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Abstract

Educational policy in the United States has ewblveo a more intense system of
accountability, resulting in an intensificationaxthievement emotions experienced by teachers.
Two theoretical paradigms were used to analyze venetuch emotions impact teacher
effectiveness in the classroom: the control-vaheoty of achievement emotions and the theory
of co-production. Path analysis was used to teshyipothesized model of teacher effectiveness.
Two of the four hypothesized factors contributinge¢acher achievement emotions, perceived
level of control over instruction and perceiveddisvof student achievement, were found to be
significant. The remaining two variables, attrilomtiof responsibility for student achievement
and the correlation between teachers’ values andagdnal reforms, were non-significant. The
post-hoc model removed these two non-significactiols and added additional paths from the
variable teachers’ perceived control to teachesjamg response and teacher effectiveness. The
post-hoc model fit the data well as demonstratedi@wyificant path correlations and goodness of
fit scores. The path model was transferable adhesstudy’s demographic subgroups with the
exception of experience level. Modifications werad® to the post-hoc model for this subgroup
by addressing paths to the coping response variabtesuch changes resulted in a significant fit
to the data for this subgroup. The results of shisly underscore the need for teachers to feel in
control of their teaching in order to implementeetive teaching strategies. Therefore,
educational policies that diminish or remove suchtol may impact teacher effectiveness.
Under No Child Left Behind legislation, schoolsétdd as failing progressively remove more
and more control from the teacher. The findingthaf study indicate that such practices may be

counterproductive and instead may be contributinpé problem of undesired student
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achievement levels. Enhancing teachers’ feelingseltifefficacy in the classroom is
recommended for enhancing student achievemers,lasking at the issue through the lens of
co-production. Co-production of education servigesits that education is co-produced by the
teachelandthe student. Effective reforms in education, theee must address both sides of the

teacher-student nexus.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Learning is a dynamic process necessarily invghagontributions and interchanges
between the teacher and learner. Education serareesoproduced; inputs from both
teacher and student are necessary in order faritggto transpire, and as such, learning
cannot occur without such mutual involvements (@sir1996; Porter, 2011). If a
teacher is actively engaged in sharing knowleddk avstudent, but the student is
inattentive and unmotivated to participate in thecpss, learning cannot occur. Likewise,
if the student is motivated and eager to learnlieiteacher is ineffective in transferring
this knowledge to the student in a meaningful whag,co-production of learning cannot
occur either. The co-production of education s&wvis an interdependent process
between teacher and student, requiring meaninggults from both the teacher and the
student -- without such inputs, the co-productibeducation services cannot occur
(Porter, 2011).

Equally important to the recognition of the co-qwotion of education services is
appreciating that emotions are an integral pattisfprocess. Teachers and students alike
experience achievement emotions, those emotiohatéapecifically connected to
achievement activities or achievement results (#ek2006). The study of emotions in
the classroom is essential because emotions giiegpiact teaching and learning
(Frenzel, Goetz, Stephens, & Jacob, 2009; Peki@0g)2 For example, emotions can
impact how information is stored in one’s memory ane’s ability to recall information;
emotions can impact one’s motivation to engageanrling, as well as one’s ability to

attend to an academic task (Frenzel et al., 208@;uR, 2006).



This study sought to examine teachers’ emotiomeuourrent education reforms
that emphasize teacher accountability for studelmieaement. This system of
accountability includes assessing teacher effantise using student data such as
standardized test scores and achievement growtlelsiddinder current and proposed
educational reforms, teacher evaluations, compiemsand job retention can be directly
impacted by their students’ performances. Thisisifecation of accountability has
considerable implications for teacher emotions.

Teaching is a stressful occupation (Hargreave38;18lahoney, Menter, & Hetall,
2003; Siu, 1995). A literature review on the causegacher stress by Siu (1995)
indicates several occupational stressors for teactege class size, incompatible and
excessive demands on teachers, frequent schoangfetudent misbehavior, poor
working conditions, time pressure, role conflictcessive paperwork, lack of
advancement opportunities, unrealistic expectatifaedings of inadequacy, poor
relationships with colleagues, and poor administeasupport. Such stress impacts the
personal well being of the teacher and can leadéntal health issues, physical ailments,
and increased absenteeism (Frenzel et al., 20091995). On a societal level the
damaging results of teacher stress and burnoubea@ostly due to a less efficacious
system of educating children resulting from logidarctivity, increased teacher turnover,
and early retirement of teachers (Frenzel et @092 Siu, 1995).

It is logical to assume, therefore, that additiggrassure on the teacher to
facilitate specific levels of student achievemerihwhe consequence of failure being

considerable (poor evaluation, less pay, poss#shaihation) is likely to result in



intensified achievement emotions under these newattbnal reforms. From a co-
production perspective, it is also logical to assuhat the teacher, who recognizes that
teaching and learning require active participatrom both parties, will experience
intensified emotions as the onus for proving stadehievement falls onto the classroom
teacher. Because current accountability measuigsaddress the teacher side of the co-
production model, the teacher may also feel infextsemotions with the knowledge that
he or she has limited control over the studenttgrioution to the process.
Theoretical Background

Emotions experienced in an academic setting aegodakzed as achievement
emotions; these are emotions bound directly toeagment activities and/or achievement
outcomes (Pekrun, 2006). Central to this achievémerspective is the individual's
pursuit of success and avoidance of failure. Usiiregachievement emotions perspective,
this study sought to examine how teacher emotiomg@pacted from their subjective
appraisal of achieving success (and avoiding f@)lur reaching student achievement
goals under current accountability processes.

Pekrun’s (2006) theory postulates that an indiviiduan achievement setting
will experience different emotions based on thgesttlve appraisal of success or failure
with the academic task. This appraisal of successilare is contingent upon two
factors: perceived control over the achievemenviagtnd the value attributed to the
achievement activity. The control-value theory dfi@vement emotions posits that
perceived controllability and the positive subjeetvalue of achievement activities

facilitate positive activity emotions (i.e., exaitent, enjoyment); whereas, a perceived



lack of controllability and a negative subjectivaue of outcomes would catalyze
negative outcome emotions (i.e., anger, anxiety).

By evaluating teacher emotions within the contéh@ducational reforms, this
study sought to contribute to Pekrun (20863 Frenzel's (2009)ody of work in the
area of achievement emotions. The goal of applthegcontrol-value theory of
achievement emotions to this study is to examieartipact of increased accountability
on teachers’ emotions, and subsequently, the ingrahts or her effectiveness in the
classroom under such influences. The results sfakamination will then be evaluated

through the theoretical lens of co-production.

Implications of Study

This study has theoretical and practical implmagi. Theoretically, this study
expands on Pekrun’s (2006) and Frenzel’'s (2009y lobdesearch on achievement
emotions, as well as the co-production literatdr®sirom (1996) and Porter (2011).
Currently in the literature, the impact of educasibreforms on teachers’ emotions has
yet to be explored from an achievement emotionsgeative, making this a unique
contribution to the achievement emotions literatéigo, by examining the relationship
between teachers’ achievement emotions and tHertefeness in the classroom, an
opportunity to examine current educational poli@svwpresented.

The theory of co-production provided an ideal feavork from which to discuss

this focus on accountability in educational polinygst significantly as such policy has



emphasized only one side of the co-production maael that is the teacher inputs of the
co-production of education services.

There are also practical implications to studyimgimpact of teacher
achievement emotions on teacher effectivenessoVéerching goal of educational
reforms in the U.S. is to improve academic achiesgnfor all students. If this goal is to
be realized, it is worthwhile to assess how edoaatipolicies emphasizing teacher
accountability impact teacher emotions and subsdmféectiveness. Such information

has significant implications for current and futeiducational policy in the United States.






Chapter Two: Review of the Literature

Beginning with the new accountability movementled tate 1980s and
continuing through current day with the Obama adstration’sblueprint for the
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondaryc&iiton Act, educational policy in the
United States has evolved into an intense systeadministrative oversight of every
aspect of education, requiring greater respongibddr student achievement from schools
and from educators (Fuhrman, 1999). Under currelt\y the federal government
requires public schools to facilitate annual, stadzed exams to all students starting in
third grade, and then systematically labels eabbacaccording to their students’
performance on these exams (Schmidt, 2009).

Accountability measures in education have contintoantensify, as exemplified
by the Federal government-sponsored grant progRace to the ToflJ.S. Department
of Education, 2010b), which provides grant fundsdbool districts that adopt a more
extensive teacher evaluation system that incorpsrstident test scores in the evaluation
of a teacher. Other accountability measures tha¢ bame into practice include: pay-for-
performance compensation models, value addedtgtatismodeling to determine teacher
effectiveness in increasing student test scoresysle of ranking systems in local school
districts that rank teachers from the most effectvthe least, an increase in the number
of required evaluations teachers receive each gedrthe use of digital video to evaluate
teachers.

Evaluating this enhanced system of accountaliityugh the lens of co-

production allows the reader to examine how suclessed accountability measures



impact the co-production of education servicehatiéacher-student nexus. As
accountability measures intensify teachers’ emafiexperiences, it is prudent to
examine the impact these measures have on tedtaiveness in the classroom.
The Accountability Movement

In the U.S., individual states are largely resjjaedor delivering education
services and developing systems for monitoring teiéectiveness (U.S. Department of
Education, 2012). Education funding is essentilg/responsibility of each state, with
the federal government contributing only 10.8%haf total education allotment annually
(U.S. Department of Education, 2012). The rolehef Eederal government in education
is largely one of oversight. Despite its limitederan the delivery of education services,
there have been moments in history in which theeF@djovernment has taken a more
significant active role in education, specificaiien there have been perceived threats to
national safety, economic growth, and competitigsn@he consistent thread throughout
these historical moments in U.S. history is thesenents raised significant concerns
regarding student achievement levels and therefoestioned the efficacy of American
schools. This resulted in policy makers reactinthywiroposed reforms emphasizing
accountability.

The post-Sputnik crisis The accountability movement in public education was
in its embryonic form in the U.S. during the la&00s with the advent of the local school
board, which resulted in public officials beingdhelccountable for the delivery of local
education services (Cuban as cited in Gunzenh&ubigde, 2007). However the first

momentous educational reforms that occurred ortianaa level coincided with the



United State’s response &putnik the first artificial Earth satellite successfulyinched
by Russia in 1957. The satellite’s successful launcited the “American Sputnik Crisis”
in which the U.S. worried Russia now possessedn@ns for launching a nuclear
warhead onto American soil (Launius, n.d.). In #ddi Americans were shocked by
Russia’s success and were left bewildered by t&e hking outdone by Russia on such a
significant level (Launius, n.d.). The U.S. educatsystem was faulted due to inferior
schools than those of Russia (Steeves, BernhandisB& Lombard, 2009). Within a
year of Sputnik’s successful launch, the U.S. Cesglpassed the National Defense
Education Act and dedicated $153 million into th&lkducation system (Steeves et al.,
2009). Accountability from the schools focused arricula, specifically, what was being
taught and how, and the focus in schools and usiiies was science technology,
engineering, and math.

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1969.he creation of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1888 the next crystalizing moment of
the accountability movement in U.S. education,diuing federal efforts to facilitate
accountability in the public schools on a natideakl. As part of President Lyndon B.
Johnson’s “War on Poverty,” the Elementary and 8daoy Education Act was designed
to allocate special funding for educating the padro were viewed as “educationally
deprived children” (McNally, 2013).

Title | of the act required annual evaluation oiwhfederal education funds were
expended. This amendment signaled a historical ishifow the federal government

monitored its allocation of resources, “This becgrag of a movement for greater
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attention to assessment of the effects of fedegaslation, and accountability shifted to a
focus on the efficient and equitable use of ressgiand to an emphasis on outcomes and
performance” (Gunzenhauser & Hyde, 2007, p. 497).

A nation at risk. In 1983 a report from the National Commission oti&ational
Excellence, entitledA Nation At Risk, the Imperative for National Educa Reform in
Americamarked yet another significant milestone in the& aecountability movement
(Schmidt, 2009)A Nation at Rislexpressed serious concerns about the mediocrity of
American education and its subsequent low acadmtirgy in comparison to other
nations around the world (Schmidt, 2009). The repdvocated for intensive,
comprehensive educational reforms including, "iasesl parental and communal
involvement in local schools, higher trained andivated teachers, and increased
commitments from the federal, state, and local guwents to foster key national
educational goals” (Schmidt, 2009, p. 12). The repalicated that the analysis of 19
tests from 1963-1980 showed that American stud#idtaot score first or second in any
of the tests when compared to other industrializatbns, and placed last in seven of the
tests (Gardner, 1983). The report made thirty-eigbdbmmendations along five strands:
content, standards and expectations, time, teacl@adership and fiscal support.
Amongst these recommendations were increasingetigth of the school day, adopting
more "rigorous and measurable standards," andrgktudents to higher expectations
for performance and condudthe commission also recommended enhancing teacher
quality, requiring higher standards for teachepgration programs, and making teacher

salaries more competitive with other professionarff@er, 1983).
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1989 Education Summit.Six years after the publication AfNation at Risk
student achievement scores had not improved stgnifily. Despite disagreement on
what should be changed in educational reform taawvg student achievement,
consensus grew on the need to explore state amhalstandards. This was the impetus
for the next historical moment in the new accouifitgbmovement, the first ever
Education Summit in the U.S. in 1989. Then-Pregi@sorge H.W. Bush and the U.S.
state governors agreed to a three-pronged, systeapgtroach to public school reform
that included: high standards, accountability, praviding adequate resources. The goal
of the summit was to create national performan@sgo an effort to improve the U.S.
student achievement, and subsequently competittgeme an international level,
“Concerns about the decline in American economit¢-ke2hg in the mid-1970s and
1980s persuaded many analysts and policymakerditvé that the United States
needed a much better educated labor force in tod@main competitive in the growing
global marketplace,(Vinovskis, 1999, p. 38)'he summit participants agreed to four
goals: begin the process for creating national atioic goals; enhance accountability in
the use of Federal funding to meet national goalructure the education system on a
state by state basis; to report progress on tlsassagon reform goals annually.

The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondargducation Act—The No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001 In 2001, the U.S. government followed through o th
creation of high standards for student achieverardtemphasized the need for stronger
accountability by American schools and teach&n& No Child Left Behind Aatas the

next significant milestone in the accountabilityvament. A significant premise of this
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law addressed the educational needs of studentdistayically have been underserved
in the American education system, including minogtoups, special education students,
economically disadvantaged students, and studdmsenfirst language is not English.

The No Child Left Behind Aof 2001 represented the reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education,Aetd was signed into law by then-President
George W. Bush. This Act embodies the shifting afléhe Federal government in the
facilitation of education services from a more lieal position to an expanded, active role
of creating measurable education standards andtonimg states’, districts’, and schools’
progress in meeting these standards. The Act regjait states to facilitate annual student
assessments in reading, writing, and math. Scheeis mandated to produce public
report cards announcing their performance on anstaadards-based assessments;
schools were labeled according to their performamcthese annual exams. Title |
schools were required to show proof of making Addéguw early Progress (AYP) towards
their education standards, as demonstrated byrdttekt scores. Under the law, teachers
are required to demonstrate proof of being highiglidied to teach in their subject area;
teachers must possess a four-year college degreertified or licensed by the state in
which they teach, and demonstrate content knowledtee subject area they are
teaching by passing a state test or having majordte subject in college (Hamilton et
al., 2007).

This new chapter in the accountability movementk®d a momentous shift from
the traditional accountability system in the UiB.which school districts were required

to demonstrate compliance with federal policy aglfations, to a new accountability
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system in which districts were required to demaistspecific levels of student
achievement. Fuhrman (1999) delineated seven spehéracteristics of this new
accountability system for public schools: 1. Accalmlity was connected to student
performance; 2. Schools became the unit of imprergn8. Schools were required to
implement strategies based on student achievenhgttives; 4. Compliance monitoring
shifted focus away from compliance with Federalgyolo a focus on effective
pedagogy; 5. Categories of accreditation increasséd on outcome measures (i.e.
graduation rates, test scores); 6. School-levekstmmes were publicly reported; and 7.
More consequences were attached to school perfaarianels.

The law has been criticized for its focus on sgadized testing, and its high
stakes nature. Specifically, NCLB requires thabsti receiving Federal funds, namely
Title I schools, to “achieve adequate yearly pregi€AYP) goals for all of their
students and for specific student subgroups inoydhe economically disadvantaged,
students from specific ethnic/racial backgrountdsjents with limited English speaking
proficiency, and students with disabilities. If $eeschools do not meet their annual goals
for two or more years, a series of increasinglyifpesinterventions are imposed with
each successive year of failure. Repercussionsctoyols that are deemed failures
include having to provide students with school $fanoptions (and provide
transportation to such schools), providing supplaaleacademic services to students,
and corrective actions which may include: replagalool staff; implementing new

curricula; decreasing the authority of school adstiators; soliciting professional
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counsel from outside of the school; increasingsitteool day and/or calendar; and
restructuring the school’s organization (U.S. Dépant of Education, 2003).

If the school receiving federal funds fails to tseés AYP goals after five years,
the school district must plan to restructure theost. Such restructuring would require
the school to do one of the following: transforra gthool into a public charter school,
replace teachers and staff members, replace theipal, facilitate the school’s
management using an outside agency, or allow #te &1 take over the school to take
over operation of the school (U.S. Department afdation, 2003).

The high stakes nature of NCLB and student testagyalso contributed to
teachers “teaching to the test,” and thereforehiegca narrow set of academic skills,
rather than higher-level skills such as problenviagland higher-order thinking skills
(Hursh, 2007). Lastly, because states develop tivair standards and tests to measure
student progress in achieving these standard®\@id3 Act has been accused of
contributing to states’ practice of lowering stutdachievement standards in an effort to
achieve higher scores on the annual standards-laasedsments (Hursh, 2007).

Race to the top.The U.S. Department of Education in 2009 initiaefithancial
incentive program for states entitld®Rice to the Taprhis grant program offered $3.4
billion to those states that could "demonstrate sustain reform" in the following five
areas: rigorous standards; teacher evaluation:citatan decision making; addressing
needs of failing schools; and, encouraging the giaf charter schools (U.S.
Department of Education, 2009). Race to the Topitsagl the Federal government’s

desire to link student performance to teacher exmn. The incentive grant program
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offered states federal funds if they designed ttezicher evaluation systems to include
student achievement scores. President Obama shatteidcluding student achievement
scores as part of the teacher’s evaluation wastetded for blaming teachers, but
rather as a measure of accountabiligcretary of Education, Arne Duncan corroborated
President Obama’s rationale for accountability impkasizing that student achievement
scores allow those outside of education to seedaugment and, if not, to provide the
support teachers and administrators need for ingmmant.

The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondarfgducation Act. The
Elementary and Secondary Education Act was dueeBurthorization in 2007, however
this has not yet come to fruition due to congrassligridlock. Therefore in its absence,
the Obama Administration proposed a “blueprint” tfoe law’s reauthorization, which
delineated four major goals (Obama, 2011)

(2) Improving teacher and principal effectivenessgrnsure that every classroom

has a great teacher and every school has a gaelstrj€2) Providing information

to families to help them evaluate and improve thhildren's schools, and to
educators to help them improve their studentshlagr (3) Implementing

college- and career-ready standards and developimgpved assessments aligned

with those standards; and (4) Improving studennieg and achievement in

America's lowest-performing schools by providinteimsive support and effective

interventions. (Priorities section, para. 1)

President Obama’s “blueprint” calls for enhancecdoantability measures for

public schools. This increased accountability madeudes the requirement of states to
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develop data systems to track the progress of lobwaads and districts are preparing
students to graduate from high school preparedter e€ollege or a career (U.S.
Department of Education, 2010a). Continuing withrent Elementary and Secondary
Education Act — No Child Left Behind policy, schealill be required to publicize
student achievement and growth in academic areasldition, however, schools will

also be required to make public graduation rat@tege enrollment rates, and college
enrollment rates without need for remediation. phblic will also be apprised of data
concerning school climate, disciplinary issues, studient, parent and school staff survey
results regarding their educational experience.

