Preston Ave., NU
”

- Roanoke, VA 2ü0l2

Dear Hr :

Ue are collecting some information from all first, second, and third
grade teachers on patterns of referral of children to the child study
teams. The teachers will receive a brief questionnaire requesting the
numbers of their referrals over the last three years. The information
which they provide may lead to a brief study which will require no more
than 2-3 hours of their time during the school year. This time will be
after school hours and at their convenience. They will be asked in the
questionnaire to indicate their willingness to participate in the study
which will be conducted by Patricia Miller, a doctoral candidate in

V Educational Administration at Virginia Tech. Permission for this study
has been authorized by Dr and me.

The teachers will be asked to return the questionnaire to your office _

in order to facilitate the retrieval process. Enclosed you will find a
self—addressed, stamped envelope for return of the completed questionnaires.
When the questionnaires have been returned to you by every first, second,
and third grade teacher, please drop the envelope in the mail. You
should find the correct number of questionnaires for each of these teachers
included here. Ue are asking the teachers to return them to your office
within three days. Your assistance is greatly appreciated. Ms. Miller
will be contacting you directly regarding any subsequent study.

Sincerely,

Director of Elementary Administration

fjd
~

Enclosures

Excellence in Educotion
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M E M O R A N D U M

TO: All First, Second, and Third Grade Teachers

FROM: Mrs. , Director, Elementary Administration
Ms. Pat Miller, Doctoral Candidate, Educational

Administration, Virginia Tech

RE: Teacher Survey

DATE: September 24, 1986 ·

1 There are increasing numbers of problems in the classroom
Enationwide. In order to gain information about some of these
problems and services needed, we are collecting referral data
from all first, second, and third grade teachers in the
City schools.

The information which you provide may lead to a brief study of
referral patterns and of problems which you encounter in the
classroom. Please take a few minutes to answer the following
questions.

1. Approximately how many children did you refer to the child
study team during the last academic year (1985—1986)? Mark
only one.

1. 0

2. 1-3
U u

3. 4-6

4. more than six

5. not employed in system during 85-86 school
year

2. Approximately how many children did you refer to the child
study team during the previous year (1984-1985)? Mark only
one.

. 1. 0

2. 1-3

3. 4-6

4. more than six

5. not employed in system during 84-85 school
year
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3. Approximately how many children did you refer to the child
study team during the 1983-1984 school year? Mark only one.

1. 0

21 1-3

3. 4-6

4. more than six

5. not employed in system during 83-84 school
year.

4. Would you be willinq to participate in a study concerning ·
1 problems in the classroom? The study will onJ' require 2-3

hours of your time during the entire year. This time will be
after school hours, at your school, and at your convenience.
No classroom observation will be included in the study. Any
information collected from you will be kept in strictest
confidence and could lead to some ways to make your job
easier. The study will be gathering information on your
feelings and ideas concerning specific issues in teaching.
Your personal involvement should be both enjoyable and
beneficial to you and to others. We need your help.

Please indicate your willingness to participate.

1. I gg willing to participate in the study.

2. I gg not willing to participate in the study. _

YOUR NAME

YOUR SCHOOL

YOUR SCHOOL ADDRESS

GRADE LEVEL

NUMBER OF YEARS AT THIS GRADE LEVEL YEARS

NUMBER OF YEARS AT THIS SCHOOL YEARS

TOTAL NUMBER OF YEARS TEACHING YEARS

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO YOUR PRINCIPAL AND PLACE IT IN THE
MANILA ENVELOPE MARKED TEACHER SURVEY. PLACE IN THE ENVELOPE
WITHIN THREE DAYS.

THANK YOU.
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J VIRGINIA TEQH
Division of l'nhersirp· city Olliee Building
and EdiwuuulServiceslllxlahurg,VA 2+0ol

A couple of weeks ago, you received a survey related to referral of students
to special education programs. At that time you indicated a willingness to
participate in a study requiring a maximum of 2-3 hours of your time and at your
convenience. I want to thank you for agreeing to work with me. The response rate
to the survey was very high and very positive. I, too, have taught at your grade
level and know the demands made on your time. Your efforts in helping me with' this brief study will help us to understand more about how and why teachers make
certain decisions.

Enclosed is the survey portion of the study. Please complete the survey and
return it to me in the enclosed envelope within three days. I will remind you
that any and all information that you share with me will be held in the strictest
confidence. Your name and the name of your school will never be associated
with the information in any way, so remove all inhibitions and barriers when
you respond to the items. If I can clarify anything about the study, please
call me at 703-96l-22ßl (home) or 703-96l-5925 (work). Thank you again.