State of Alaska — reform & accountability. The current Governor of Alaska,
Governor Sean Parnell, would like the state to leader in the nation’s accountability
movement requiring increased emphasis on studéig\ament as part of teacher
evaluation. Governor Parnell suggested that 50gpeiaf a teacher’s evaluation should
be based on student growtheaty 20 states in the nation noweighat leat 33 percent
andmary 50 percentof the performanceevalwation basedon student academprogress.
| would like Alaska tolead in ths, not bring ugherearwith 20 percent ohnevaluation
focused on studemnprovement” (Parnell, 201®ara. 3)Emphasizing the commitment
to greater accountability from schools and distri€tarnell expressed concern that the
Department of Education was recommending that 209 of a teacher’s evaluation be

tied to student achievement.
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Teacher Effectiveness

Absent from current educational policy is a coggfinition of teacher
effectiveness, as well as a valid and reliable wafor assessing it (McColskey et al.,
2006; Sykes & Dibner, 2009). Value-added measurels as statistical growth models of
student achievement aim to address this issue &ytifying the amount of achievement
a student has gained under the instruction of eispéeacher. These value-added
measures, however, are in their nascent stageadriot been as established as valid
tools for measuring teacher’s effectiveness (Amiardsley, 2008; Sykes & Dibner,
2009). Criticisms have focused on technical prolsl@ssociated with value-added
models, including: selection bias in student asagmt to teachers (Rothstein, 2008, as
cited in Sykes & Dibner, 2009); the postulationttsmndardized achievement tests can
accurately assess student achievement growth udergal scales (Ballou, 2008, as cited
in Sykes & Dibner, 2009); student mobility betwessools during the academic year
(Hanushek & Jorgenson, 1996, as cited in Sykesl&ey, 2009); the impact of student
factors on test scores including student backgramtidemographics, class size, and the
lack of capacity for such models to include otleachers’ inputs that may or may not
have contributed to student achievement levels (afic€y, Lockwood, Koretz, &
Hamilton, 2003, as cited in Sykes & Dibner, 2009).

Further confounding the issue of defining, quamid, and assessing teacher
effectiveness is including in the formula thosaalales beyond the teacher’s control but
which impact student achievement. Teacher effecéss is impacted by the context in

which teachers teach. Working conditions such asscsize, students’ socioeconomic
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status, and school demographics impact the deliveeglucation services (Jepsen &
Rivkin, 2009). School factors that contribute pesily or negatively to student
achievement have been studied extensively and sicaler that school factors directly
impact student achievement (Jepsen & Rivkin, 2608g & Roelke, 2009; Sykes &
Dibner, 2009). Therefore as high stakes accourthileasures in the U.S. seek to relate
teacher evaluation, compensation, and retentidineio “effectiveness” in the classroom,
the fundamental issue remains of how to definecarahtify teacher effectiveness in an
accurate, valid manner.
Measuring Teaching Effectiveness

For the purpose of this study, teacher effectigsveas gauged using information
and assessment data from The Organization for EsmnGo-operation and
Development (OECD). OECD is an international orgation that facilitates research in
an effort to “help governments foster prosperitgd éight poverty through economic
growth and financial stability” in an effort to doibute positively to the economic and
social well being of people through the world (OEQ@L.). The quality of a country’s
education system is a momentous factor in fadiiggeconomic growth and stability;
therefore OECD has focused considerable attentidir@sources into examining the
profession of teaching and how teacher effectivecas be enhanceéls policy makers
often use comparative data to assess the effeesgeant the U.S.’s education system,
choosing an evaluative tool that allows comparisoother countries was a significant

factor in the selection of OECD’s assessment toohfeasuring teacher effectiveness.
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Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS). In an effort to analyze
teaching practices throughout the internationalrmoomty, OECD (2010) developed the
Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALMhich allowed countries to
evaluate the teaching profession in their own matias well as compare their teaching to
that found in other countries. In turn, countriags then analyze their current policies and
practices and develop policy that facilitates meffective conditions for teaching and
learning (Davidson, Jensen, Klieme, Vieluf, & Bgk&p09,).

TheTALIS examined major education policy issues ay tiedate to the teaching
profession, including: professional developmerdgcteng practices, teacher beliefs and
attitudes; teacher appraisal and feedback; ancdstderership (OECD, 201@Mata
from the TALIS was collected and analyzed alongesahvfactors including teacher
characteristics, school characteristics, and sy#terl factors that are significant to
teachers and teaching.

The results of the 2007 TALIS suggested four sgiass for impacting teacher
effectiveness:

1. Adoption of constructivist beliefs. Construcsivi is a learning theory in which
students, “create their own new understandingferasis of an interaction between
what they already know and believe, and ideas aogvledge with which they come into
contact” (Richardson, 2003, p. 1623). This consitondst view allows for the facilitation
of more student-oriented practices and enhancedihgpactivities. Powell and Kalina
(2009) confer that constuctivism is an optimal leag method because of its focus on

student-centered learning in which personal meaisinigrived from the subject matter,
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thus fostering more individualized and effectived&nt learning. A smaller study by
Calik, Ayas, and Coll (2010) examined the effeatiegs of applying constructivist
strategies to teaching chemistry and found thisoalogy to be an effective method for
students to learn concepts related to chemistrgoitrast, Matthews (2003) referenced
the results of a multi-year experiment aimed atuatang the effectiveness of different
teacher approaches for work with at risk childieroject Follow Through systematically
evaluated nine different models of education dejivand the constructivist teaching
approach was found the least effective (MattheWw8;32

2. Incorporation of a wider range of instructiogtthtegies and techniques.

Effective teachers use an array of different pcasti in addition they implement a broad
curriculum. This diversity facilitates greater stud participation and encourages students
to take more responsibility for their own learnii@avidson et al., 2009). Research by
Baumgartner, Lipowtski, and Rush (2003) demondir#iat differentiation of
instructional strategies with low-level readers i@asd to raise students’ reading
achievement, reading skills (decoding and phonaw&reness), and reading
comprehension. In a comprehensive review of tleeditire on differentiated instruction,
Tomlinson et al(2003) underscore that most teachers do not appigerange of
instructional strategies and practices, despiteghearch underscoring effectiveness in
raising student achievement. Reasons providedamh&zs for not differentiating
instruction for different learner needs includezhrfof calling attention to learners with
special needs, feeling it was not their job toatiéhtiate for every student’s needs, they

were not cognizant of different learners’ uniquedh they felt such accommodations
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enabled students instead of fortified them forreéred world, and they didn’t know how to
modify curriculum or facilitate student accommodas (Tomlinson et al., 2003). A
study by Gayfer (1991), indicated that studentdifferentiated classrooms have greater
achievement gains than students in non-differesdiatassrooms (as cited in Tomlinson
et al., 2003).

3. Collaboration with peers. Effective teacherdatmrate with other teachers and in
doing so garner ideas and information from thelleegues that improve their teaching.
Teachers who collaborate with other teachers répuote positive teacher-student
relations at their school” (Davidson et al., 2009122). Such collaboration also
contributes positively to the school climate arakcteer’s job satisfaction. In their review
of the research on teacher collaboration and taetiBrofessional Learning
Communities, Vescio, Ross, and Adams (2008) fohatiteacher collaboration had a
positive impact both on teaching practice and sttidehievement. Collaboration with
peers allowed teachers to discuss their classraantipes and develop and discuss new
ideas with their peers and provide feedback toayregher as professionals as to effective
teaching strategies for increasing student achiemensurvey research conducted by
Goddard, Goddard, and Tschannen-Moran (2007) corabés the research of Vescio et
al. (2008), and found empirical support for the effeetiess of teacher collaboration as it
pertains to curriculum, instruction, and profesaiaievelopment at the elementary
school level. Goddard et al. (2007) found thatahaols where teachers collaborated in
an effort to improve student achievement, positifierences in both math and reading

were established.
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4. Utilize classroom management techniques thainmme disruptions and
administrative tasks during learning time. A teaciko can demonstrate effective
classroom management techniques maximizes leatinmegn the classroom, and also
fosters a positive learning environment for studemd a positive work environment for
teachers—both of which lead to greater studentaement. Gettinger and Seibert
(2008) posit that maximizing academic learning timiene of the most important
correlates of student achievement. However, defiggesignificant relationship between
maximizing learning time through effective classromanagement, research by
Hollowood, Salisbury, Rainforth, and Palombaro @Q@dicates that student
engagement resulting from classroom managementeges between 50% and 90%.
Hollowood et al. (1995) attribute significant diféeces in student engagement levels to
teachers’ differential use of classroom managernsahniques and student grouping, as
well as engagement differences based on indivistualent differences. Klem and
Connell (2004) research corroborates this resemrdrasserts that student engagement is
a strong predictor of student achievement and hehawvschool.

In addition to these overarching recommendatitresyesults of the TALIS
distinguished two specific categories of pedagdgtrategies that were significantly
related to teacher effectiveness: the implememaifeenhanced student activities
(students complete in-depth projects, debate &phat point of view, create a product
demonstrating their learning), and operating frogtualent-centered orientation
(assignments and school work are differentiatedllty, students are encouraged to

suggest learning activities and topics, and studentk collaboratively in small groups)
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(Davidson et al., 2009).

Student enhanced activities and project-basedilgaare effective in raising
student achievement because they engage and neagivatents (Blumenfeld et al., 1991;
Savoie & Hughes, 1994). Students feel challengechbre cognitively complex tasks,
and they enjoy the learning opportunity to soha problems (Savoie & Hughes, 1994).
Research on the effectiveness of project-baseditepon student achievement has
yielded convincing results regarding its positingact on student learning--schools
within the same district that used project-basadni@g activities and strategies scored
better on reading achievement tests by 9% tharetbdsools not using this strategy;
math achievement scores were approximately 4% highgeditionary Learning
Schools, 2009).

A student-centered approach to teaching placesttitent at the center of
learning, and strives to involve students activeltheir own learning by making learning
relevant to their own lives. In contrast to the wamtional teaching approach of lecturing
to students and encouraging memorization of fautisisformation, the student-centered
approach places teachers in the role of guidedwsa@rs, encouraging students to take an
active role in their learning by providing studewnish options to create their own
learning opportunities. The student-centered ambrparsonalizes learning for students.
Teachers facilitate and guide student learningithetdividualized and designed with the
students’ learning preferences and specific areagerest in mind. Because students are
encouraged to pursue, develop and investigateittesis, student-centered approaches

help students learn independently (Machemer & Coadyf2007). In addition, properly
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implemented student-centered instruction contrtdeesnhanced student motivation,
greater retention of information, more in-depth erstanding of the subject matter, and a
more positive attitude about the subject matteld@gre Brent, 1996). Research by
Stipek, Feiler, Daniels, & Milburn (1995) indicat#tht children in student-centered
classrooms also develop better outlooks towardsad@nd learning, and possess
healthier self-concepts.
Co-production

Theoretical concept of co-production.E. Ostrom (1996¢lefines co-production
as: “the process through which inputs from indiaduwho are not ‘in’ the same
organization are transformed into goods and sesviceCo-production implies that
citizens can play an active role in producing puiglbods and services of consequence to
them” (p. 85). Rather than the traditional modeihaf production of goods and services
in which goods and services are produced or fatitt and then made available to the
client for purchase or use, the theory of co-praéidagposits that the client is an active
agent in the process and therefore the level aatitgof the client’s involvement
impacts the co-production of the goods or servibesnerous public services are
coproduced, meaning that the input from the custdmg., client or student) is
necessary to the process, and through participatitme process enhances the good or
service. V. Ostrom (1989) provided the followingaexples of public services that are
coproduced:

Users of many public services are themselves d@akeatproducers. Teachers

cannot produce education without the co-produatiterts of students; police
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cannot produce public order without the co-prodwecefforts of citizens. Public

servants help to accomplish these tasks. Thewrpretluce the results

themselves. Units of government of varying sizerseessary to take account of
the diverse situations and patterns of communiggoences that may exist in
different and overlapping communities that makatjoise of various public

goods and services. (V. Ostrom, 1989, as citecnteR, 2011, p. 8)

The term co-production was generated from Ostrodhcatfieagues at thé/orkshop in
Political Theory and Policy1995) however, the concept of co-production, as
differentiated from the traditional model of protioa, has a rich history, beginning with
formal studies of the concept being published ethS. in the 1960’s as a growing
number of Americans questioned the increasing poesef the government in their lives,
as well as the efficacy of large, government bucesties (Porter, 2011).

In co-production service agents participate irpooduction as "regular producers
in the service process;" whereas community menysatscipate in this co-production as
"consumer producers;" their participation in theqass is voluntary with the intention of
"enhancing the quality and/or quantity of servitte=y receive" (Brudney & England,
1983, p. 59). The co-production model, the intermngyof service agents and citizen
contributions, is juxtaposed to the traditionalves model, as seen in Figures 2 & 3 on

the following page.
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Regular
Producers

Feedback

Figure 1: Traditional Model of Service Delivery

Coproduction: the critical mix, the
degree to which the regular
producer and consumer spheres
owverlap

Figure 2: Co-production Model of Service Delivery

As discussed by Whitaker (1980), the term co-priédoaoes not denote that the
agent and the client are on equal footing; on trrary, in the co-production process
there is a clear differentiation between the twegpoaducers. The co-producer who
delivers services in this process is the agentlisderson uses his or her training and
expertise to facilitate the production process (Ker, 1980, p. 240). Agents possess

specialized knowledge, experience, and/or traitarigprescribe” certain actions of the
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individual, i.e. service recipient. Whitaker debes the agent as possessing "professional
authority” and may engage in "mutual adjustmerexqfectations and actions" in which
the agent and the individual both adjust theiradibased on their mutual consideration
of the issue. This facilitator is the one withir tto-production process who "helps the
person being served to make the desired sortsamiggs” (Whitaker, 1980, p. 240). The
co-production process underscores the interdepeerd#rthe two agents by asserting

that co-production is not possible without onehaf &gents, "... the agent alone cannot
bring about the change" (Whitaker, 1980, p. 240).

Porter and the co-production of education serviceXorter (2011) delineates
three components that are central to the co-pramtucf education services:

1. Co-production is not optional when it comes to edion services.

2. There is an inherent asymmetry in co-productiverdmtions by student and

teacher.

3. Significant inputs are provided from outside th@sskoom by parents, peers,

community organizations and others. (Porter, 2p19)

The first component, co-production is not optiowaken it comes to education
services, requires cooperative inputs from bothtéheher and the student; cooperation is
compulsory, as learning cannot be facilitated wathio(Porter, 2011). Because the co-
production of education services requires the mun@peration between the teacher and
student, less than maximum participation by eiff@ty hampers the co-production
process. Conversely, co-production is maximizednwhput from both parties is

maximized. Therefore, if in the achievement seftthg teacher is effectively sharing



28

knowledge with a student (appropriate level ofnmgtion, materials, and setting),
however the student is not actively engaged irptbeess (i.e. disinterested, tired,
preoccupied), the co-production of education sesvannot be realized. Similarly, if the
student is engaged in the process but the teasimet fully engaged (i.e. disorganized,
unmotivated, tired), again the co-production preaamnot be maximized. Specific
examples and support from the literature is pravieethe forthcoming section titled,
“Factors impacting the co-production of educatiervees.”

The second component states there is an inhergmiaestry in co-productive
contributions by student and teacHeeiterating the sentiments of Whitaker (1980),
Porter (2011) clarifies the asymmetrical relatiopsxisting between two co-producers
of education services. Although the term co-producinay connote a production
process that is equally shared, this is clearlytim@tcase, as the contributions from the
teacher (regular producer) and the student (consproducer) are asymmetrical and
therefore lacking equality or equivalence betweansp In the asymmetrical co-
production of education services, teachers’ coantioms are markedly different than
those provided by the student.

The third and final central component is that digant inputs are provided from
outside the classroom by parents, peers, commarggnizations and others. Porter
(2011) delineates “two broad types of co-productwithin the context of education, the
first type of co-production occurring at the studesacher nexus, and the second type of
co-production being facilitated outside of thiscterand beyond the immediate

interaction between student and teacher. This sktyge of co-production involves
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inputs from outside contributors; “Inputs from patee student peers, community
organizations and public media contribute to thgmmuction of education services.
These contributions are contingent and vary imisity and quality” (Porter, 2011, p.
151). The important distinction between these taronk is that co-production of
education services cannot occur if there is nattifiwm both the teacher and the
student; whereas the second form of co-producti@gontingent inputs from sources
outside of the student/teacher nexus, are notnedéor co-production to occur. Critical
analysis of the nature and impact of such inpwgsdascussed in further detail in the
following section.

Co-production and contingent inputs from outside tle student-teacher nexus.
Although inputs from outside of the student-teaaletus are not required for the co-
production of education services, such inputsaok lof inputs, have a profound impact
on student achievement (Bailey & Dynarski, 2011¢ckiean, 2011; OECD, 2010;
Phillips, 2011; Reardon, 2011) and therefore cofiypéher discussion. Fifty years ago,
race was the most significant indicator of the aezbiment gaps between groups of
students. As the achievement gap between whité\&rmhn-American students has
diminished considerably, the key factor to undemditag achievement differences in
children has become family income level (Reard®1,12 p.1).

Reardon (2011) studied data from standardizedsteses collected between 1960
and 2000 and found that the achievement gap betstadents from low-income families
and affluent families has grown 40 percent andis two times the size of the gap

between blacks and whites. Reardon (2011) elalwbthst parent education level
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remains a key indicator of student achievementi$ev®wever underscores a more
recent phenomenon in the research, which is tbegtpredictive quality of family
income, “Family income is now nearly as strong aeptal education in predicting
children’s achievement” (p. 2).

Using longitudinal, nationally representative datechildren’s allocation of time,
Phillips (2011) compared disparities between grdagssed on socioeconomic status and
ethnicity to explore how such time differences itpzhildren’s academic achievement.
Phillips’ findings underscore work from Reardon 12Dand Coleman et al. (1966) in
concluding a strong correlation between familiege and income and their children’s
achievement in school. Phillips (2011) found tHatdren from white, Asian American,
and college-educated homes start school betteapgéphan their same-age peers who
are African American, Latino, or from high-schodueated homes. Phillips (2011)
found that children of college-educated motherseveggnificantly more advanced in
their readiness to enter school than those childfémgh school-educated mothers.
School readiness included literacy, math, and heha\skills appropriate for children
entering kindergarten.

One reason family income levels are significantihated to their children’s
achievement levels is because wealthier parenesimaore money into their children’s
education and extra curricular activities than ptaérom lower income families; this
translates into a significant difference in childszcognitive and social emotional
development, (Reardon, p.13). These financial itneests and exposure to stimulating

activities outside the home start at an earliertageResearch by Phillips (2011)
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indicates that when children from high-income faasilstart school, they have been
exposed to significantly more literacy activitiésuh children from low-income families,
and therefore enter school with a much strongeaidge than poor children (p. 9).

Factors impacting the co-production of education ggices. Porter (2009)
delineates three factors can impact the co-proonicif education services on either side
of the teacher-student nexus, specifically motorgtability, and effort. A diminished
level of motivation, ability, or effort on eitherde of the teacher-student nexus will result
in a less efficient process of co-production.

Motivation. Research pertaining to the teacher side of thgraduction model
indicates mixed results regarding the impact ofhea motivation level and student
achievement. Hayden (2011) researched the relatipbgtween teachers’ motivation
and its influence on student achievement usingitatize methodology (interviews and
observations). Hayden evaluated how math teachesgtaught at a failing school
perceived their own level of motivation as impagttheir students’ learning. Data
analysis revealed a significant negative corretatietween the teacher’'s motivation level
and the students’ achievement scores. In contdsayden’s findings, Hatchett (2010)
did not establish a significant relationship betwesacher job satisfaction, and student
achievement in her study of middle school teachers.

Studies pertinent to the impact of motivation lba $tudent side of the co-
production model are more consistent and suppateP®(2009) assertion that
motivation is a significant factor in the coprodoatof education services. A

longitudinal study of 375 middle school studentsli@ated by Wentzel (1997)
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determined that perceived caring from the teachetipted motivational outcomes.
Wentzel (1997) found that students put forth mdferein school when they believed
their teacher cared about them. Cordova & Lepp@@§)Lfound a significant relationship
between student-centered teaching and studentsisict motivation and enhanced
achievement. A group of elementary students whtiggaated in student-centered
learning activities demonstrated higher levelsntfimsic motivation and set higher
achievement goals for themselves. In addition céildn the student-centered activities
also demonstrated higher levels of involvemenhalearning activity and higher order
thinking skills.

The work of Hayden (2011), Wentzel (1997) and ©wed& Lepper (1996)
underscore the impact that motivation has on thproduction of education services, and
the enhancement that results when motivation isteooon either side of the teacher-
student nexus. Hatchett's (2010) research howe@not indicate such a relationship.

Ability. A teacher’s ability to facilitate student achievernelearly impacts the
coproduction of education services. In a reviewtate educational policy evidence,
Darling-Hammond (1999) reviewed research studiesnaat to teacher effectiveness,
and found that there are a number of indicatoeged|to teacher ability that predict
student achievement: teacher preparation traingagher certification requirements, and
teacher coursework in the subject field. Each e§éhthree factors was found to be
significantly correlated with student achievemeavith the strongest indicators being
teacher preparation and certification (Darling-Hammeh 1999). Teacher’s intelligence

(as measured by IQ) and subject matter knowledge net reliable indicators of
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teaching ability. Therefore, teacher’s ability denevaluated in terms of overall
knowledge and knowledge of teaching and learnimgJdtter indicating significant
correlations with student achievement.

Evertson, Hawley, and Zlotnik (1985) (as citedarling-Hammond, 1999)
reported a reliable, positive effect of teachenshfal education training and student
learning. Monk (1994) found that teacher educatioursework had a positive impact on
students’ math and science achievement. Womack3(E39cited in Darling-Hammond,
1999) found that the number of education coursasstdachers completed explained
more than four times the variance in teacher perémice (16.5 percent) than did
measures of content knowledge. Research presepntedrbng-Hammond (199%Iso
indicated that student achievement is higher amdestts are less likely to quit school
when they are taught by a teacher who is certifidtieir teaching subject, or by a
teacher who is taking graduate coursework or hagptaied a Master’s degree (Council
for School Performance, 1997; Knoblock, 1986; Sesydgkonie-Hardin, & Phelps,
1994, as cited in Darling-Hammond, 1999). Fromrds=arch presented, it is clear that a
teacher’s ability to facilitate classroom learningpacts student achievement and that
certain factors are better indicators of a teashalility than others. Also evident in this
discussion is that teacher ability does impactesttidchievement, further validating the
interdependent relationship between the teachestu®nt in the co-production of
education services.

Students who are functioning below grade levekhasademic needs requiring

specialized instruction from the classroom teac8ach learners may include, for
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example, those students from low socio-economiasigroups, students with a learning
disability, or English Language Learners. As classis in the U.S. become more and
more diverse, teachers can expect that the spectirstmdent achievement levels will
become more diverse as well. The co-productiordatation services between a teacher
and a low-ability or underperforming student widaessarily be different than it would
be with an average or advanced student. Low aclgestudents require additional inputs
and expertise from the classroom teacher, whichanayay not be available. Teachers
who do not have the training or expertise to dadl te inclusion of low achieving
students will be less efficacious, which will nagaly impact co-production. In addition
the co-production of education services with oftadents in the classroom will
necessarily be impacted as more time and efforto@ibllocated to the address low-
ability or special needs students. Therefore thproduction of education services
between the teacher and each individual child enctassroom will be impacted.
Classroom teachers may experience an imbalancerfdue to the inclusion of

students with below grade level achievement leaid, subsequently be more vulnerable
to stress.

Therefore Porter’s (2009) assertion that partiwigaabilities impact the
coproduction of education services is substantifited both sides of the teacher-student
nexus. Teachers who lack the ability or skillsgadh a certain subject negatively impact
the co-production of education services. Similastydents whose abilities are
significantly below their same-age peers and regspecialized intervention(s) also

contribute to a less efficacious system of co-pouuly education services in the
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classroom.

Effort. The literature addressing teacher effort is closely to incentive-based
policies in education that are designed to motieaie reward teachers who expend extra
effort to raise student achievement. In Muralidhaaad Sundararaman’s (2009) study
the authors present the results of a randomizeld&uan of a teacher incentive program
in Indian elementary schools. Muralidharan and &naanan evaluated the effectiveness
of two types of performance pay incentives (groapuses based on school performance
and individual bonuses based on teacher performamceaising student achievement.
Significantly higher math and reading scores weteeved by those teachers and schools
working under the incentive programs, and thesgrnaras were both deemed highly
effective by the study’s authors.

The results of this study indicate that teachezscagnizant of their ability to
effectively improve student achievement, howeverititentive program motivated the
teachers to increase their efforts in the classr@doralidharan & Sunararaman, 2009).
This behavioral change in efforts was measurediegidobservation and through
interviews. Data from the teacher interviews ansleotations indicated that teachers in
incentive schools were significantly more likelyttave exerted extra efforts with their
students including assigning additional classwark homework, extending teacher
instruction beyond the typical school day, provgigtudents with practice tests, and
allocating more attention to those students witteloachievement records. Therefore in
this study, a significant relationship between bemeffort and student achievement was

established. A second research study by Imbermah.evenheim (2012) corroborated
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the findings of Muralidharan and Sunararaman’s Q@Y establishing that student
achievement improves significantly when teachecsiw@ incentives for improved
student performance. Teachers working under thentinee program reacted to the
possibility of earning such incentives by incregdineir efforts with their students
through increased academic time and activities stitldents.

In a study of student and teacher perceptionsashieg-disabled students,
researchers found that student effort and orgdnizatere positively correlated with
academic success, regardless of student disadtititys (Metzer, Katzir-Cohen, Miller, &
Roditi, 2001). Carbanaro (2005) found a robustti@iahip between student effort and
student learning, and found that students in higgnl coursework exerted substantially
more effort than students in lower-level classegb@naro explained these significant
differences between higher and lower-achievingesttglto prior effort and achievement,
suggesting that student effort or lack of effom t&come a habit.

In addition to these studies connecting studdottetio academic performance,
the literature details a strong association betweachers’ negative emotions (stress,
frustration, anger) and perceived lack of effooinfrstudents (Georgiou, Christou,
Stavrinides, & Panaoura 2002; Frenzel et al., 2@¥¥ing, 2007). Student effort,
therefore, is a significant contributor to the adoguction of education services. Student
effort impacts co-production directly with concelrtgtudent efforts increasing student
learning and diminished student effort negativagtabuting to student achievement. In
addition, student effort impacts teacher’s emotispecifically, inciting negative

emotions that may, in turn, negatively contributegacher effectiveness in the classroom.
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In conclusion, student and teacher inputs imgaeguality of the co-production
of education services. As discussed in this seciiquuts as they relate to motivation,
ability, and effort can contribute either positivelr negatively to this process.

Co-production and reciprocal interdependencylUsing Thompson’s theoretical
framework, Porter (2009) frames the co-productibaducation as an “intensive
technology,” in which the relationship between tb&cher and student is reciprocally
interdependent (Porter, 2011, p. 2). This interddpace produces enhanced learning
when the teacher and student are maximizing thpirts (motivation, ability, and efforts),
and conversely, diminished learning when such mpo¢ not being maximized. As
discussed in the previous section, contributioamfboth sides of the coproduction
model impact student learning and achievement, mgatkiem an interdependent unit.

The work of Hayden (2011), Wentzel (1997) and ©wedand Lepper (1996)
illustrate the reciprocal interdependence betwblertdacher and student as it applies to
motivation, specifically, that differences in mattion on either side of the teacher-
student nexus will impact student learning. Resefmam Evertson et al. (1985), Monk
(1994), Ferguson & Womack (1993), Council for SdHeerformance (1997); Knoblock
(1986), Sanders et al. (1994) discuss the recipmotEdependence between teacher and
student as it applies to ability and underscore hbilty deficits on either side of the
student-teacher nexus will impact student learning.

Lastly, the work of Imberman and Lovenheim (2022yralidharan and
Sunararaman’s (2009), Metzer et al. (2001), anth@w=ro (2005), underscore the

reciprocal interdependence between the teachestaddnt as it applies to effort by
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elaborating on how lessened effort on the pareftéacher or the student negatively
impacts student learning and achievement. In amdithe work of Georgiou et al. (2002),
Geving (2007), and Frenzel (2009) demonstrate henegived lack of effort on the part
of the student incites negative emotions in thelteg further exacerbating the effective
co-production of education services, as teachect¥eness in negatively impacted by
such emotions.

Muller’'s (2001) research on at-risk students alscentuates the reciprocal
interdependence between student and teacher antpast on the coproduction of
education services. Muller’s work illustrated hoattbthe teacher and the student
perceived the other’s level of investment into shedent-teacher relationship predicted
gains in math achievement. Specifically, teacheesteptions of the amount of effort
students allocated towards schoolwork were assatiatthough weakly, with
achievement in math. From the student side ofd¢hehter-student nexus, students’
perceptions of their teachers’ level of care fanthalso were found to (weakly) predict
student achievement in math. An equally signifidarding as it relates to the reciprocal
interdependence between the teacher and studéme, psotective factor that such
interdependence fosters for at-risk students. Atingrto Muller (2001), at-risk students’
perception of a caring relationship with the teagiredicts significant student
achievement gains in math, as opposed to the weakdictive value with students who
are not considered at-risk. From these findings, may deduce perhaps that the
reciprocal interdependence between teacher andrdtigdleven stronger for at-risk

students. This is an area worthy of future research
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Co-production and educational reforms.Porter (2011) suggests that an
institution is more effective when “its structuekeés into account the specific
interdependencies inherent to its core technoldgyl12). Applying this philosophy to
education policy in the U.S., it seems prudent plodicy makers evaluate the
interdependency that exists at the student-teawhars, and use such information as a
basis for making informed decisions for improviigaent achievement. Clearly the
interdependent relationship between teacher amlkstun the facilitation of learning
solicits further investigation into how to maximiegform efforts by looking at botsides
of the co-production model. Effective educatiomdbrms should also investigate
strategies to address the inequalities betweersts@ntering school behind their same-
age peers due to disparities in contingent inputside the teacher-student nexus.

Lastly, Porter (2011) describes the use of stutksttscores to assess success or
failure in the co-production of education serviaesdrrational because of its inability to
assess with any amount of accuracy, which of treethontributing parties (teacher,
student, family), or some combination of the thpeeties, has contributed (or not
contributed) to the end product of the co-producpoocess, that being the student’s
achievement scores. By focusing solely on the gbtbe teacher in student achievement,
this one-sided reform model could lead to costfgma efforts that have little to no
impact on the education system in the U.S.

Co-production and educational reforms--U.S. Deparnent of Education In
2011 President Barack Obama broached the conceptmfoduction in a letter

introducing his blueprint for the reauthorizatidrtloe Elementary Secondary Education
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Act. President Obama (2011) stated that improvahgcation was a shared responsibility
rather than the sole responsibility of teachersymainities and families must help
schools meet the diverse learning needs of childyeactive involvement and
participation at the school. President Obama (2@tkhowledged the need for
community and family involvement to address effeslly the achievement gap between
lower and higher socio-economic groups in the BiSphasizing that this goal should be
a shared goal with families and communities, Pesgi©@bama advocated for community
members to become actively involved in improvingdsint achievement and to work
towards the goal of schools becoming the centénef communities. In addition,
President Obama’s letter described his administnatiproposal to provide “support
strategies to better engage families and commumésnbers in their children’s education”
(Obama, 2011, p. 6).

In addition to promoting strategies for involvifagnilies and community in the
education of children, the Administration’s bluepradvocates for “fair accountability
for all levels” (Obama, 2011, p. 63.shared responsibility for student learning beyond
the school, and at the district and state level|ge offered in the Administration’s
blueprint, “To ensure that responsibility for impnag student outcomes no longer falls
solely at the door of schools, we will also promateountability for states and districts
that are not providing their schools, principals] &eachers with the support they need to
succeed” (Obama, 2011, p. 6).

Obama’s (2011) blueprint for education reform®dfinsights into the

Administration’s perception of responsibility faudent achievement. Although
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proposed reforms continue to include student aemmnt in the evaluation of teacher
effectiveness, and attribute responsibility fordstiot achievement to educators, there is
acknowledgement of the need for shared resportgibilthe co-production of education
services.

Teachers’ opinions on the concept of co-productiort.o fully understand the
impact of educational reforms it is essential tarifeom teachers. Because classroom
teachers are largely responsible for implementaatefal and state mandates, their
experience with such mandates provides importdatrration regarding their
implementation and perceived effectiveness. Thiediess were selected for this purpose;
Standards-based accountability under No Child Befiind: Experiences of teachers and
administrators in three stat€glamilton et al., 2007)5tand by me: What teachers really
think about unions, merit pay and other professionatters(Farkas, Johnson, & Duffett,
2003), andrhe MetLife survey of the American teacher: Coltabiag for success
(Markow, 2010).The first studyStandards-based accountability under No Child Left
Behind: Experiences of teachers and administraitotbree statesvas sponsored by the
National Science Foundation and underwent rigopags review. The second study,
Stand by me: What teachers really think about usiiomerit pay and other professional
matters,was sponsored by Public Agenda, an organizatiostwéspires to inform policy
makers of the public’s point of view, and to hele@ge citizens understand important
policy issuesStand by Meavas funded by the Broad Foundation, The Thomas B.
Fordham Foundation, The William and Flora Hewletuidation, and the Sidney J.

Weinber, Jr. Foundation. The third studye MetLife survey of the American teacher:



42

Collaborating for succeswas facilitated by Harris Interactive, a marketa&rch firm
retained by MetLife Insurance to facilitate thedstuBecause only one of these studies
was peer reviewed, the information provided froesthstudies should be interpreted
cautiously. Criticism is warranted for their indlois; however, these three studies were
intentionally selected because they provided catalg data regarding teachers’ response
to reforms. It is this researcher’s belief thatlsirformation provides important context
for understanding reforms, and their inclusion jnieg a place for their voices to be
heard in the discussion of reforms. Of particutaeliest for this study was teacher data
that pertained to the theory of co-production.

In the teacher survey facilitated bietLife (Markow, 2010), a nationally
representative sample (n=1,003) of public schaathers, grades K-12. The data
garnered from this study provided data pertinerihéotheory of co-production. To begin,
this data reveals that only half (52%) of teaclseryveyed believe that they should be
held solely responsible for student achievementrkila, 2010, p. 14). Teachers also
validated the significance of student input in ¢eeproduction model by recognizing that
if the student provided more input co-productionuldabe enhanced. Eighty percent
(80%) of teachers stated that if students feltoasfble and accountable for their own
learning, there would be a significant improvemeargtudent achievement. However,
only 42% of teachers believe that most or all eirtipupils have this sense of
responsibility. In addition, teachers in the stuelgognized the impact of contingency
factors outside the teacher-student nexus. Spaltyfi@ strong majority of teachers

(88%) agreed that strengthening ties between haéhee classroom would enhance the



43

co-production of education services.

In the second study of teache®sand by Me: What Teachers Really Think about
Unions, Merit Pay and Other Professional Mattettata pertinent to the theory of co-
production was also garnered. Similar to the residiscribed iThe MetLife Survey of
the American Teacher: Collaboratirigr Student Succedsarkas et al. (2003) shared
findings in terms of how teachers perceived tharel of responsibility in facilitating
student achievement. Fifty-nine percent (59%) ef1B45 surveyed teachers agreed or
strongly agreed with the statement, “It's not taihold teachers accountable when so
many things that affect student learning are beybed control” (Farkas et al., 2003, p.
56) Teachers in the study cited a number of vagbli the classroom that contribute to
the teacher’s failure to facilitate 100% studeriti@cement, including:

One or two students who make it a daily struggls&ntain order. Or the extra

time and attention they invest dealing with spexegds kids or youngsters whose

English is less than optimal. What about the yotargsho arrive midyear or

whose attendance is poor? What about the Herceléams they must make to

reach students who are alienated or habituallygéeozed or who are simply
unwilling to learn? It's just not possible ... to gie-handedly overcome all of the

hurdles that invariably seep into their classro¢Rdrkas et al., 2003, p.15).
Eight in ten teachers surveyed in the 2003 Pubfjeila study stated that they did not
have the parental support needed to be effectiakés et al., 2003, p. 12). Teachers
expressed their dismay with being held completeboantable for student achievement;

one teacher commented:
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You are given this raw material to work with andmany cases we’ll have

students who will come into high school with anhitiy to read—([they] can’t

add or subtract—and we’re supposed to perform teissend bring them up to

speed and make high performers out of them. If @rétdthen we’re held

accountable. (Farkas et al., 2003, p. 12)

Another teacher reiterated similar sentimentsatinot make these kids show up.
| can’t go to their house, get them out of bed el them when they have dirty laundry.
| can only do so much” (Farkas et al., 2003, p. ABpther teacher expressed the
perceived unfairness of placing all accountabfiilystudent achievement onto the
classroom teacher,

We're the only ones that are being asked to bel[lacountable, but our product

doesn’t have to be accountable. You can hold mewetable as a

salesperson...Well you better give me a good proudd that. {Teachers} have

no way to hold our product accountable” (Farkaal 22003, p. 13).

Teachers in the study emphasized the fundameatalissity for parents to be
actively involved in their child’s education. Theeidy’s authors stated that teachers “need
parents who place a premium on school and learaimgjwho hold children accountable
for their effort and behavior” (Farkas et al., 20p315). Teacher interviews for this
study revealed that 65% of teachers believed thatkaeptional teacher could overcome
“societal barriers such as poverty or uninvolverkpts and still get their students to
learn what they are supposed to” (Farkas et ab320. 16). However the majority of

respondents (73%) stated that even a group of éro@pteachers could not turn around
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a school that had both low achieving students amavolved parents.

Results from The Rand Corporations’s stustgndards-based accountability
under No Child Left Behind: Experiences of teaclagrd administrators in three states,
underscored similar teacher sentiments of frusinategarding issues outside of their
control that hampered their efforts, including snid’ lack of basic skills, inadequate
support from parents, and student absenteeismeatinéss (Hamilton et al., 2007).
Other factors that teachers described as havirggative effect on student achievement
were factors such as poverty, substance abuse imatime, lack of parent involvement in
their child’s education, and somatic issues. Teachepressed that it was unrealistic to
hold students to high levels of achievement wheedawith these types of obstacles.
Teachers also expressed frustration in what thegepeed as insufficient teaching and
planning time. Many teachers expressed low moveté;h the study’s researchers
attributed to a disconnect between teachers’ oliafbeegarding teaching and effective
pedagogy, and the approach to teaching being adlaptieir schools and teachers’ own
beliefs (Hamilton et al., 2007).

A common theme in each of these studies was &tisitr with factors outside of
the teacher’s control that had significant impatstudent learning in the classroom. Of
particular concern to teachers was the lack ofrgan¥olvement in their students’
schooling. This led to a third common thread betwibe three surveys, which was the
angst teachers experienced in being held complegeponsible for student achievement,

despite these other barriers.
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Achievement Emotions

Achievement emotions are emotions that are condéctachievement activities
or achievement results (Pekrun, 2006). For a teatiese emotions may include
excitement with a class that is demonstrating @gkin a topic, disappointment when
students perform poorly on an exam, anger wheass does not complete assignments,
or anxiety when being observed by a colleague iocpal.

Emotions in the classroom affect learning andtigge Emotions impact a
student’s attention, motivation, and coping stregedor studying and learning, whereas a
teacher’'s emotions impact his or her attitude tolwdhe class, the level of motivation in
working with the class, and the selected teachiradesyies (Pekrun, 2006). Pekrun
(2006) found the key to understanding emotionsiéndlassroom is acknowledging that
these emotions are not only experienced, but akspdre influential in achievement
pursuits. Therefore, “emotions are recognized asghef critical importance for the
productivity of both students and teachers” (PekB@96, p. 3). This is a critical link
between the control-value theory of achievementteEms and the theory of co-
production. Teachers and students alike, experiena#ions in the classroom. At the
student-teacher nexus these emotions are interctathand dynamic.