I will be happy to send you the results of the study. Just put your name
and address on the envelope (not on the survey), and l will see that you receive
a copy of the results. Be patient, though, because I do not expect to have ,
this all completed for a couple of months. lf all goes well, the results should
be of interest to all of us.

Sincerely Yours,

Patricia S. Miller
Doctoral Candidate

pm/cs

EnclosuresVirginia

Pnlyuchnic lrmsmute und Suite University
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TEACHER SURVEY

Factors Related To Declsions Made By Teachers

~ Division of Admlnistratlve and Educational ServicesVirginia Polytechnic lnstltute and State UniversityRoom 238
University City Office Building
Blacksburg, Va. 2üO6l
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

l. Where did you go to college? How long have you been teaching?

2. What kinds of children are the most difficult to teach?
Think about your most difficult students. Tell me about one of them.
Describe that child. (Get two or three examples.)

3. a) What role do you think the home environment plays in a child‘s ability
to succeed in school? (Draw on pie graph.)

b) What role do you personally play? How much of the success pie belongs
to you? ( Draw on pie graph.)

c) Draw in other factors that play a part in school success.

k. Tell me what you do when you discover that a child is not performing at
grade level. What is the very first thing you do? then what do you do?
(Try to get a picture of the typical process.)

5. How would you describe your own skills in working with low achievers.

On a scale from one to ten, ten being very high, how would you rate your
success with low achievers?

6. Describe the regular classroom teacher's responsibility toward low achieversl
difficult to teach children, and how you feel about your own responsibility
for their achievement.

7. When students do not learn from your teaching, what is the primary cause?

8. Teachers some times adjust their teaching styles and methods/strategies for
low achievers/slow learners. If you do this, tell me about some strategies
you use. What works best?

9. When will you refer a student for special education services?
What pre-referral strategies do you use?

IO. What things most affect your ability to do as well as you would like as
a teacher?

ll. What kind of instructional support is available to you? from your principal?
from the central office staff?
Tell me about the kinds of support you receive.

12. Describe your planning process a little. When do you plan? How much time
a day or week do you spend on planning? ls your planning differentiated
for different students?

13. How does special education help you as a regular class teacher?

lk. What do you like about teaching? .
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Interview Rating Scale
Miller 1987

‘

A- §.e.¤e1:.al$.e.nseefTe.ashinsELffisas.¥ - the belief that qeod
teaching can make a difference for all students,
regardless of external obstacles.

- -1 = statements indicate the belief that good
teaching cannot overcome negative external

_ influences; home environment greatly
outweighs the influence of the teacher

O = statements indicate that home and teacher
influences are about equal A

+1 = statements indicate the belief that good
teaching can be effective with all students
regardless of external obstacles such as home
environment and student ability

1. Special Training

-1 = statements indicate the belief that lack of
V

special training is a reason for not being
more effective with low achievers

O = training not mentioned as an influence in
ability to succeed with low achievers

+1 = statements indicate that special training has
increased ability to succeed with low
achievers

2. Principal's Influence

-1 = statements reflect a belief that the principal
is a negative influence on ability of teacher
to be successful in the classroom

O = statements do not indicate that the principal
has any effect on the ability of the teacher
to be successful in the classroom
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+1 = statements reflect a belief that the principal
is a positive influence on the teacher's
ability to be successful in the classroom

3. Central Administration Influence

-1 = statements indicate a belief that the C.A. is
active in negatively influencing the
teacher's ability to be successful in the
classroom

O = statements do not indicate that the C.A. has
any effect on the ability of the teacher to
be successful in the classroom

+1 = statements indicate a belief that the C.A. is
a positive supportive influence on the ability
of the teacher to be successful in theclassroom _

4. Treatment as a Professional
11

° -1 = statements reflect the feeling of a negative
climate created by the administration;
statements reflect feelings of a negative
influence on ability as -a result of
non—professional treatment

O = statements do not reflect clear positive or
negative feelings about professional
treatment‘

+1 = statements reflect the feeling of a positive
climate created by the administration;
statements reflect feelings of a positive
influence on ability as a result of
professional treatment

5. Student Characteristics

-1 = statements consist largely of negative
student characteristics when describing low
achievers

O = statements consist of neutral terms when
describing low achievers

+1 = statements consist of positive, learning
oriented student characteristics when
describing low achievers
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C- P.s.r.s.¢.nalSs.¤see£Tl=é.s;hi;:sE.£.£i.¢ac;z - the skills and
ability to achieve desired outcomes with students

-1 = statements reflect a feeling of inability to
l

work well with low achievers

O = statements do not reflect a clear belief about
ability to work with low achievers

+1 = statements reflect a strong belief in own
skills and ability to work with low achievers

D• Lersnual ieußef
Effigasx

_l. Sense of Responsibility Toward the Achievement of Low
·”

Achievers in the Regular Classroom

-1 = statements shift much of the responsibility
for the achievement of low achievers to other
sources (home, special education services,
etc.)