The functions of emotions in the academic setirggsignificant for
understanding how emotions impact the co-produaiicgducation services. As
discussed by Pekrun & Stephens (2010), emotionagtmumerous cognitive functions
that directly impact learning: attention, memonygdaroblem solving. More specifically,

positive and negative emotions expend importanhitivg resources intended for
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learning by redirecting such resources for non-asad purposes. Emotions in this
regard act as distractions from the learning pmdeskrun, Goetz, Titz, & Perry (2002)
references Ellis and Ashbrook’s (1988) study onRksource Allocation Model to
illustrate the connection between emotion and dognfunctioning. Ellis and
Ashbrook’sresearch demonstrated the negative effects tha¢sgpn has on cognition,
including simple memory task®ekrun et al. (2002) also cites the researceadner
(1998) to illustrate the relationship between emotnd cognition. Zeidner (1998, as
cited in Pekrun et al., 2002) demonstrated thataesiety negatively impacted university
students’ cognitive functioning, specifically contetion and comprehension.
Emotions can also impact memory. The emotion bekpgrienced by an
individual impacts what is noticed and how it iceded (Richards & Gross, 2000). The
concepts of mood congruence and mood dependenperdirgent to this discussion.
Mood congruence denotes that an individual will eember events that match their
mood; mood dependence indicates that recallingraoneis more easily facilitated
when the mood experienced when the memory was edaodtches the mood when
retrieving the memory (Richards & Gross, 2000).rBel& Stephens (2010) relates the
consequence of this mood-congruent memory recadlgss to learning as such, “positive
mood can foster positive self-appraisals and tlnefit motivation to learn and perform;
in contrast, negative mood can foster negativeaggitaisals and thus hamper motivation
and performance” (Pekrun & Stephens, 2010, p.Nbpd also impacts an individual’s
ability to problem solve, with a negative mood cimiting to more “focused, detail-

oriented, and analytical ways of thinking,” andasifive mood contributing to more
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malleable and creative ways of imaginative probsatving (Pekrun & Stephens, 2010, p.
11).

Pekrun’s control-value theory of achievement emotios. Pekrun’s (2006)
control-value theory of achievement emotions pas&sl that achievement emotions are
stimulated in an achievement setting when, “théviddal feels in control of, or out of
control of, activities and outcomes that are subjety important to them, implying that
appraisals of control and value are the proximg&dmeinants of these emotions” (p. 22).

Pekrun (2006posits that the achievement emotions experiencedtbgcher are
predicted by the two factors, perceived controlrstadent achievement, and the
personal significance and relevance attributethiécachievement activity by the teacher.

According to Pekrun (2006), the teacher who pgesehaving a high level of
control over student achievement in the classraomd,whose values are congruent with
the values of the achievement setting will expe@etanticipatory joy," as he or she will
predict success with student achievement (p. 3@%.teacher who only perceives
having "medium" control over student achievemernthose values are congruent with
the achievement setting will experience hope towardcessfully facilitating student
achievement. However, the teacher whose valuesoaigruent with the achievement
setting but has subjectively appraised a low le¥elontrol over student achievement
will experience hopelessness in being successtulfacilitating student achievement.

Conversely, the teacher whose values are incongwigh the achievement
setting but perceives a high degree of control gtgdent achievement will experience

"anticipatory relief" as he or she gauges the iliiad of success in facilitating student
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achievement (Pekrun, 2006). The teacher whose yaleincongruent with the
achievement setting, but perceives having mediumrabover achievement will
experience anxiety as he or she anticipates treomg of student achievement. Lastly,
the teacher whose values are incongruent with tbbdee achievement setting and
perceives low control over the intensive technolwggrplay will experience
hopelessness due to a negative appraisal of suocksslitating student achievement.

A teachers’ level of control over student achieeatris a variable that is
subjectively appraised at the beginning of each t@em and with each new class of
students. As discussed in previous sections ofkthidy, students enter the classroom
with varying skill, motivation, and discipline lel¢e These environmental factors will
contribute to the teacher’s subjective apprais#ihefpotential for success or failure in
attaining achievement goals with that particulaugr of students. Therefore assessing
the level of control a teacher perceives having teerning is an important piece to
understanding teachers’ emotions and its subsegueact on teacher performance and
student learning.

This correlation between achievement emotions @&ndgp/ed control and value
congruency provide valuable information to the exeation of teacher effectiveness
under current educational reforms in the U.S. Ascatlonal policy and reform efforts
continue to focus solely on the teacher’s contrdng to the co-production of education,
teachers who do not feel in control of their studeachievement due to factors outside
themselves may feel anxious or hopeless when le»alyated based on student test

scores. Teachers who do not place great valuefomre that emphasize student test
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scores and teacher evaluations based on suclttess snay also experience negative
achievement emotions such as frustration or afider precursors to these achievement
emotions are critical because of their relatioeffective teaching practices. The goal of
any educational reforms is to enhance studentilggand achievement; therefore, if
current high-stake reforms are catalyzing negasigevement emotions in teachers, a
more in-depth examination of such efforts shouldibéertaken.

Frenzel's contribution to the control-value theoryof achievement emotions.
Frenzel, a colleague of Pekrun, has focused hearels on the control-value theory of
achievement emotions as it applies to teacherséaement emotions, specifically on
how teachers’ emotions impact academic instructon, ultimately, student achievement.

In Frenzel et al.’s (2009) study, the researchauad significant correlations
between teachers’ achievement emotions and thethuctional performance in the
classroom. Those teachers whose goals of high\serhent were congruent with the
goals of their students, experienced more posémetions, and conversely, those
teachers whose goals of high achievement were graent with their students,
experienced more instances of negative emotions:

Those teachers who rated their classes as genbiglily motivated and
disciplined reported less anger and anxiety thair ttolleagues who generally
rated their classes as unmotivated and undiscilingewise, within teachers,
lessons in which students were judged to be mativahd attentive provoked less
anger and anxiety than lessons in which students ve¢ed less motivated and

disciplined. (Frenzel et al., 2009, p. 144)
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Frenzel et al.’s (2009) research model was usedraference for this study’s
research design. One significant goal of this $meselection of Frenzel et al.’s model
was to substantiate whether teachers’ perceptistudient achievement levels predicted
teacher emotions in the classroom, and whethetagigorrelations could be established
in this study. In addition, this research model w@lected for this study to test the
predictive value of achievement emotions on teagpnactices. Because of the model’s
hypothesized correlations between teachers’ paorepbdf student achievement,
achievement emotions, and instructional behaviesag considered an excellent
framework for assessing teachers’ achievement emetinder current educational
reforms in the U.S., and for exploring how teaghenceptions and emotions may predict
teaching practices in an educational system wigh hiccountability components. Frenzel
et al.’s (2009) research confirmed such correlat@md provoked interest from this
researcher to apply the same theory to a similataino
The Impact of Educational Reforms on Achievement Emtions

Since the inception of NCLB, and currently witle tirederaRace to the Top
(2009) competitive grant program, there has besgraficant shift in educational policy
in the U.S. towards greater accountability for stutcachievement being required from
both the school and the classroom teacher. Achiemesmotions experienced by a
teacher under such policies may include: the exate of being challenged, anxiety
experienced by perceived pressures to facilitabaeced student achievement, or
frustration working with students who are not irteelsin the learning process. By linking

the teacher’s performance evaluation, and in soistamces compensation, to student
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achievement, it is logical to assume that teachédte€xperience more intense
achievement emotions with these heightened expaasafThis assumption is supported
by the appraisal-theoretical framework, a foundatldramework for the control-value
theory of achievement emotions, and purports thatritensity of an emotional
experience will be heightened if a situation isrded as meaningful or germane to the
individual. Intuitively, situations that are sigigi&nt to a person involve them emotionally,
and conversely, those events that are insignifiaadtirrelevant to an individual's goals
will not evoke an emotional response.

Examining the impact, and hypothesized intendifica of achievement emotions
under current and proposed educational reformgiboited to the selection of Pekrun’s
(2006) control-value theory of achievement emotiasishis study’s theoretical
framework.

Coping

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) theorize coping as amyjaprocess that is
influenced by the individual's cognitive appraisélthe event; this appraisal then acts as
a catalyst for emotional arousal (Folkman & Lazaf@38). The authors define coping
as, “constantly changing cognitive and behavioffalres to manage specific internal and
external demands that are appraised as taxingoereding the resources of the person”
(Lazarus and Folkman, 1984). Coping is dynamighafting process in which a person
must, at certain times, rely more heavily one fafigoping, say defensive strategies, and
at other times, on problem solving strategieshasstatus of the person-environment

relationship changes” (Lazarus and Folkman, 19844p).
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Coping can be categorized into two general forensotion-focused coping or
problem-focused coping. Emotion-focused copingdpaes when an individual apprises
that nothing can be done to amend detrimentalfiiutreatening, or taxing
environment-person transactions (Schuster, Han&rMpore, 2003). The emotion-
focused coping response entails the individual mishing the emotional distress by
“avoiding, distancing, selective attention, pogtsomparisons and finding positive value
in negative events” (Schuster, Hammit, & Moore, 208. 120). Using this coping
strategy, the individual improves emotional sufigrby changing the meaning and
significance of the situation. Emotion-focused cwpis integrated by the individual more
often in stressful transactions that are appraaseghchangeable (Folkman & Lazarus,
1985) Problem-focused coping involves the individheang proactive in controlling or
changing the sources of stress; this may includaticrg alternative solutions, learning a
new skill, and exploring barriers to solutions. litem-focused coping is used more
frequently in situations in which the individual@pised the transaction as changeable
(Folkman & Lazarus, 1985).

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) propose a “goodneséis-difypothesis to an
individual’'s coping response, which suggests thatraon’s coping will be most
effective when there is a match between the chdmiggaf the stressor and the
appropriate form of coping applied to the stresSpecifically, an individual will use
more effective coping if the individual incorporateroblem-focused coping when
dealing with changeable stressors, and emotionsgxteoping when dealing with

unchangeable stressors.
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Coping is an important variable in this researciigtbecause of its hypothesized
function of mediating achievement emotions (Fren@eletz, Stephens, & Jacob, 2009).
As discussed earlier, research indicates that emotbound in academic settings and
such achievement emotions are intensified whesithation or event is of importance or
has relevance to the individual (Frenzel et alg2@ekrun, 2006; Pekrun et al., 2002).
Teachers working under high-stakes accountabgityrms may experience positive
achievement emotions such as excitement or enjolyroemay negative achievement
emotions such as anxiety, fear, or anger. As dssmiby Frenzel (2009) the emotions
experienced by a teacher impact his or her teadtehgvior. Teachers who experience
positive emotions such as joy are more likely tplement strategies with higher levels
of creativity and variation, whereas teachers egpemg negative emotions are more
likely to use more rigid teaching strategies, sashote memory tasks. Because emotions
do impact teaching behavior it is important to assehether a teacher’s coping potential
could mediate negative achievement emotions andligecircumvent the
implementation of less effective teaching strategie

In Frenzel et al.’s (2009) study, the variable ogpivas not postulated as a
mediating variable, but rather it was hypothesiwelde a predictive value of teacher
emotions, more specifically, Frenzel et al. posadahat a teacher’s subjective appraisal
of whether or not he or she had the coping potetatiaptimize teaching goals given
other factors. In this current study, however,abping element was hypothesized to be a
mediating agent in teachers’ handling of negatsl@evement emotions. For this study it

was important for the investigator to assess whetbleievement emotions would impact
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teaching practices regardless of teacher copimmpree or whether teacher’s coping
response served as a protective factor, medidtmgégative impact such emotions
could have on teaching practices.

Coping is an important variable in this reseatcidy because of its hypothesized
function of mediating negative achievement emotigitenzel, Goetz, Stephens, & Jacob,
2009). Research indicates that emotions aboundademic settings (Frenzel et al.,
2009; Pekrun et al., 2002; Pekrun, 2006). Therdfmréhis current research study, a
significant question was whether a teacher’s copgsgonse could effectively mediate
negative achievement emotions and thereby circutrtierpossible impact of such
emotions on teacher behavior in the classroom.

The Coalescence of Two Theories

This dissertation sought to examine teacher effen@iss under current
educational reforms using Pekrun’s (2006) contalltg theory of achievement emotions
and Porter’s (2011) theory of co-production. The theories coalesce in their
examination of factors impacting the teacher-studeationship and its subsequent
impact on student achievement. Frenzel et al."8928esearch model provided the basis
for this study’s conceptual model, however, sligigdifications were made to
specifically examine the role of teacher copingoogse as it pertains to teacher
effectiveness.

Theoretical Model for the Study
The hypotheses in this study were tested usinthenaretical model expressed in

Figure 3 (page 56), an adaptation of FrenzZdislel of Reciprocal Causation Between
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Teacher Emotions, Instructional Behavior éident Outcome3he model assumes a
correlational and directional relationship betw#®n seven different components of the
research design. The theoretical model postulatasatteacher’s perceived level of
control and the congruency between the teachelle\system and educational reforms
will be positively correlated to a teacher’s acleieent emotions. The model begins with
the variables: perceived control, attribution, péred student achievement, and value
correspondence variable. Based on the teacherjeciivie appraisal of these four
variables and their perceived correlation to susgesichieving student goals, it is
theorized, that the teacher will experience speeifhievement emotions. These
emotions will trigger the teacher’s coping respondach, it is hypothesized will
mediate the impact of emotions on teacher effetigs. The final element of the
hypothesized model is the variable “teacher effeckess.”

The first section of the theoretical model, atigated by the color blue, pertains
specifically to Pekrun’s (2006) control value theof achievement emotions. Once the
classroom teacher is apprised of the achievemeais dar his or her particular grade or
position, the classroom teacher makes a subjeapipeaisal of the level of perceived
success he or she will have in achieving theseestudarning goals with the specific
students in his or her classroom. As indicatedigufe 3 on the following page, these
four variables include: the teacher’s perceivedctadly in meeting student achievement
goals, the teacher’s perceived control over studehievement based on student
characteristics, to whom the teacher attributegarsibility for student achievement, and

the value correspondence between the teacher’s ggkiem and educational reforms.
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CONTROL: CONTROL:
TEACHER STUDENT CONTROL: VALUE:
COMPETENCY COMPETENCY ACCOUNTABILITY

Teacher Coping Potential: Does teacher have the personal resources to reach student
achievement goals given his/her achievement emotions?
The Brief COPE Scale

Figure 3: Theoretical Model
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The downward pointing arrows leading from the deetion of Figure 3 to the
orange section indicated the hypothesized reldtiprisetween the teacher’s apprised
sense of control and value correspondence anccthev@ment emotions experienced by
the teacher.

The next section of Figure 3, as indicated by thlercpurple is “teacher’s coping
response.” The downward arrow leading from teaelsrevement emotions and teacher
coping response indicates that the specific achnew emotions experienced by the
classroom teacher will elicit a subsequent copesponse.

The final component of this study’s theoretical mlod indicated by the color
green and is labeled “teacher effectiveness.” Adiogrto this model, it is hypothesized
that the teacher’s coping response to his or H@eaement emotions will impact his or
her effectiveness in facilitating student achievetn&he downward pointing arrow
connecting “coping response” to “teacher effecteasi indicates the relationship
between these two last variables in Figure 3.

Differences between this study’s design and Frenzet al.’s designFrenzel et
al.’s (2009), model of reciprocal causation betwtsather emotions, instructional
behavior and student outcomesovided the framework for this research modelyénwer,
the model was adapted in a number of significantswAs mentioned previously, in
Frenzel et al.’s study, the variable coping waspustulated as a mediating variable, but
rather it was hypothesized to be a predictive valueacher emotions. In the current
study the coping element was hypothesized to bediating agent in teachers’ handling

of negative achievement emotions.
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The last significant difference between this stadlyeoretical model and that of
Frenzel et al.’s is the latter’s inclusion of “féatk loops” in their model to address
recurring achievement emotions and their subseqogg#ct on instructional behaviors
and student achievement. The model put forth mrssearch is more limited in scope
and therefore does not address the impact of ieguachievement emotions on teaching
behaviors and student achievement.

Hypotheses

This research study examined the following fourdtigses:

Hypothesis 1 A teacher’s perceived level of control over studsttievement will
be significantly related to their achievement emmati and effectiveness in the classroom.

Hypothesis 2.The congruency between a teacher’s value systenthahdf current
educational reforms will be significantly relatedtheir achievement emotions and
effectiveness in the classroom.

Hypothesis 3. A teacher’s coping response will be a significaedmting effect
between a teacher’s achievement emotions anddfieativeness in the classroom.

Hypothesis 4.There is a significant linear and directional nelaship between a
teacher’s perceived control over student achievénttesm congruency between the
teacher’s values and educational reforms, the exachchievement emotions and
subsequent coping response, and, ultimately, Hieioeffectiveness in facilitating

student achievement in the classroom.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Participants

Districts. Three urban school districts participated in thuelgt Each district was
located on the Alaska road system and was compoiselémentary, secondary, K-8/K-
12, charter, and alternative schools. Although ehstnict represented different regions
of the state, they shared many similarities.

Two of the three school districts that participatethe study had very similar
numbers of teachers. The third district was smallstudent enrollment by eleven
percent, and subsequently had fewer teachers (-B8%g.smaller school district had four
fewer elementary schools than the average of pgaatiog districts. This difference was
not present with the number of secondary schoolseler this smaller district operated
more than double the average number of K-8 and Kehdols of the participating
districts.

Teachers Two thousand three hundred and twenty-six (n=2,82&}hers were
contacted through their district email addressgmatticipate in the study. All teachers
within the respective districts were eligible farpcipation in this study, as there was
neither exclusion nor restriction criteria basedarticipant demographic characteristics.
Eight hundred and forty-one teachers completedtineey, a thirty-six percent (36%)
response rate, with an overall sampling error o§@r minus 2.7%. According to
Sheehan (2001) and Hamilton (2003) this was anpéalbke response rate for this type of
study. Sheehan (2001) noted in his review of 3dlistufrom 1986 to 2000, that average

response rates for online surveys appear to beasog. The average response rate was
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determined to be approximately 36%, but decline8li#% during the 1998-99 period.
Hamilton (2003), in reviewing 199 online surveysyd a similar average response rate
of 32.25%; furthermore, surveys with higher sanges (>1,000) had lower response
rates on average.

The average age of the participants was forty-year old (Mye 44). The age
category with the greatest representation wasategory of teachers between 41-50
years old (n=246), which represented 29% of thdysparticipants. The second largest
age category was 51-60 years (28% of the samplwed closely by those teachers
aged 31-40 years (26%). Twelve percent of the shaghlation was between the ages of
21-30, and the smallest population was those tea@teyears or old or older (5%).

The majority of respondents were women teacher8(#)y; representing 72% of
the sample. Men teachers represented the remahtiex study population, with 28%.
The majority of respondents categorized themsedgad/hite (89%). The remaining
eleven percent of the study population included(oter of representation): Native
American or Alaska Native (2%), Hispanic (2%), “©th(2%), mixed racial background
(1%), Asian or Pacific Islander (1%), and blackAftican American (.2%). Three
percent of the study’s participants (3%) decline@rovide ethnicity information.

All participants in the study had achieved a mimmeducation level of a
bachelor’s degree. Thirty-one percent 31% had elcredits beyond the bachelor’s
degree, 22% had received Master’s degrees, 40%draed credits beyond the Master’s
degree, and 1% earned a doctorate of philosopkduration.

Participants had taught in public schools for agrage of thirteen years
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(Xexperience13) at the time of this study. The largest grotipespondents taught between
11-15 years (23%), followed by 20+ years (22%)06¢éars (19%), 16-20 years (15%),
0-3 years (11%), and the smallest group taughtdetviour and five years (10%).
Participants were closely split between the scheal at which they taught, elementary
versus secondary schools, with 45% of participtedgshing at the elementary level, 41%
teaching at the secondary level, and 11% teachiagambination of the two levels (i.e.
K-12, K-8). The remaining three percent of respansi¢gaught in nontraditional school
settings such as at a youth facility or the disgibome school program. Seventy-five
percent (75%) of teachers taught at larger schdéls or more students), followed by
21% of respondents who were working at schools ©26-450 students. The remaining
four percent of teachers taught at small schodls %25 or fewer students.

Table 1 on the following page provides the demogi@amformation of the study
sample. The sample was considered representatihe ¢tdérget population (Alaskan
teachers) as indicated by the correspondence pbprons across the study sample and

the full population of all teachers in the threetiggpating districts, and the state.
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Table 1
Participant Demographic Information
Sample Full
Population Population All Districts
n=841 n=3066 n=8339
n % n % n %
Gender
Male 237 28 920 30 2492 30
Female 604 72 2146 70 5847 70
Age (Years)
21-30 103 12 273 9 1104 13
31-40 218 26 729 24 2114 25
41-50 246 29 928 30 2310 28
51+ 274 33 1136 37 2811 34
Experience (Years)
0-5 179 21 831 27 2710 325
6-10 163 19 725 24 1799 21.6
11-15 196 23 687 22 1679 20.1
16-20 122 15 476 16 1017 12.2
21+ 181 22 347 11 1134 13.6
Education
2 years or < college 0 0 36 1 43 05
Bachelors degree 61 7 1363 44 4865 58.3
Bachelors degree + 278 33 o* 0O* o* 0*
Masters/Specialist 164 20 1642 54 3393 40.7
Masters degree + 338 40 25 1 38 0.5
Ethnicity
Caucasian 750 89 2885 93 7400 88.7
African American 2 0.5 33 1 97 1.2
Hispanic 15 2 33 1 119 14
Asian 9 1 39 1 161 2
Am. Indian/AK
Native 19 2.5 71 3 421 5
2 or more Ethncities 10 1 10 0.5 100 1.2
Pac. Island/ Hawaiian 0 0 1 0 5 0.1
Missing/Decline 36 4 6 05 36 04

" Bachelors + category not available answer choicéufbpopulation.
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A school’s Title | status indicates the numbertofients who qualify for free or
reduced meals at school based on Federal incometgauidelines per household size
(United States Department of Agriculture, 2013kchool’s poverty level must be at
least 40% to be categorized as a Title | schooichvlntitles it to special funding
considerations from the federal government. FoigyMepercent of respondents stated
they taught at a Title | school, forty percentetithey did not, and 12% did not know the
Title | status of their school.

Measures

The Teacher Co-production Survey The Teacher Co-production Sunveya
compilation of published measures, as well as astipnnaire that was developed
specifically for this study. Required permissiorus® questions from published measures
is located in Appendices I-M. Some of the publishezhsures were modified for this
research, as will be discussed further in thisieect

Variables Theoretically Linked to Achievement Emotons The two variables
central to Pekrun’s control-value theory of achraeat emotions (control and value)
were assessed using five different measures withenTeacher Co-production Suryey
these includedThe Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy S¢akchannen-Moran & Woolfolk
Hoy, 2001);The Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, ager Related To
Teaching(Frenzel, Goetz, Stephens, & Jacob, 2008g Teacher Questionnaire of
Values and Attitude Towards Educational Reforamsl, The Revised Causal Dimension
Scalein conjunction with an adapted versionldfe Teacher Causal Attribution Vignettes

(McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992; Clark & Artile3000).
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Control — teacher factors The level of control a teacher feels that he orlsdse
over student achievement was assessed using eacgfBcaleThe Teachers’ Sense of
Efficacy ScaléTschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) was seledtdthis study to
assess teachers’ perceived sense of control osétafing student achievement. This
scale was developed by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfalk kb assess the three major
components of teaching: instructional strategilEsstoom management, and student
engagement. The authors found the scale to haeptatite reliability scores for personal
teaching efficacyd = .77); and general teaching efficaoy« .72) (Hoy & Woolfolk,
1993). Research by Gibson and Dembo confirmeddhle salidity in both convergent
and discriminant validity (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993, g89).

In this study, the response choicesTae Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scedse
truncated from the published scale’s five pointfotar points in an effort to provide
consistency across the full survé@hé Teacher Co-production Survé&ppendix N).

Control — student factors.The teacher’s perceived level of control based on
student characteristics was assessed ugnogten of Frenzel et al.’$2009)Assessment
of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, and Anger Relate@idachingnvas used to measure
teacher’s perceived level of control experienceskldaon student characteristics. The first
section of this assessment tool was used, in whieleacher subjectively rates a specific
class on three variables integral to student aelnm@nt: academic performance,
motivation, and academic discipline. The teachen ttated the class in these three
variables as: rather low, average, or high. {Oxerall, how do you rate the level of

academic performance in this class?”).
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Control — attribution. To whom the teacher attributes responsibility tadsnt
achievement was assessed using two instrumentjanrction with each otherThe
RevisedCausal Dimension Scale (CDS(NIcAuley et al., 1992) antdihe Teacher
Causal Attribution VignetteClark, 1997), both of which were modified fordtstudy.

In its original form,The Teacher Causal Attribution Vignettesre comprised of
eight vignettes that described a student who hiéetifan exam. Specific reason for the
student’s failure on the exam was not provided, én@v the teacher was apprised of
three student factors in each vignette: achievemleitity, level of effort typically put
forth by student, and the presence or absenceliaigaosed learning disability.
Following each vignette, the teacher was promptgutdvide evaluative feedback, rate
their anger towards the student, rate their pityatals the student, rate their expectations
following the student’s failure, and to predict wimeg student failed (ability, effort, task
difficulty, or luck). This data was then evaluateddetermine the teacher’s causal
attribution for student achievement.

For this study, Clark’$he Teacher Causal Attribution Vignettesre tailored to
focus on student achievement as measured by sfigentormances on standards-based
assessments. In the first scenario offteacher Co-production Survegspondents were
asked to read a short scenario describing a grobpght students who demonstrate
attentive behaviors in class, complete their claskwn time, and were relatively high
achieving academically. In the first scenario, éhssidents performed poorly on the
standards-based assessments. The second sceradntpd the opposite details, in

which the group of described students were loweiopming and demonstrate less
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desirable study skills and classroom participatiorthis second scenario, the students
performed well on the standards based assessments.

Following each vignette, the teachers were askedittibute causation of the
students’ performance on the standards-based asmasth one of six responses (as
opposed to the original four in Clark’s vignettestiidents’ abilities, teacher’s ability to
teach these students; students’ effort; efforhefteacher; test difficulty; and luck. For
data analysis, the teachers’ responses were ts@nad to one of two categories of
causal attribution: the first being “self,” specdlly the teacher indicated that he or she
was responsible for the students’ test performgrares, the second being “other,” (the
student, luck, or test difficulty), in which cadeetteacher indicated a factor outside of the
teacher’s control was responsible.

The Revised Causal Dimension Scale (CDSIccording to the attribution
theory framework, there are three causal dimensigtiisn the causal attribution
framework: locus of causality (is the cause wittha attributor or external to the
attributor); locus of stability (is the cause stabler time or does it change); and, locus
of control (is the cause controllable or unconablé) (McAuley et al., 1992). The
CDSIl is an assessment tool designed by RusseP(1® gauge attribution along these
three loci. The author from its original versionised the scale in an effort to improve
the instrument’s control subscale, a goal thatacemplished with the scale’s latest
revision (McAuley et al., 1992, p. 572).

The internal consistencies of the four scales vi@rad to be within the

acceptable range (between .60 to .92) for mostmiinas, (McAuley et al., 1992, p.
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569). Confirmatory factor analysis conducted byshaly’s authors demonstrated that
the four-factor model was significant and, in conmgan to those models that combined
two or more of the dimensions, the four-factor maoudas superior.

For this study, respondents read two different @itgs (modified versions of
Clark’'s The Teacher Causal Attribution Vigneltésscussing two different groups of
students. After reading each vignette, the respanskdected one of six causal
attributions (students’ abilities, teacher’s akitib teach these students; students’ effort;
effort of the teacher; test difficulty; or luck)aked on how the respondent assigned
responsibility for the students’ performance onstendardized test. After selecting one
causal attribution, the respondent then answeretitblve items of Russell’'s CDSII to
determine the respondent’s attribution of locusanfsality, locus of stability, and locus
of control.

Value. TheTeacher Questionnaire of Values and Attitude towdtducational
Reformswas created for this research to evaluate howcher’s value systems correlate
with educational reforms. The purpose of this unsient was three-fold; first, to assess
teachers’ attitudes towards current and proposadatinal reforms; second, to assess
how such attitudes were correlated to the respdetesiue systems as professional
educators, and third, to evaluate internal andreatdactors that impact a teacher’s
attitude towards educational reforms (i.e., thele#&s personal value system, or the
opinions of colleagues at school).

This questionnaire consists of forty-two questiarg] is organized into four

different sections: “Attitude Towards No Child L&ehind,” “Attitude Towards
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Standards-Based Exams,” “Attitude Towards Merit,Pagd “Internal and External
Influences On Teacher’s Attitude Towards Refornhis.€onstructing this section of the
guestionnaire themes and questions from three éeaghnion surveys were integrated:
Stand by Me: What Teachers Really Think About Unibterit Pay, and Other
Professional MattergPublic Agenda, 2003 he MetLife Survey of The American
Teacher: Collaborating for Student Succ@gsrkow, 2010), and Conley and Goldman’s
survey questionnaire from their stutiow Teachers Respond to State-Level Education
Reform Policie$1998). As mentioned previously, the authors ofdhginal surveys
provided their consent for the use and modificagiohitems from their instruments (see
Appendices I-M).

The first section ol heTeacher Questionnaire of Values and Attitude toward
Educational Reformasked respondents to express their level of agree(agree,
strongly agree, disagree, strongly disagree) vistesn of the expressed goals of e
Child Left Behindegislation; i.e. “I believe that current educaabreforms are
providing students with an enriched educationagpam.” The second section of the
guestionnaire asked respondents to express theolesengruency between the teachers’
belief system and the use of standardized tesésaeorder current and proposed
educational policy; i.e. “I believe that StandaB#sed Assessment/High School
Qualifying Exam Scores are a reliable indicatostoident achievement.” The third
section of the survey solicited teachers to indi¢he level of agreement between their

belief system and different policy options relateanerit pay for teachers; i.e. “I believe
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merit pay for teachers, a.k.a. ‘merit pay,’ shookdgiven to the teacher who consistently
works harder, putting in more time and effort tindiner teachers.”

The fourth and final category @heTeacher Questionnaire of Values and
Attitude towards Educational Reformeqquested teachers to indicate the extent to which
their values and attitudes towards current andgeeg educational reforms are
influenced by different factors such as their peadwalue system or the opinions of
teaching colleagues. This section of the questioaneas based on Conley and
Goldman’s (1998Yeacher Survey of Value of Reform Effostgecifically the “Attitudes
Shaping Support” subscale, a survey designed bautiers to assess teachers’ attitudes
towards state-level educational reforms in Oregam.this studyTheTeacher
Questionnaire of Values and Attitude towards Ediocatl Reformsasked respondents to
indicate the degree to which eleven different fexctmpact their level of support for
educational reforms sind¢o Child Left Behind

Teachers were instructed to indicate the degreétoh each factor impacted
their level of support towards educational reforfnemn a four-point Likert scale of: none
at all, very little, somewhat, and to a great ektBespondents were asked to, “Choose
the response that best matches the degree to waathfactor impacts your attitude of
support or nonsupport of educational reforms.” Xaraple of the scale items included
“my philosophical beliefs as a teacher,” or “my@als history with school reforms,”
and “my principal’s opinion of educational reforfi® which respondents could respond,

“none at all, very little, somewhat, or, to a greatent.”
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Achievement emotionsAchievement emotions experienced by teachersan th
classroom were measured usthg second of two sections e Assessment of Teacher
Enjoyment, Anxiety, and Anger Related To Teac{ingnzel et al., 2009).

In this portion ofThe Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, @ger A
Related To Teachingespondent was asked to complete twelve itemgitdesgthree
different emotions (enjoyment, anxiety, and ang&perienced in the classroom while
teaching this class. This portion of the assessmartmprised of twelve statements, four
guestions from each subscale. An example of oleeske twelve items is: “I was worried
that my teaching in this class was not really gauslj” (anxiety subscale). Response
choices to these twelve items were on a four-ddkert scale: strongly agree, agree,
disagree, and strongly disagree.

For this study, the twelve items of the three salescwere combined and
randomized in such a way that items assessingaable three emotions were not
presented sequentially. In a study by the scaldlsaas the three subscales (enjoyment,
anxiety, and anger) were found to be internallyststent ¢ = .92, .89, and .86
respectively) (Frenzel et al., 2009, p.140).

Coping responseTo assess participants’ coping response to stnabeir lives,
teachers were asked to complete selected itemsThanBrief Cope ScalgEarver, 1997).
The scale’s original author created this abridgedion of the full scale COPE in an
effort to provide researchers with an instrumeat thas smaller in scope and therefore
less demanding of time from its participants, hogrgwovided the pertinent information

regarding respondents’ coping styles. The COPEeSuad Brief COPE Scale were
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developed based on Lazarus and Folkman (1984) nobdebing and from Carver and
Scheirer (1981, 1990) model of behavioral selfutagon (Carver, 1997, p. 93).

For this research, nineteen items, representingelscales from the Brief COPE
were selected. For the purpose of data analysiporeses to these nineteen items were
dichotomized into either an “adaptive coping” catgg or a “maladaptive coping”
category, based on summated scores of the seveoaded for adaptive coping (Active
Coping, Planning, Positive Reframing, Acceptanaanidr, Religion, and Using
Instrumental Support), and the four of subscalesf@adaptive coping (Self Distraction,
Denial, Substance Use, and Behavioral Disengagement

Carver (1997) established reliability and validgores with high Cronbach’s
alpha values for the Religion € .82) and Substance UseX .90) scales, and acceptable
values of Cronbach’s alpha were established fore¢h®ining selected subscales: Active
coping @ = .68), Planningo = .73), Positive Reframingt(= .64), Acceptanceu(= .57),
Humor @ = .73), Using Instrumental Suppodt € .64), Self-distractiona(= .71), Denial
(o = .54), Behavioral disengagemeatH.65).

Yusoff , Low, & Yip (2010) determined that mosttbe sub-scales of the Brief

COPE Scale demonstrated fair internal consisterf¥iaesoff, Low, & Yip, 2010, p. 43).
A study by Jacobson (2005) established the existefithree valid subscales, with
reliability scores ranging from .75 to .82; theseluded: Positive Coping, Passive
Coping, and Negative Coping.

Teacher effectivenessA portion of The Teaching and Learning International

Survey(TALIS) Teacher Questionnaiveas used to assess teacher effectiveness. This
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survey consisted of forty-three, close-ended gaestiWith permission from the OECD
(Appendix K), question 42 from the TALIS Teacherg3tionnaire was selected fbne
Teacher Co-production Survéy assess the frequency with which teachers impiézde
the three basic dimensions of instructional qudtitgssroom management techniques;
student orientation; and, cognitive activation)e®uon 42 provided nineteen statements
regarding teaching practices in the classroom*“(i@xplicitly state learning goals.”).
Respondents were then prompted to indicate how sfieh activities occurred in their
classroom throughout the school year. The respdmsiees were a five-point Likert
scale ranging from “never or hardly ever” to “imalst every lesson.”

This question from the TALIS teacher survey wasfbto have mostly
satisfactory reliabilities scores as indicated bgeptable values of Cronbach’s alpha its
three subscales: structured classroam. (73), student orientatiom €.70), and cognitive
activation ¢ =.72).

Survey Revisions

Prior to implementing he Teacher Co-production Surveydraft of the survey
was presented to this researcher’s graduate coeemibllowing the recommendations
of the committee, four revisions to the survey wasmpleted, in addition to minor
wording changes to improve clarity. The first rémsinvolved the demographic section
of the survey. Question five of the demographidisacelicits the number of years the
participant has been a teacher in the public schibelresponse choices were expanded to
include more categories. In particular, the origocsegory responses include 0-5 years

and 6-10 years. The committee’s recommendatiorpared these categories was based
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on research by Markow (2010), which indicated tieatwer teachers in the U.S. leave the
profession at a higher rate during the first fieans of teaching. Therefore, expanding
the number of response categories allowed for gretfferentiation in the category of
number of years experience. In addition to expamthe response choices in the
demographic category of “number of years in thdgasion,” the “school type” category
(question 6) and “size of school” (qQuestion 7) esge categories were expanded, per
recommendations by the graduate committee as kghanding the response choices
allowed for greater differentiation and accuracyhe data.

The second revision to tieacher Co-production Surveycommended by the
graduate committee was to improve the fluiditylef survey by presenting the survey
guestions in correspondence with the researchmeBiiman et al. (2009) underscore
the importance of flow in a survey design, compatime organization of the survey to a
“conversation,” which, “tends to follow a logicalder” (p. 157). By reordering the
presentation of each section of the survey to mthre research design, the flow of the
survey was improved.

The third revision td’he Teacher Co-production Surwegs improving the
consistency of response choices to the surveyignesBecause the majority of the
survey is comprised of formal, published scalestdlexisted variance amongst the scales
in terms of the number of preset response chofeale response choices were modified
to provide the respondent with four choices, asogpg to five and six choices in their

original scale versions. However, the responsegoaiees ofThe Revised Causal
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Dimension Scal@VicAuley et al., 1992) were not truncated becausé sn alteration
would endanger the integrity of this specific scale

The fourth and final revision téhe Teacher Co-production Suryasrtained to
The Revised Causal Dimension Scalee vignettes section of this scale were altemed i
such a way to “flip flop” assumptions that a teaamay make about high achieving and
low achieving students, i.e., that high achievihglents would be more likely to pass
standards-based assessments than low achievirepnstuth the two scenarios, the
vignettes were altered such that the group of hidtieving students was presented as not
passing the standards-based exam, and the lowauhgroup of students was presented
as passing the exam. The graduate committee recodetdehis change to force the
respondent to think outside of the expected out¢aneeeby provoking a more
thoughtful response. The final version of the Teado-Production Survey is located in
Appendix N.
Procedures

Prior to the solicitation of participants and cotlen of data, a research proposal
was submitted to the Institutional Review BoardR)Fat the University of Alaska
Fairbanks. It was determined that this researcjeprgualified for exemption from the
requirements of 45 CFR 46, on November 1, 2011 éAppx B). A second exemption
was granted for the following year as well (Appen@).

After IRB approval was gained, five of the largehsol districts in Alaska were
solicited for participation in the study, with tgeal of achieving participation from a

minimum of three districts. Larger, more diversbau districts were approached for this
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study in an effort to garner a larger sample angssection of teachers. In addition,
larger, urban school districts were selected feirtmore diverse student populations, in
contrast to the majority of rural school districtsAlaska that tend to serve students
within a predominant culture, specific to its gemgtic location (i.e., Athabascan, Inupiat,
Russian Orthodox populations).

Solicitations to conduct research were submittegbich of the five districts, and
three districts agreed to participate. Two distrietiquired formal applications; copies of
the applications are located in Appendix D and I&e Third district consented through
email correspondence (See Appendix F).