O = statements reflect a belief in shared and
equal responsibility

— +1 = statements reflect an assumption of primary
responsibility for the achievement of low
achievers

2. Sense of Responsibility Toward Student Learning

-1 = statements reflect a belief that when students
do not learn, the cause is within the student

0 = statements reflect a belief that when students
do not learn the cause is related to a
combination of factors

+1 = statements reflect a belief that when students
do not learn, the cause is primarily the
teaching

E- 9i.Sense9.£Ef.fis.as;x

1. Special Teaching Strategies With Low Achievers
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-1 = statements indicate use of very few special
teaching strategies (4 or less); shows effort
in naming and describing strategies

O = statements reflect limited attention to
differentiated strategies

+1 = statements reflect a conscious effort to use
a variety of strategies; can explain them
easily; lists more than eight

2. Time Allotted for Planning

-1 = statements indicate the required minimum
amount of time is used for planning and the
feeling that this time is somewhat burdensome
(1-2 hours a week)

° 0 = planning time is minimal but not a burden

+1 = statements indicate a significant amount of
time is spent in planning and the feeling that

1 the time spent is necessary to get the job
done (10 to 15+ hours a week)
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INTERVIEW RATING SCALE

Ratings

I

Rating
A. General Sense of Teaching Efficacy

B. External Factors

l. Training

2. Principal lnfluence

3. Central Administration influence _

h. Treatment as Professional
' i

5. Student Characteristics —

C. Within-Teacher Factors

1. Own skills and ability to succeed
with low achievers

2. Sense of responsibility toward low achievers

3. Sense of responsibility for student learning

h. Special teaching strategies with low achievers

5. Planning time

+1
-

positive belief pattern or level of existence
·l ¤ negative belief pattern or level of existence

0 ¤ neutral ; patterns or levels of existence neither
strongly positive or negative

Teacher Name
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_ INTERVIEW RATING SCALE
Ratings

Rating
A. General Sense of Teaching Efficacy - +l

B. External Factors

I. Training
lr

0

2. Principal influence +l _

3. Central Administration influence
*‘

h. Treatment as Professional 0

5. Student Characteristics +l

C. Within-Teacher Factors

I. Own skills and ability to succeed
with low achievers +l

2. Sense of responsibility toward low achievers *l
-

3. Sense of responsibility for student learning
*‘

ü. Special teaching strategies with low achievers
*‘

5. Planning time
' *‘

+9

+I
-

positive belief pattern or level of existence
•I ¤ negative belief pattern or level of existence

0 •
neutral ; patterns or levels of existence neither
strongly positive or negative

Teacher Name Jennifer
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INTERVIEW RATING SCALE

Ratings

Rating
A. General Sense of Teaching Efficacy +1

B. External Factors

1. Training 0

2. Principal influence +1

3. Central Administration Influence 0

h. Treatment as Professional 0

S. Student Characteristics +1

C. Within-Teacher Factors

·1. Own skills and ability tp succeed
with low achievers +1

2. Sense of responsibility toward low achievers +1

3. Sense of responsibility for student learning +1

ß. Special teaching strategies with low achievers +1

5. Planning time +l i

+8

+1
-

positive belief pattern or level of existence
-1 ¤ negative belief pattern or level of existence

0
-

neutral ; patterns or levels of existence neither
strongly positive or negative

Teacher Name
°°'°thY
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INTERVIEW RATING SCALE
‘

Ratings

Rating
A. General Sense of Teaching Efficacy +I

‘

B. External Factors

l. Training +l

2. Principal influence *l

3. Central Administration influence *l

H. Treatment as Professional 0
l

5. Student Characteristics +l

C. Within-Teacher Factors

I. Own skills and ability to succeed
with low achievers +l

2. Sense of responsibility toward low achievers *l

3. Sense of responsibility for student learning *l

k. Special teaching strategies with low achievers +l

5. Planning time +l
~

10

+1 ¤ positive belief pattern or level of existence
-l ¤ negative belief pattern or level of existence
0 ¤ neutral ; patterns or levels of existence neither

strongly positive or negative

Teacher Name Sharon
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INTERVIEU RATING SCALE