In line with Dillman et al.’s (2009) survey desiggcommendations, prior to
sending out the survey, an email to the threeidistiprincipals was sent to inform them
of the survey (Appendix G). The initial invitati@amail was sent to all prospective
participants’ official school district email addses on January 3, 2012 (Appendix H).
The invitation stated the purpose of the survegyioled the Web link through the online
survey tool Survey Monkey, as well as a link fog gharticipant to opt out of the study
and from any further email correspondence. Oncsgactive participants clicked on the
provided Survey Monkey link, they were directedre informed consent page of the
survey. Teachers who provided informed consenattqgypate in the study were then
immediately granted access to the survey. The gwas available for one month, and a
reminder email was sent to all subjects who hactaptpleted the survey one week after

the survey was available, and one week prior tclbging of the survey.
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Incentives. The initial email invitation also discussed thetiggation incentives
associated with survey completion. As noted byralh et al. (2009), incentives may be
offered to help encourage responses, therefordirghéwo hundred individuals who
completed the survey and furnished their email eskbrs received a $Apple ITunes
card, and all participants who completed the suaray provided their email addresses
were entered into a random drawing forAgple IPad Participants were informed that
their email addresses would be separated from skhievey responses through a filter
system provided by Survey Monkey to avoid any ckasfdinking participants’
identifying information with information provided ithe survey. A random number
generator was used to select Apple IPadwinner from the total number of eligible
participants. Winners of the incentive prizes wasatacted by email a week after the

close of the survey.
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Chapter 4: Results
Psychometrics of Study’s Scales

As a first step in the data analysis, teacherssser efficacy, teachers’ attitude
towards educational reform, teachers’ attributibstadent achievement, teachers’
achievement emotions and coping responses, andeisaanplementation of effective
teaching practices, were analyzed using SPSS ¢ondiete accuracy of data entry,
missing values, and fit between variable distritmsi and the assumptions of multivariate
analysis. Participant responses were found to barnwnormal distribution on each
measure as indicated by the lack of significantdsis or skewing in response
distribution to scale questions. None of the inaeleat variables retained for analyses
(gender, age, experience, and education level) dstrated multicollinearity.

Reliability of The Teacher Co-production Survey.To calculate the internal
consistency and reliability afthe Teacher Co-production Surv&rponbach’s alpha was
calculated for each of the survey’s scales andcalés. A reliability score of .70 and
higher is considered internally consistent; thaefanly scales and subscales with this
minimum score were used for further analyses (R&agker, 2005, p. 73). Table A.1
(See Appendix A) lists the Cronbach’s alpha sctoethe study’s instruments. Of the
six full scales, all but ond’fie Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, ager A
Related to Teaching,= .48) demonstrated acceptable reliability scores ofard@® higher.
The Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, ager Related to Teachiraghieved

an acceptable reliability score< .86) with the removal of the Enjoyment Subscale;
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therefore, all further analyses utilizing tAesessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety,
and Anger Related to Teachisgale were facilitated without the Enjoyment Salesc

Six of the twenty-four subscales in this study mlod achieve an acceptable
reliability scores of .70 or higher. From theacher Questionnaire of Values and Attitude
Towards Educational Reformihe “Attitude Towards SBAS” subscale had a religb
score ofa = .26. This score improved to a reliability scofera .67 with the removal of
two items (i.e. “I believe standards based asse#sni8BAs) /HSQE scores are a valid
indicator of teacher effectiveness;” and, “I beéestandards based assessments (SBAS)
IHSQE scores a reliable measure of student achewei)) however remained below the
desired reliability score of .70; therefore, thibscale was eliminated. The Causal
Dimension Scale, Revised, for “Self-Attribution” sva reliable measure with all of its
four subscales achieving reliable scores as welvéver, The Causal Dimension Scale,
Revised, for “Other Attribution” had two subscalds Locus of Causality subscate (
=.67) and Locus of Stability subscale<.64), that did not achieve scores high enough
to be considered reliable. The scale in its entided achieve a reliable score=. 79),
despite the two unreliable subscale scores, argldhly the full scale of the Causal
Dimension Scale, Revised, for “Other Attributionasvexamined further.

As mentioned briefly earlier, the Maladaptive Stdis of theBrief COPEwas
deemed unreliable due to its reliability score5of and was eliminated from further
analysis. The full scalBrief COPEand Adaptive Coping subscale both exhibited
satisfactory reliability scores with alpha levefs6 and .75, respectively; therefore the

full scale and Adaptive Coping subscale were usefufther analyses. Lastly, the full
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scale Teaching and Learning International Surveygleyed in this study to assess
teacher effectiveness, achieved an acceptablbitiliascore ofa = .75, as did its
Enhanced Student Activities subscale=(70). However the remaining two subscales
Student Orientatioru(=. 66) and Classroom Structure subscake 69) did not and
subsequently were eliminated from further analyses.
Selection of Study Variables

Gender, age, ethnicity, number of years teacbkmgrience, teacher education
level, Title | status of school, school size (numblestudents) and level (i.e. elementary,
middle school, etc.) were independent variablahisstudy. Four of these eight
variables were retained for analysis: gender, agmber of years teaching experience,
and teacher education level. Because of the honeitgest ethnicity in this study (89%
self-reporting Caucasian), ethnicity was elimindtedn further analysis. School
characteristics as they applied to the teacheri& wlace (Title | status, student body
size, and school level) did not provide significama the analyses and were subsequently
eliminated as well. Lastly, data was not disaggredjay school district to maintain
district confidentiality.
Analyses of Participant Demographics and Assessmekllteasures

The strength and significance of the relationsbigsveen study variables was
analyzed using the chi-square test of significatiuese results are located in Table A.2
(See Appendix A). Data were analyzed to deternfiaesignificant relationship existed
between the respondents’ demographic data andsese of efficacy (Table A.3, See

Appendix A), their attitude towards educationabrefs and those factors impacting such
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attitudes (Table A. 4, See Appendix A), the relasioip between the teachers’ subjective
assessment of student achievement, (Table A.5ABeendix A), the emotions they
experienced while teaching (Table A.6, See AppeAdjxteachers’ coping skills (Table
A.7, See Appendix A), as well as teachers’ impletaon of effective pedagogical
strategies that they implement in the classroonbl@fA.8, See Appendix A).

Cramer’'s V was used as the measure of associagtwvebn the nominal variables
above. Cramer’'s V was used to determine the stnevfghe relationship between the
cross-tabulated variables discussed above in thegctare tests of significance.

Means and standard deviations of scales, and coreglons between
demographic variables and scale item#s discussed in the prior section, Table A.2
(See Appendix A) provides the correlations betwibenindividual scales, its subscales,
and demographic variables; whereas, tables A.3igiré\.8 (See Appendix A) provide
the correlations between the individual scale itams the demographic variables. Tables
2 through 6 (below) provide qualitative overviewsleese correlations (between the
individual scale items and the demographic vargbl€hese findings are discussed in
the following subsections, which are organized ¢ales

The Teacher’'s Sense of Efficacy Scalkhe Teacher's Sense of Efficacy Scale
was comprised of 24 questions. The response cheieesa Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). The nsame ofThe Teacher’s Sense of
Efficacy Scalevas 3.15, with a standard deviation of .46. A srhatlexpected positive
correlation existed between the full scale and(al ), experience (.24) and

education level (.13). The Student Engagement subscale was also pegitnd
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significantly correlated to age (:1pand experience (.13. The subscale, Classroom

Management, also demonstrated a small but significarrelation with age (.13,

experience (.24), and education (.13. Table A.3 (See Appendix A) provides the

correlations between demographic variables and imalohidual scale item. Table 2

below summarizes these findings.

Table 2

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scaleummary of Findings

Demographic

Finding

Gender

Experience
Level

Education
Level

Age

There was not a significant difference betwmale and female
teachers and their sense of efficacy in the classro

As would be expected, the teachers’ experiencd \eag very
significantly related to thetvelief in their abilities to successfully
facilitate student achievement. Teachers with neageerience felt
significantly more efficacious in their abilities €ngage students,
manage their classrooms, and facilitate instruction

Teachers with higher education levels felt morecatiious
overall in their ability to teach students. Witlegter levels of
education, teachers felt significantly better ablerovide
effective instruction and manage their classrodaasication
level, however, was not significantly related todsnt
engagement.

Mirroring the significant correlations betweexperience level
and teacher’s sense of efficacy, as teachers det ey feel
significantly more efficacious in their overall tdang ability,
including their ability to engage students in tekademic task,
manage their classrooms, and provide effectiveungon.
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The Teacher Questionnaire of Values and Attitudewards Educational
Reforms This scale was comprised of 40 statements regaairent and proposed
reforms. Response choices were in the form of artLikcale with 1 = strongly disagree
and 4 = strongly agree. The mean scorér@ Teacher Questionnaire of Values and
Attitude Towards Educational Reformas 2.58 with a standard deviation of .590.
Correlations between the scale and the demographi@bles revealed a number of
modest but significant relationships. Teachersral@agreement with current and
proposed education reforms was negatively cormlaith teacher age (-.13,
experience (-.19), and teacher education level (-.)1The NCLB subscale was
negatively and significantly correlated to teachge (-.07). A modest but significant,
negative correlation existed between the Merit fyscale and all of the demographic
variables: gender (-.09, age (-.16), experience (-.25), and education level
(-.117). Table A.4 in the Appendix (See Appendix A) prars the correlations between
demographic variables and each individual scalg.ifeable 3 on the following page

summarizes these findings.
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Teacher Questionnaire of Valuasd Attitude Towards Educational ReformSummary

of Findings

Demographic

Finding

Gender

Experience
Level

Education
Level

Age

There were no significant differences betwaen and women
teachers and their overall attitude towards curagait proposed
education reforms. However, there was a significififierence
between their views on merit pay, with male teaslo®ing more
supportive of pay-for-performance incentives tHagirtfemale
colleagues. Men teachers were more receptive tl@anfemale
colleagues to merit pay for those teachers whaskests score
higher on standardized tests, specialize in haifdHsubjects,
and work with at-risk students or in at-risk sctsool

A teacher’s experience level was very significangiated to their
attitude towards educational reforms—with more ewgpee in
the classroom, teachers were less receptive talbeerrent
reforms in education. Teachers with more experielitered
very significantly from their less experienced ealjues in
opposing merit pay. Their philosophical beliefsaasacher,
classroom experience, and educational coursewbckaributed
to differentiating themselves from their less exgeced peers in
opposing current educational reforms.

Teachers who attained higher levels of educatiare we
significantly less supportive of educational refgrthan their less
educated peers, specifically federal No Child IBehind
legislation and merit pay.

Age was not a significant factor in teachexgrall attitude
towards educational reforms. However, older teact#fered
significantly from their younger colleagues in theisbelief that
NCLB is providing an accelerated education progeaut
facilitating challenging content for students. tiddion, older
teachers did not believe that teacher quality gsaved under
NCLB professional development. Older teachers ditfdrom
their younger peers in their belief that the usstahdardized
assessments to monitor teacher effectiveness sretaéss for
teachers and encourages educators to teach testkedther
sources of information should be used accordirtheanore
senior teachers.
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Causal Dimension Scale, Revised, and Student Achimeent VignettesAfter
reading two short vignettes regarding studentsgoerances on a test, the study
participants indicated whether they attributedstuelents’ performances to the teacher
(attribution to self) or to factors outside of tieacher (attribution to “other”). Based on
their responses, participants were automaticatgotied to complete the appropridtee
Causal Dimension Scale, Reviséat self-attribution or “other” attribution, depding on
their selected response. After reading each ofviloevignettes, the respondent read
twelve attribution statements and selected a nuifinber 1 to 9 on a Likert scale
indicating their agreement with the statement. Maan score of those teachers who
attributed responsibility for student achievementhie teacher was 5.23, with a standard
deviation of 2.50. The mean score of those teaalieosattributed responsibility for
student achievement to factors outside of the eraghs 5.12, with a standard deviation
of 2.78.

Demographic variables for both attribution typgslfand “other”) were not
correlated significantly witifheCausal Dimension Scale, Reviseith the exception of
one subscalehe Locus of Personal Control subscale of theaélfioution subscalélhe
correlation between this subscale and gender Wa37(}. Of those respondents who
attributed student achievement to the teacheretivas a significant difference between
male and female teachers in terms of how they padeersonal control over student
achievement. Male teachers expressed less congoktudent achievement, and placed
power over student achievement outside themseigesisantly more than their female

counterparts.
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The Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, amijér Related to
Teaching.This scale was comprised of 4 subscales: Teacheg raf student
achievement level subscale, the Enjoyment subsitee\nxiety subscale, and the Anger
subscale.

The Teacher Rating of Student Achievement Levbteale assessed the teachers’
subjective appraisal of his or her class’ acadgrarformance by having the teacher rate
the class on perceived levels of academic perfocmanotivation, and academic
discipline. The answer choices included “rather (@)y’ “average (2),” or “high (3)” for
a possible total of overall achievement level of Be mean score on this subscale was
6.01 with a standard deviation of 1.70. Teachengatf student achievement levels was
significantly correlated to age (.Q8&nd experience (.0 and is described in further
detail in Table 4 on page 89.

The remaining three subscalesTtie Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety,
and Anger Related to Teachimgere each comprised of four statements concerning
emotions experienced in the classroom. Respondetitated how they typically felt
when they were teaching a specific class (i.eeftitense and nervous teaching this
class.”), and responded to a Likert scale rangiognfl to 4, with 1 indicating strongly
disagree and 4 indicating strongly agree. The n3eare of teachers experiencing
negative achievement emotions (the remaining steaates assessed negative emotions
because of the removal of the Enjoyment subscads)68 with a standard deviation
of .58. Correlations between the scale and the despbic variables revealed a number

of modest but significant relationships. Howeveye &.11"), education level (-.09) and
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teaching experience (-.17 were all significant factors in how frequentlyemcher
experienced negative achievement emotions in tssom. Gender was not a
significant influence on teachers’ achievement eomgtin the classroom.

Correlations between the demographic data anduhscales ofhe Assessment
of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, and Anger Relatétearhingalso demonstrated small
but significant differences between groups. Tedsleage was negatively correlated with
anger (-.12) and anxiety (-.08, but positively correlated with his or her subijee
appraisal of classroom achievement levels (.08chimg experience mirrored these
results, with experience being negatively correlatith anger (-.14) and anxiety
(-.18"), yet positively correlated with teacher ratingctiss (.07). The level of
educational attainment achieved by the classroacher was also correlated modestly to
teacher’s experience of anger (-)08nd anxiety (-.09). These results are summarized

in the Table 4 on the following page.
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Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, and ARegated To TeachingSummary

of Findings

Demographic

Finding

Gender

Experience
Level

Education
Level

Age

There was not a significant difference betweale and female
teachers in the amount of anxiety or anger theayrighe
classroom.

However, gender did play a role in how a teachbjesiively
appraised their students’ performances, with nmedelters being
significantly more likely to rate the academic jpeniance of their
class higher than female teachers.

Teachers with more experience in the classroomrep=
significantly fewer negative achievement emotionerall than
their less experienced peers.

In addition, more experienced teachers rated dtedents’
achievement and motivational levels significantighter than
their less experienced teaching colleagues.

Teachers’ education level was significantly relaeéeelings of
anxiety and anger in the classroom. Teachers whamatl higher
levels of education experienced less negative aehient
emotions overall than those teachers with lessatdc

Feelings of anger and anxiety were negativetyetated with
teacher age. Older teachers reported significdeter incidents
of feeling angry or anxious during teaching compacetheir
younger colleagues.

Older teachers were also more likely than youngectiers to rate
their class’ academic and motivation levels highan their
younger peers.

The Brief COPE ScaleThis scale was comprised of nineteen items in which

responders were presented with different copingameses, and had to respond to each

statement with “never (1),” “sometimes (2),” “ofté8),” and “very often (4).” The
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majority of statements represented adaptive comsgonses (n = 13), and those that
were maladaptive coping responses (n = 6) wereeddarreverse. The mean score on the
full scale was 3.13, with a standard deviation.892 Gender was significantly, although
modestly, correlated with the full scBeief COPE(.17" ), however no other
demographic variables demonstrated a significametadion with the full scale.

A number of slight, but significant, correlatiomsisted between the Adaptive
subscale of thBrief COPEand gender (.17, age (.10), and teaching experience (.8
Teachers’ education level was not significantlyretated to the full scale or any of its
subscales. The summary of findings of Breef COPEand its subscales is provided

below in Table 5.

Table 5

TheBrief COPE: Summary of Findings

Demographic Finding

Gender There was a significant difference betweale mnd female

teachers' adaptive coping response. Female teadspend to
stressors using adaptive coping strategies moea tiftan their
male colleagues.

Experience As teachers gain more experience, they implemen¢ mdaptive

Level coping skills, such as talking about their probleand active
problem solving. A significant relationship existeetween
experience and teachers implementing adaptive gstrategies.

Education There was not a significant difference betweenhees:
Level education level and their use of adaptive copinlissk
Age There was a significant difference betweenrodohel younger

teachers’ implementation of adaptive coping stiags older
teachers implement more adaptive coping stratelygstheir
younger peers.
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The Teaching and Learning International Survey Telaer QuestionnaireThe
TALIS Teacher Questionnaire was comprised of elestatements regarding effective
pedagogical practices. Selecting from a Likertescadspondents indicated how often
they implemented the teaching strategy (“never; (d9metimes”(2), “quite a bit” (3),
and “almost always” (4). The mean score of thedadlle was 2.47 with a standard
deviation of 2.47. Small but significant correlatsoexisted between the TALIS full scale
and teacher experience (.p&nd teacher education level (P8 he subscale Student
Orientation was also found to be significantly etated with gender (.1Q. There were
no other significant correlations between the TALl® scale and subscales and this

study’s demographic variables. Table 6 on the Yalhg page summarizes these findings.
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Table 6

The Teaching and Learning International Surveyl(lB): Summary of Findings
Demographic Finding

Gender There was a significant difference betweale mnd female

teachers' implementation of student-oriented prastin the
classroom. Female teachers differentiate instrodiesed on
student ability and encourage debate more oftemttigir male

colleagues.
Experience As teachers gain more experience, they impleméattefe
Level teaching strategies with greater frequency thaim kbgs

experienced peers. More experienced educatorgifidrentiate
instruction and grouping based on ability more ottean less
experienced teachers. Teachers who have taugtdriang more
likely to explicitly state the learning goals ammyiew homework
with students. More seasoned teachers are alsolikelseto
facilitate enhanced learning activities with thaindents.

Education Teachers who have attained higher levels of edutatiplement

Level effective pedagogical strategies more often thasdtieachers
with lower education levels. For example, teackets more
education ask their students to compose essaysxqtan their
thinking more often than those teachers with |essation.

Age Age was not a significant indicator of how ofteteacher
implemented effective teaching strategies or not.

Correlations between study scaldable 7, following this section, contains the
correlations between the study’s scales. All catrehs followed expected directional
relationships (i.e. negative versus positive). gndicant, positive correlation existed
betweenThe Teaching and Learning Instructional Suraegl The Teacher’s Sense of
Efficacy Scal€.40 ) andThe Brief Cope Scalel9").

Very modest, positive correlations existed betwEea Teaching and Learning

Instructional SurveyandThe Teacher Causal Attribution Vignette-Self Atttibn (.08),
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The Teacher Questionnaire of Values and Attitudeafds Educational Reforfil2"),
andThe Student Achievement Teacher Rating Sckle). A negligible, but significant,
negative correlation existed betweHEme Teaching and Learning Instructional Survey
andThe Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, ager Related to Teaching
(-.09).

A moderate, negative correlation (-.33vas present betwedte Teacher’s
Sense of Efficacy Sca@dThe Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, aager A
Related To Teachind\ minor, though significant, positive correlatieristed between
The Teacher’s Sense of Efficacy S@ald The Student Achievement Teacher Rating
subscale (.17), and a more moderate relationship was preseneleet the Teacher's
Sense of Efficacy Scale and The Brief COPE scale J. Minor, significant, positive
correlations existed between theacher Causal AttributioB8cale“Other” Attribution
andThe Teacher Questionnaire of Values and Attitudeards Educational Reform
(.127) andThe Brief Copescale (.07. Similarly, a subtle positive correlation was
established betweéerhe Teacher Questionnaire of Values and Attitudeards
Educational RefornandThe Brief COPH.10 ). Lastly, significant negative correlations
of moderate levels existed betweRme Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, and
Anger Related to Teachirand the Student Achievement Teacher Rating subscal

(-.36") and theBrief COPE(-.22").



Table 7

Correlations Between Assessment Measures

Vignettes- Vignettes- Questionnaire  Frenzel Student
Measure TALIS TSES Self "Other" Values/Attitude Assessmen Achievement COPE
TALIS 1 .40 .08 -0.06 12" -0.09 100 19
TSES 1 0.05 -0.04 0.05 -0.33 A7 34
Vignettes-Self 1 -0.51 12" 0.02 0.00 .07
Vignettes- 1 0 0.03 -0.05 -0.06
"Other"
Questionnaire 1 0.05 -0.03 .10
Values/Attitude
Frenzel 1 -0.36 -0.22
Assessment
Student 1 0.04
Achievement
COPE 1

. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
", Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

¥6
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Path Analyses to Evaluate Hypotheses

The study’s hypotheses are visually representéaeidlypothesized Path Model
of Teacher EffectivenegBigure 1, p. 26). This recursive model represdrgsstudy’s
hypothesized predictors of teacher effectivenesginming with those variables predicted
to elicit achievement emotions (control, studerieement, attribution, and value
correspondence between teachers and reforms)widldy the subsequent achievement
emotions experienced by the individual, trailedHos predicted mediating variable
teacher coping response, and concluding with thiahle teacher effectiveness.
Measured (observed) variables are representedctanigdes. Arrows connecting
variables represent a hypothesized, directionaticglship between the model’s variables,
and the absence of a connecting line indicatepathgsized lack of direct effect.
Assumptions

The study’s assumptions were evaluated througbtatistical programSPS$
andAMOS’. The data set contained responses from 841 teacHee hypothesized
model (and the subsequent post hoc model) wasastiwith maximum likelihood
estimation and evaluated by three different attabugoodness of fit indices, strength of
relationships among the variables, and the sigmfte of causal paths.

To evaluate goodness of fit, well-establishedaadiwere selected for analyses,
these included: model chi-square, CMIN/DF, GFI, AGFFI, and RMSEA. The model
chi-square is the most straightforward fit statistnd is the produciN¢1) Ry, with N-1
representing the sample’s overall degrees of free@md F. equaling the statistical

criterion minimized in maximum likelihood estimati¢Kline, 2005, p. 135). The
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researcher fails to reject the null hypothesis, iardbing so supports the researcher’s
model, when the model’s resulting chi-square sm®n-significant. A non-significant
chi-square score is desired as an indicator ofoa itting model;

Therefore it is the failure to reject the null hyjpesis that supports the

researcher’s theory. This logic is backward from tisual reject-support context

for statistical tests where it is the rejectiortted null hypothesis that supports the

researcher’s theory. (Kline, 2005, p. 136).

The CMIN/DF is a chi-square based measure of éligarcy, which uses the
maximum likelihood estimation chi-square test anides the minimum discrepancy by
its degrees of freedom (Kline, 2005, p. 136). TIMIK/DF model fit index is sensitive
to sample size; it can reject path models that beaglausible with bigger sample sizes.
The equation for calculating the CMIN/DF is*/af.

The goodness-of-fit index (GFI) and the adjusteddpess-of-fit index (AGFI)
are absolute fit indexes that “estimate the propomf variability in the sample
covariance matrix explained by the model” (Klin@03, p. 143). The AGFI adjusts the
estimate based on model complexity, with higheexsicores achieved by less complex
models. The GFl is calculated by subtracting frothelquotient of fr_ by the value of
fit function when all model parameters are zd¥g):(1 —Fu./Fo. Adjusting for parsimony,
the AGFI is calculated with the following equatidn= (1 — GFI) [v (v + 1) / 2¢}{.

The comparative fit index (CFI) gauges the retmhancement of model fit of
the researcher’s model compared with the null mofieero population covariances

among the observed variables (Kline, 2005, p. 170¢. CFl assumes that all latent
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variables are uncorrelated and this is the null@ehtalwhich the sample covariance is
compared. It is calculated by the following formu@&®-df )(null model) - (X-

df )(proposed model)/( (%df )(null model). The CFl is used often in struaiuequation
modeling because it is one of the fit indices thd¢ast impacted by sample size (Kline,
2005, p.140).

The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RM3JEsRalso a parsimony-
adjusted index, providing more favorable modelffitsthose models that approximate
the data similarly to more complex models howevigh Vess intricacy (Kline, 2005, p.
137). The RMSEA estimates a non-central chi-sqdesteibution by measuring the
degree of falseness of the null hypothesis, anctthee the degree of misspecification of
the researcher's model. The expression for caiog@®@MSEA is\aw/df, (N — 1). Kline
(2005) describes the RMSEA as a “badness-of-fiedin which a calculation of zero is
indicative of the best fit, and values greater tharo indicate a more inferior fit (p. 138).
RMSEA values less than or equal t0.05 indicateagoodel fit.

Index scores for the GFI, AGFI, and CFI that areater than .90 are considered
acceptable, and scores of .95 and higher indibatenbdel fits the data well (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2007). According to Tabachnick and Fid@007) an RMSEA score that is less
than .06 is considered a good fit.

In evaluating strength of relationships amongalags, standardized paths should
be at least 0.20 and “ideally above 0.30 to beidensd meaningful for discussion” (Hoe,
2008, p. 79). Significance of path coefficientof. 05 or less indicate that the null

hypothesis can be rejected (Hoe, 2008, p. 79).



98

Model Estimation

There was only marginal support for the hypothesigath model (Chi Square
273.40, p < .00, CMIN/DF= 18.23, GFI= .92, AGFI$,&Fl = .53, RMSEA= .14).
Despite the model's achieved Goodness of Fit Irafe®2, the model’'s chi-square was
significant indicating a non-fitting model. The C#fl.53 was well below the desired .95,
and the RMSEA of .14 missed the preferred minimdéin®®. However, the model’s
paths did indicate significance in five out of g®ven paths, with each significant path
demonstrating moderate to strong causality, as ise€able 8 below.

Table 8
Standardized Regression Weights of Paths in Hypatbe Teacher Effectiveness Model

Path

Causal Path Coefficient SE
Achievement Emotions<---Perceived Control -0.38 0.04
Achievement Emotions<---Value 0.06 0.07
Achievement Emotions<---Student Achievement -0.30 0.03
Achievement Emotions<---Attribution 0.02 0.02
Coping<---Achievement Emotions -011 0.03
Teacher Effectiveness<---Coping 0.33 0.04

FHE

p<.001
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Post Hoc Model

Post hoc model modifications were facilitated maétempt to create a better
fitting model for predicting teacher effectiveneSgnificant fit improvement resulted by
adding two paths from the variable control, onettalent achievement, and the other to
teacher effectivenesas well as by eliminating two of the model’s vates) teacher’s
value correspondence with educational reforms #mnitdation, and their non-significant
paths to achievement emotions. This is illustrateigure 4Post-Hoc Model of Teacher

Effectivenessn the following page.
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Figure 4: Post-Hoc Model of Teacher Effectiveness

With these modifications, the post hoc model fé ttata and achieved a desirable, non-
significant chi-square of 3.63 (p< .305). This rabenhancement also resulted in more
favorable model fit scores (CMIN/DF= 1.21, GFI=Q,.AGFI= .99, CFI=1.00, and
RMSEA= .02). All of the seven paths in the Post Ntmdel were very significant and

exhibited estimates ranging from modest to strasgshown in Table 9 (See page 101).
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Table 9
Standardized Regression Weights of Paths in Postlidacher Effectiveness Model

Path
Causal Path Coefficient SE
Student Achievement<---Perceived Control 0.23 0.05
Achievement Emotions<---Perceived Control -0738 0.04
Achievement Emotions<---Student Achievement -0.30 0.03
Coping<---Perceived Control 021 0.02
Coping<---Achievement Emotions -0.67 0.02
Teacher Effectiveness<---Coping 024 0.07
Teacher Effectiveness<---Perceived Control 0.50 0.05

EZ33

p<.001
Group Comparisons

The post-hoc path model was analyzed across ttegetit demographic
groupings (teacher age, experience level, genddreducation achievement) to assess
model fit. Table 10 and Table 11 on the followiragps (See pages 102 and 103)
illustrate the models’ Maximum Likelihood Estima{@®4LE), Standard Errors (SE) and

Goodness of Fit indices.



Table 10

Maximum Likelihood Estimates of Post-Hoc Model of Teacher Effectiveness for Gender, Age, Education, S
and Experience
Post Hoc Model Gender Age Education Experience

Causal Path Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate
Student Achievement<-- ) ~ . .
Perceived Control 023 0.05 0.23 0.05 0.27 0.05 0.23 0.05 0.27 0.05
Achievement Emotions<-- ) . ) )
Perceived Control -0.38 0.04 -.38 0.04 -037" 004 -037 0.04 -35 0.04
Achievement Emotions<-- . " "
Student Achievement -0.30 0.03 -.30 0.03 -0.30 0.03 -0.30 0.03 -.30 0.03
Coping Response<-- )
Perceived Control 0.21 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.03 -.01 0.03
Coping Response<-- )
Achievement Emotions -0.07 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 -.01 0.02
Teacher Effectiveness<-- ~ ~ ) .
Coping Response 0.24 0.07 0.49 0.07 0.31 0.07 0.27 0.07 0.32 0.07
Teaching Effectiveness<-- )
Perceived Control 0.50 0.05 0.11 0.05 0.14 0.05 0.09 0.05 -0.56 0.05

*

” p<.001

SE



Table 11
Model Fit Summaries of Post-Hoc Model of Teacher Effectiveness for Gender, Age, Education, and Experience

Model Chi-square P CMIN/DF  GFI AGFI CFI RMSEA
Hypothesized Model 273.40 0.00 18.23 0.92 0.86 0.53 0.14
Post Hoc Model 3.63 0.31 1.21 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.02
Post Hoc Model for Gender 6.47 0.37 1.08 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.01
Post Hoc Model for Age 17.23 0.14 1.44 0.99 0.96 0.98 0.02
Post Hoc Model for Education 18.05 0.11 1.50 0.99 0.96 0.97 0.03
Post Hoc Model for Experience 25.92 0.04 1.21 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.04
Post Hoc Model for Experience* 17.90 0.14 1.49 0.99 0.96 0.98 0.02

*Suppressing two paths to “coping response” variable.

Adapting model to fit for teacher experience level:
By constraining all parameters to be equal then freeing parameters, it was determined that the two paths leading to coping
response were determined to be non-invariant; once these paths were suppressed the model achieved an acceptable fit.

€01
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The post-hoc model fit the data of all of the denapyic subgroups with the
exception of teacher experience, which had a cha&sgvalue of 25.92 and a significance
level of .04, below the desired p>.05. Further gsialindicated that the post-hoc model
fit the data for teacher experience when the twbgkeading to teacher coping response
were suppressed (control-->coping response ané\aamnient emotions-->coping
response).

Summary of Results

The results of this study did not support the higpeized path model of teacher
effectiveness. Two factors which were hypothesipegredict teacher achievement
emotions—teacher’s attribution of responsibility $dudent achievement, and teacher’s
values as they relate to educational reform—wenaddao have no significant impact on
emotions that teachers experience in the classrébmremoval of these two variables in
the post hoc model improved the model’s fit of daa. The addition of three direct
paths from the variable control to the model’s rammg variables (student achievement,
coping response, and teacher effectiveness) atstamtially improved the path model
and resulted in a model that represented the dbtsstly.

Although only a modest effect was establishedy#iselts of this study indicate
that a teacher’s coping respomgesserve as a mediating factor between a teacher’s
emotions and his or her effectiveness in the abassr

In this study, the most significant factor in pgohg teacher effectiveness was
teachers’ perceived level of control. A teacheesse of control was most strongly

related to teacher effectiveness. The more effe@iteacher felt in planning and
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facilitating learning activities to attain givenweghtional goals, the more likely he or she
was to incorporate effective teaching strategidh students. In addition, the more
efficacious teachers felt in the classroom, theenli@ely they were to rate their students’
academic performance at a higher level. Higher$ewkself-efficacy in teachers also
contributed significantly to the likelihood thaatghers would experience positive
achievement emotions in the classroom.

The post hoc path model of teacher effectivenessol to be a good fit between
the data of the study’s different groups, with éxeeption of those groups determined by
experience levels. When the two paths leadingdorétriable coping response were
suppressed the model achieved an acceptabletfietdata for this subgroup. A brief
summary of the hypotheses of the study and the neaidts are presented in Table 12 on

the following page (See page 106).
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Table 12
Brief summary of hypotheses and main results.

Hypotheses Results

A teacher’s perceived level of control ~ Teachers' perceived control over student

over student achievement will be achievement was significantly and directly
significantly related to their achievementrelated to teachers' achievement emotions, as
emotions and effectiveness in the demonstrated by a strong, negative
classroom. relationship between teachers' sense of

efficacy and anxiety and anger while
teaching. Teacher's sense of self-efficacy was
strongly and positively related to teacher
effectiveness in the classroom. This
relationship between teachers' sense of self-
efficacy and effectiveness in the classroom
was stronger than that between teacher
efficacy and achievement emotions.

The congruency between a teacher's  Path analysis indicated the congruency
value system and that of current between a teachers' value system and
educational reforms will be significantly educational reforms was not significantly
related to their achievement emotions anelated to teachers' achievement emotions,
effectiveness in the classroom. and subsequently a significant path did not
exist between a teacher's value system
congruency and teacher effectiveness.

A teacher’s coping response will be a A non-significant, negative relationship
significant mediating effect between a  existed between teachers' achievement
teacher’s achievement emotions and theemotions and their coping response.
effectiveness in the classroom. However a moderate, positive relationship,
which was significant in nature, existed
between teachers' emotions and their
effectiveness in the classroom.

There is a significant linear and A significant model linking each of these
directional relationship between a factors was not established using the study's
teacher’s perceived control over student data. However, a path model that fit the data
achievement, the congruency between thveas found that established a linear,

teacher’s values and educational reformslirectional relationship between teachers'

the teacher’s achievement emotions andperceived control over student achievement,
subsequent coping response, and, teachers' emotions and coping response, and
ultimately, his or her effectiveness in  teacher effectiveness.

facilitating student achievement in the

classroom.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

Two of the four hypotheses put forth in this stuegre supported by the data, a
third hypothesis was partially supported, and atfowas unsupported. Substantiating
the study’s first hypothesis, teachers’ perceivaetl of control over student achievement
was strongly related to both teachers’ achieverasrdtions and their effectiveness in the
classroom. The study’s second hypothesis was Hgtdupported by the data. The
congruency between a teacher’s value system andftbarrent educational reforms was
notsignificantly related to teachers’ achievement eomst and subsequent effectiveness
in the classroom. The third hypothesis was corralgor by the study’s data; a teacher’s
coping response did serve as a modest, mediatiact dletween the achievement
emotions teachers experience in the classroomhendetffectiveness in facilitating
student learning. Lastly, the study’s fourth hymsis was not supported by the data; a
significant linear and directional relationshipween hypothesized factors contributing
to teacher achievement emotions was not establisisaslo factors (the congruency
between the teacher’s values and educational refard attribution of responsibility for
student achievement) were found to be inconsecplertdbwever, a post hoc path model
did facilitate a significant, linear and directibmelationship between the remaining
variables (control, student achievement, achievémotions, coping response, and
teacher effectiveness).

Therefore Pekrun’s control-value theory of achmeeat emotions was not fully
supported by this study’s findings, as the valuaponent of the theory did not

contribute to teachers’ achievement emotions asthgsized. Most likely, the reason for



110

this is due to this study’s re-conceptualizatioPekrun’s “value” term. For this study,
value was postulated as the correspondence betwed@acher’s value system and its
correlation with current and proposed educatioeirms. Whereas Pekrun’s definition

of “value” was less specific and included: “pos#tivmtrinsic values related to the
achievement action or activity” and the “subjectingortance of achievement outcomes;”
(Pekrun, 2006, p. 23). In this study, the correlatietween the teacher’s value system
and educational reforms was pursued in an effaasgess how such correlation impacted
teacher emotions. The underlying goal was to asicenthether teachers’ attitudes
towards reforms and the correlation between their value systems impacted their
feelings in the classroom, specifically, whetharctang under such structure impacted
the emotions teachers experienced.

Attribution was not a significant factor in pretiliy teachers’ achievement
emotions either. Despite the large majority of besas in this study who attributed
responsibility for student achievement to othetdexoutside of themselves, attribution
was not a significant predictor of their emotionghe classroom. Therefore, it appears
from these results, that teachers do not let thedief that factors beyond the classroom
impact children’s learning negatively impact theinotions, or subsequently influence
their effectiveness in the classroom.

In his research of teacher burnout, Hochschil@8)9efers to such containment
of feelings as emotional labour, the professioaguirement of teachers to induce or
suppress feelings in order to sustain the outwppgarance that produces the “proper

state of mind in others” (Hochschild quoted in Haayes, 1998, p.7). Hochschild (1983)
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found that there is a high cost to such emoticaiabt, as it contributes significantly to
teacher burnout and emotional exhaustion. Schup(29d0) facilitated a longitudinal
study of 103 teachers and found that those teagtteexperienced emotional labor and
withheld their feelings experienced higher levdlemotional exhaustion, which
contributed to negative health issues for teacAarachers who did not censor their
feelings, according to Schupback’s (2010) invesioga were healthier than their peers
who participated in emotional labor and suppresseth feelings; Teachers who were
able to influence their emotions to feel the emoappropriate in a situation (so called
deep acting) felt significantly less emotionallyhexsted after 1 year” (p. 494).
Reviewing the literature on teachers’ emotionhablaand its relation to high-
stakes accountability policy, Steinberg (2008) dsses the “emotional practice” that
teachers invoke when they are required to partieipahigh-stakes testing. Such testing,
according to Steinberg (2008) is laden with ematjavhich are interwoven with their
beliefs. Steinberg (2008) delineates three themése literature as they relate to the
emotional labor that is catalyzed with teachersenrstich accountability measures (p.
42): first, “assessment decisions are not “neutsat’involve teachers’ emotions; second,
“standardized assessment generates intensely vegatiotions in teachers which limit
their effectiveness, while accountability practiceas evoke undesirable emotions which
undermine the purposes of schooling;” and, thiedséssment and accountability through
standardized assessment are governed by confliethagional rules, which inevitably

generate confusion in practice.”
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In a qualitative study involving teacher interveewKelchterman (2005) discusses
the emotional impact of educational reform ageradashow such emotions are mediated
within teachers by a professional context, “Ematiogflect the fact that deeply held
beliefs on good education are part of teacher§welerstanding. Reform agendas that
impose different normative beliefs may not onlgger intense feelings, but also elicit
micropolitical actions of resistance or proactitepts to influence and change one’s
working conditions” (p. 995). Kelchterman (2005kdebes how the emotional labor of
teachers is mediated by the professional contewhich the teacher practices; this
context forces teachers to censor their emoti@sdonse to such measures, which
inevitably results in emotional issues for teaclvdnese value system is juxtaposed to
such policies.

Thus, although the results of this current analysigcate that teachers feel that
students and their families are responsible foldliel of academic achievement the
student attains, one could argue that teachersisgegmotional labor that allows them to
restrain the feelings associated with being helelgaccountable for student
achievement Therefore teachers are able to supjhr@s&motions and values in the
classroom and not allow them to impact their teaghfs discussed in the research,
however, such emotional labor can have a high paigen the emotions and physical
well being of teachers.

In contrast to the insignificance of the value attdbution variables, control was
a very significant factor in predicting teacheriaglement emotions and teacher

effectiveness. The study’s post hoc path modelawasiderably enhanced by creating
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additional paths from teachers’ perceived contrditto other model variables: coping
response and teacher effectiveness. By conne@aulpér’'s perceived control to all of
the post hoc model's variables, the model dematestnegery significant paths and
achieved exceptional goodness of fit with the swdsgta.

The results of this study indicate that teachdre perceive having higher levels
of control over student achievement also have hmigkeceptions of their students’
academic achievement (ability, motivation, and igigee). In addition, teachers’ anxiety
and anger were negatively correlated with percestadent performance levels, meaning
teachers experienced higher levels of anxiety ag@rwhen working with lower
performing students; whereas teachers who work#dhigher achieving students
experienced more positive achievement emotions as@njoyment. These findings
were corroborated by a study of teachers facilitég Mulvenson, Stegman, & Ritter
(2005). In their research, the authors found thatthers who were required to use
standardized assessments had higher levels oftatian teachers who were not, and,
among those teachers who were required to usesassets, those teachers who were
working with low performing students experiencedhar levels of anxiety than those
teachers working with more capable students. ThezeMulvenson, Stegman, & Ritter
(2005) concluded that a teacher’s level of anxetjle teaching under accountability
reforms correlated negatively with student perfanoea These results corroborate the
findings of this study.