Ratings

Rating
A. General Sense of Teaching Efficacy +l

B. External Factors

l. Training 0

2. Principal influence
‘ O

3. Central Administration influence O

Ä. Trébtment as Professional Ti

S. Student Characteristics T'

C. within-Teacher Factors

I. Own skills and ability to succeed
with low achievers Ti

2. Sense of responsibility toward low achievers Ti

3. Sense of responsibility for student learning Tl

+I
Ä. Special teaching strategies with low achievers

S. Planning time Ti

+8

+I ¤ positive belief pattern or level of existence
•I ¤ negative belief pattern or level of existence

O • neutral ; patterns or levels of existence neither
strongly positive or negative

Teacher Name Br°"d°
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1NTERVIEV RATING SCALE

Ratings

Rating
A. General Sense of Teaching Efficacy 'l

8. External Factors

l. Training
"

2. Principal Influence
"

3. Central Administration Influence °l

k. Treatment as Professional 'l

5. Student Characteristics
*‘

C. Within-Teacher Factors

I. Own skills and ability to succeed
with low achievers

°‘

2. Sense of responsibility toward low achievers 0

3. Sense of responsibility for student learning
"

h. Special teaching strategies with low achievers 'l

5. Planning time
"

-8

+1
-

positive belief pattern or level of existence
·l ¤ negative belief pattern or level of existence

0 ¤ neutral ; patterns or levels of existence neither
strongly positive or negative

Teacher Name Carol
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INTERVIEW RATING SCALE

Ratings _

Rating
A. General Sense of Teaching Efficacy -x

B. External Factors
0

l. Training

· Z. Principal Influence O

3. Central Administration Influence
O ‘

M. Treatment as Professional 0

5. Student Characteristics

_]

C. Within·Teacher Factors

I. Own skills and ability to succeed
· with l0w achievers +l

2. Sense of responsibility toward low achievers -l

3. Sense of responsibility for student learning 'l

M. Special teaching strategies with low achievers 'V

5. Planning time 'i

-5

‘·
+1 ¤ positive belief pattern or level of existence
·I • negative belief pattern or level of existence

0
•

neutral ; patterns or levels of existence neither
strongly positive or negative _

Teacher Name
Linda
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INTERVIEW RATING SCALE

Ratings

Rating
A. General Sense of Teaching Efficacy -I

B. External Factors

I. Training 0

2. Principal influence ·l
3. Central Administration influence ·l

l
h. Treatment as Professional ·l

5. Student Characteristizs

_

·l

C. Within-Teacher Factors

I. Own skills and ability to succeed _
with low achievers +l

. 2. Sense of responsibility toward low achievers ·l

3. Sense of responsibility for student learning -l

M. Special teaching strategies with low achievers
_'

_ 5. Planning time
_]

·9

+l
-

positive belief pattern or level of existence•l ¤ negative belief pattern or level of existence
0 • neutral ; patterns or levels of existence neither

strongly positive or negative

Teacher Name
Sara
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INTERVIEW RATING SCALE
_

Ratings

Rating
A. General Sense of Teaching Efficacy —l

B. External Factors

I. Training 'l

2. Principal Influence *l

3. Central Administration Influence *i

h. Treatment as Professional 0
S. Student Characteristics . —l

C. Within-Teacher Factors

I. Own skills and ability to succeed
with low achievers

"-l
2. Sense of responsibility toward low achievers

3. Sense of responsibility for student learning
‘l

„ ß. Special teaching strategies with low achievers 0

5. Planning time *l

+l
-

positive belief pattern or level of existence
-l

-
negative belief pattern or level of existence

0
-

neutral ; patterns or levels of existence neiiher
strongly positive or negative

l
Teacher Name Susan
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INTERVIEW ITEM #3

^~«

FACTORS INVOLVEO IN SCHOOL SUCCESS

O

4 i

CHILO'S SCHOOL SUCCESS
IO0 4

Home • Role of the HOme Environment
He

-
Hy Personal Role

Other Factors
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INTERVIEW ITEM ?3 l

FACTORS INVOLVEO IN SCHOOL SUCCESS

Q · „

°{°6CHILD'S SCHOOL SUCCESSI00 Z

Home • Role of the Home Environment
_M_e

·
My Personal Role ‘

Other Factors (lndicate proportional slices of the pie)

EXAMPLE =I



213

INTERVIEW ITEM #3

FACTORS INVOLVED IN SCHOOL SUCCESS

1
/

/
/ _ I

/
. (Child? ~\ ,/ /‘ Fibn;47

,el
. loinuß-

l

CHILD'S SCHOOL SUCCESS
IOO Z

_ Home = Role of the Home Environment
Me

-
My personal Role

Other Factors (Indicate proportional slices of the pie)

EXAMPLE =2