Frenzel et al. (2009) also established a sigmficannection between student

achievement levels and the achievement emotiochées experienced while teaching.



114

In Frenzel's et al.’s (2009) research study, thesehers who rated their classes as
capable, motivated, and disciplined reported legerand anxiety than their colleagues
who rated their classes as less capable, motivatetisciplined. Frenzel et al.’s (2009)
findings therefore corroborate the findings of tslisdy and that of Mulvenson, Stegman,
& Ritter (2005) in their findings that teachersha&vement emotions are impacted by
their students’ academic performance, motivatiowl, @discipline.

Perhaps the most significant finding of this stiglthe robust relationship
between teacher’s perceived control over studamnhieg and their use of effective
teaching strategies. Teachers who believe in #i®lity to plan for, organize, and foster
student achievement experience more positive aehient emotions and implement
more effective teaching strategies in the classtddomversely, those teachers who
perceive having less control over student learnsegfewer effective teaching
approaches. These results validate the work ofrAB@ndura (1993) and his pioneering
research on teacher efficacy. First, this reseenctoborates Bandura’s assertion that
teachers are more effective when they feel in obrind second, when teachers do not
feel in control they experience negative emotions.

Teachers are more effective when they feel inrobintvhen teachers feel
efficacious in their teaching their students pearfdretter (Bandura, 1993, Hunt, 2006). In
this current analysis, a robust, positive correfa(i.50 ) between teachers’ feelings of
control and teacher effectiveness was obtained dakeeindicated that as teachers felt
more in control over the different facets of teachithey implemented effective teaching

strategies more often with their students, suadtiffesrentiated instruction based on
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student abilities and project based learning. Wtety teachers who feel more
efficacious in their work are more effective inifdating student achievement. These
findings corroborate Frenzel's (2009) research lmctv the author found that as teachers
felt less in control of their teaching, they relimdre heavily on less effective teaching
strategies (i.e., rote memory tasks) instead ofensomplex thinking and analytical tasks.

Bandura’s (1993) second assertion contends thehées experience negative
emotions when they do not feel in in control, “p@ved lack of control can lead to a
perceived lack in ability (i.e. efficacy), demoeation, physical and emotional
exhaustion, weak commitment to teaching, decrepegdrmance of the teacher, an in
turn failure” (Bandura, 1993, as cited in Hunt, @0p. 5). This statement was also
corroborated by this current study, as well as bptH{2006), and Frenzel et al. (2009). In
this current study, a teacher’s sense of contral significantly, negatively correlated
(-.38™") with adverse achievement emotions (i.e. angeraamibty). Frenzel (2009), too,
established this connection between teachers’ sgrmtrol and the achievement
emotions they experienced, specifically, when teexhppraised less control over their
teaching, they experienced more negative achieveemsotions.

Hunt (2006) examined data from a nationally repnéstive sample of teachers
(n=39,832) who completethe School and Staffing Survélunt’s (2006) analysis
examined teachers’ perceived levels of control @uericulum and instruction. Hunt
(2006) established that teachers’ sense of cowtslimproved by the enhancement of
teachers’ sense of community, specifically withr@ased trust and collegiality amongst

teaching staff members. Conversely, teachers wihaali experience feelings of trust and
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affinity expressed diminished perceptions of efficaHunt’s (2006) study confirms the
connection between teachers’ feelings and emotaadsheir sense of control in teaching.

Also in this current study, teachers who percelvadng greater control over
facilitating student learning also incorporated enadaptive coping skills when presented
with stressful situations, as indicated by the iicemt, positive correlation (.21)
between teachers’ sense of control and their impigation of adaptive coping skills.
These results indicate that as a teacher’s sensantbl increases, he or she is more
likely to implement adaptive coping strategies wk&periencing negative emotions such
as anger or anxiety. This is a substantial findiegause of the significant, positive path
that connects coping to teacher effectiveness ()2©ne can assert, therefore, if a
teacher’s sense of control can be enhanced, thedgeaay be more likely to incorporate
more adaptive coping skills, and, subsequently @mant more effective teaching
strategies. The positive correlation between ateds sense of control and their
particular coping response established in thisystuak also established by the
researchers Chwalisz, Altmaier, & Russell (1992bvdund that teachers who had
higher self-efficacy implemented more problem-famisoping when responding to
stressors.

A teacher’s desire to feel in control of his or teaching can be in conflict with
current educational trends, specifically under fabpolicy emphasizing teacher
accountability. This is particularly problematicdagise, as the result of this and other
research studies indicate, there is a signifiqawdijtive correlation between a teacher’s

need to feel in control, their implementation deefive teaching strategies, and student
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achievement. In a review of longitudinal data spagifrom 1993 through 2008, Sparks
(2012) examined the level of control and autonoeachers perceived having over the
different facets of their teaching. Beginning wiitle implementation dllo Child Left
Behindlegislation in 2003, Sparks found that teachersgeed having less autonomy.
More specifically, Sparks (2012) established teathers in elementary schools and
teachers who taught subjects that were testedipedceven less control over their

teaching.

Implications

The findings of this study have implications fagln stake accountability reforms
currently in use across the United States. Cuedntational reforms undéio Child
Left Behindand high stakes accountability policies can impeathers’ perceived level
of control over what they teach and how they taadhs discussed in Chapter 2, schools
labeled as “failing” receive intense interventioarh the federal government, and
subsequently lose more control with each acadepac that it is considered “failing.”
According to the findings of this study, by remayiteachers’ sense of control such
intercession policies may be reinforcing student &acher failure rather than
ameliorating it, and in fact promoting a viciousley

The potentially damaging effects of this policg &awvo-fold. First, students in
failing schools are subjected to curricula that bagize basic skills, deemphasize
important learning skills such as critical thinkjrasnd provide less opportunity for

teachers “to connect classroom activities to sttglenvn lives, interests and culture,”
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which is a student-centered learning approachethidance student achievement (Hursch,
2007, p. 298)Second, the imposition of external control inif@ schools displaces the
teacher sense of control over facilitating studeatning, circumstances that, according
to this study’s findings, catalyze teachers to egpee more negative achievement
emotions while teaching, and consequently implerfemgr effective teaching strategies,
and ultimately, negatively impacting student achreent. Therefore, a failing school,
which is deemed by its categorization as ineffegtis theoretically made less effective
through the diminishing control allotted to thesdeoom teacher, and to the imposition of
less effective teaching strategies.

Similar findings were noted in a study by BerriHiinney, & Fromewick (2009)
which found that when teachers were required tdempnt certain teaching materials
over others, and/or to focus their attentions at#e students over other students, and
such external emphasis ran counter to their owfepstonal judgment, teachers were
more likely to experience negative achievement emnst(internal conflict, aggravation,
and, in due course, emotional fatigue).

Furthermore, the negative effects of federal wrgation in failing schools may be
exacerbated in at-risk schools that have been @ategl as failing for a number of
consecutive years, as more interventions are intpasd more control is lost by the
school and the teacher as with each failing yegiirBiting teacher’s sense of efficacy in
the classroom, the findings of this study give sa@meelence to Hursch’s (2007) assertion

that NCLB exacerbates inequality. High stakes actahility measures may be
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inadvertently contributing to the widening of tigigp by imposing interventions on at-
risk schools that are counterproductive, as has desgussed here.
High Stakes Accountability and the Co-production ofEducation Services

Based on this study’s findings, using the theoegtiens of co-production served
as an effective and meaningful approach for evelgahe impact of high stakes
accountability on teacher effectiveness First, plaisadigm focuses attention on the core
of the co-production of education services, speally, that exchange which occurs at the
teacher-student nexus. Focusing on this seemingdiynentary interdependence
underscores the direct impact accountability reBoan have on this co-production
function. Reforms intended to enhance this functmust consider how such proposals
will impact the achievement emotions of both thectesr and the student, and
subsequently how such achievement emotions wilachpeaching and learning at its
most fundamental and significant level. As showthis study, reform that removes
control away from the classroom teacher createativegachievement emotions and
results in less effective teaching.

Second, the co-production model served to bro#tatkescope of examining
student achievement under high stakes accountaiméasures to include not only the
teacher’s role in facilitating learning in the desom, but also the student’s role and that
of his or her family and/or support network. Thisddening of scope allows for an
examination of the major influences impacting shidearning and performance, and
does not limit such investigation to only one factbe teacher. As discussed in Chapter

2, the student side of the teacher-student nepesjfgcally the students’ readiness to



120

enter school, is greatly influenced by other fasfanor to entering school, and such
factors are largely driven by children’s socioeaoimolevel and ethnicity. The current
accountability movement in the U.S. places fulldair for student achievement on the
classroom teacher, despite the complex social amdi&l challenges that impact the
teacher-student nexus, factors that are outsidetedicher’s control. Therefore, because
of the influences of contingent inputs from outside student-teacher nexus, the co-
production of education services may be very dgffieat the teacher-student nexus based
on student socioeconomic level and ethnicity. THygothesized connection between the
student side of the student-teacher nexus anduberst’s socio-economic status presents
a thought-provoking opportunity for future study.

As discussed in Chapter 2, children from low-inedmomes are exposed far less
to cognitively stimulating activities, languagedditeracy activities compared to
children from more affluent families. More afflugrdrents also invest more money per
child than those from low-income families into stilating activities, and such
investment correlates to higher academic achieveniérs large disparity has a
profound impact on the achievement level with whabildren begin school, with
children from low-income families starting schoteady far behind other children from
wealthier families, a gap that does not narromagents progress through school
(Reardon, 2011, p. 1). Therefore teachers workirigw-income schools are challenged
to raise student achievement levels to the sanssl®f those students who dot begin
school with the same, significant academic defi¢tt®vided the data of this current

study, this may be a lofty goal given the significpath coefficients leading from
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teachers’ sense of control and the perceived lgivathievement of their students’ to
negative achievement emotions (-.3&nd -.30" respectively). Teachers in this
situation, those who feel less control over theaching (due to the fact they are working
in a low performing school and may be requirecech from certain curricula or use
certain teaching strategies) and perceive thetlestis as low achieving (due to lower
socio-economic status of community in which theogdis located) are more likely to
experience anxiety and anger. Without the proteatnediating effect of a healthy coping
response, these teachers will be less effectitieeiclassroom due to their
implementation of less effective teaching strategie
Study Limitations

This study has a number of limitations. Firstis@ns to a number of the original
survey tools, as discussed in Chapter 3, may timeit comparability in the literature to
those survey results in which the original fornmagtvas retained. Second, because the
sampling method implemented in this study was avenience sample of Alaskan
teachers, its findings may not be generalizabteédarger population of teachers in the
state or the U.S. Third, the representativenesiseosample was unable to be assessed
because school districts requested that theirgyaation in the study remain anonymous.
Therefore the findings of this study have limitezhgralizability. Finally, the results of
this study are correlative; therefore, causal i@t@hip amongst the variables cannot be
determined. Because of these limitations, the figsliof this study should be interpreted

judiciously.
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Recommendations

Punitive reforms that result in greater levels o¥grnment intervention may be
more damaging than helpful. Instead of a punitivelat of reform, school districts and
states would be better served by advancing refthatsserve to foster teachers’ sense of
efficacy in the classroom (i.e., meaningful profesal development, evaluations that are
intended to improve teaching delivery, mentoringj gertinent training and support). As
teachers feel more in control in the classroom tgerience more positive achievement
emotions while they teach. These positive emotammdribute to teachers feeling more in
control, and more at ease to implement pedagosgicatiegies that encourage student
learning. School leaders who want to improve stutdsnrning and achievement need to
create school environments in which teachers’ sefisfficacy is fostered and reinforced.

Using the co-production model to emphasize thepeddent relationship that is
required for student learning (the relationshipa®sn the teacher and the student),
educational policy can be made more effective ldresking all components of the co-
production of education services, not only thathefteacher. The recent surge of
punitive accountability measures in educationaigyadveremphasizes the teacher side of
the co-production model and neglects thoughtfuh@ration on how to enhance both the
student’s contribution as well as to improve thaetocwent inputs of student support
systems (family).

By not better addressing the student side of thproduction model, policy
makers may struggle to design and implement effecgform in public education.

Without such reform, the current trends in stugafitievement predict a society in which
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children born into families of low socioeconomiatsis will become further and further
behind their wealthier, same-age peers, whichrmwill contribute to less education
attainment and lower income, contributing to yettaer vicious cycle in the U.S.
Reardon (2011) summarizes this trajectory, “Asdhiédren of the rich do better in
school, and those who do better in school are ikl to become rich, we risk
producing an even more unequal and economicallgrizeld society” (p. 27).

Phillips (2011) and Heckman (2011) advocate ferghool programs for
families of lower socioeconomic status, as wekkdgcating parents on the importance of
reading to children, engaging children in thoughtimmunication, and exposing young
children to novel experiences and high quality &dhbild interactions (Heckman, 2011;
Phillips, 2011). Heckman (2011) underscores the me@ehigh quality preschools by
indicating their power to reverse a number of thgative consequences that accompany
children’s lives who are disadvantaged:

Adverse impacts of genetic, parental, and envirartal@éesources can be

overturned through investments in quality earlydiwod education that provide

children and their parents with resources they eguoperly develop the

cognitive and personality skills that create prachity” (p. 32).

In sum, the co-production of education servicetheU.S. can be improved by
replacing punitive, high stakes accountability piels with professional development that
increases teachers’ sense of efficacy in the dassrand that provides a free and

appropriate public education to disadvantaged cdnilét an earlier age. These two
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recommendations offer feasible solutions to enhlmntiie co-production of education
services and to ameliorating a very complicatedasgsue.
Suggestions for Further Research

Researching the economic feasibility of extendidgoation to American children
living in poverty is a worthwhile pursuit. A cosehefit analysis of extending public
education to the pre-school aged child would neembhsider how such expenditures
would offset current budgetary items that are fiigtcive under the current high-stakes
accountability movement, including federal fundsdito enforce NCLB legislature (i.e.
enforcing AYP school sanctions). Research intoctiveent costs associated with teacher
stress and its repercussions on productivity afettfeness in the classroom would help
paint a more accurate cost-benefit model, whidirgitglance may appear to be grossly
cost laden. Increased productivity by students utitenew model and its implications
for enhancing student retention are two other fadiwat research could provide valuable
data. Lastly, with the predicted gains in studemievement that would accompany
disadvantaged children starting school at an eage, long-term enhancements such as
increased graduation rates and college preparedstessdd be evaluated as prospective
long-term benefits.

Continued research into enhancing teachers’ sefresiicacy is imperative as
well. Teacher preparation programs, teacher megmtgrams for new teachers,
enhancing teacher collegiality, and strengthenergipt-teacher relationships are areas of
research indicating potential contributions to teas’ sense of efficacy. As discussed

previously in this section, the research of HuUIO@ indicates that teachers’ efficacy is
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positively correlated with teacher’ feelings oflegiality and trust. Skaalvik & Skaalvik
(2010) found that teacher self-efficacy was mastrgjly related to teachers’
relationships with their students’ parents. Grofijgacy offers another area of research
worth exploring; does a teaching staff with a higlegel of group efficacy enhance
individual teachers’ sense of efficacy? How doesigrefficacy impact school-wide
student achievement? Do schools with higher levktgoup efficacy outperform schools
with lower levels of group efficacy?

Lastly, achievement emotions matter; teachers exp@rience more positive
emotions in the classroom implement more effectivategies with their students.
Further research on how to enhance positive teahetions is crucial for increasing
student achievement. More research is needed awad foster positive achievement
emotions in teachers, especially in those schabksléd as “failing,” or those with a high
proportion of at-risk students. As discussed hidwe co-production of education services
has more challenges in at-risk schools due to I®etent achievement and diminished
contributions from outside the teacher-student seXunerefore, rather than negatively
labeling such schools and removing control froncheas in these circumstances, policy
makers and education pundits must research wagmmpower these teachers and train
them to be more efficacious in the classroom. Ashers begin to feel more in control of
their teaching, they are more likely to experiepositive achievement emotions, and
consequently, more likely to implement more effestieaching strategies. The result?

Enhanced student achievement.
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Table A.1
Reliability of Scales and Subscales
Scales & Subscales ltems Mean SD alpha
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 24 3.15 0.46 .92
Student Engagement 8 291 0.51 .84
Instructional Strategies 8 3.23 0.45 .82
Classroom Management 8 331 0.42 .86
The Teacher Questionnaire of Values and 42 2.35 0.61 .81
Attitude Towards Educational Reforms
Attitude Towards NCLB 16 2.27 0.59 .92
(Attitude Towards SBAS) 7 2.80 0.52 (.26)
Attitude Towards SBAs—Less 2 5 3.12 0.53 (.67)
Variables*
Attitude Towards Merit Pay 8 230 0.80 .87
Internal/External Factors & Attitude 11 2.8 0.55 71
CDSII & Vignettes: Self Attribution 26 5.23 2.50 .88
Locus of Causality 8 522 2.23 .83
Locus of Personal Control 8 555 2.04 .80
Locus of External Control 8 4.93 2.01 .76
Locus of Stability 8 3.69 2.60 .79
CDSII & Vignettes: “Other” Attribution 26 5.11 2.78 .79
Locus of Causality 8 543 2.61 (.67)
Locus of Personal Control 8 542 2.60 73
Locus of External Control 8 4.29 2.67 .79
Locus of Stability 8 3.78 2.90 (.64)
The Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, 12 2.19 0.54 (.48)
Anxiety, and Anger Related to Teaching
The Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, 8 1.68 0.58 .86
Anxiety, and Anger Related to Teaching**
Perception of Student Achievement 3 2.00 1.70 .79
Enjoyment Subscale 4 3.22 0.47 .83
Anger Subscale 4 154 0.52 .82
Anxiety Subscale 4 181 0.64 .75
The Brief Cope Scale 19 2.51 0.57 .73
Adaptive Coping Subscale 13 2.97 0.64 .76
Maladaptive Coping Subscale 6 1.52 0.43 (.57)
The Teaching and Learning International 11 2.47 0.65 .75
Survey (TALIS) Teacher Questionnaire
Structure Subscale 3 299 0.66 (.59)
Student Orientation Subscale 4 258 0.64 (.66)
Enhanced Student Activities Subscale 4 1.97 0.64 .70

"SBA Subscale with two question items removed.

“Removed Enjoyment Subscale questions.
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Table A.2
Correlations Between Scales, Subscales, and DepiugrBata
Scale/Subscale GendefAge Experience Education
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 00 T.16 24 13
Student Engagement Subscale 03 T12 14 .06
Instructional Strategies Subscale -02 718 .26 15
Classroom Management Subscale -04 T 13 24 13
Teacher Questionnaire of Values & Attitude.04 -13 19" -1T
NCLB Subscale .02 -.04 -.06 -.07
SBA Subscale .01 -.01 -.02 .06
Merit Pay Subscale -09 -16 -.25" -117
Factors Influencing Attitude Subscale .01 4-0 -.01 -.03
Vignettes-Self Attribution -.01 -.01 -.01 -.02
Locus of Causality Subscale -.08 .10 .06 05 .
Locus of Personal Control Subscale ~.07 .00 .00 -.01
Locus of External Control Subscale -.03 -04 01 .01
Locus of Stability Subscale -.07 .03 -.08 06 .
.00 -.02 .02 .02
Vignettes-“Other” Attribution
Locus of Causality Subscale .01 -.01 .04 02
Locus of Personal Control Subscale -.03 .00 .04 .03
Locus of External Control Subscale .01 -.03 .00- .01
Locus of Stability Subscale .04 -.03 -.00 01
Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety02  -.11 -17" -.09"
and Anger Related To Teachiiig
Anger Subscale -.05 -12 -4 -.08
Anxiety Subscale 01 -08 -18 -.09"
Teacher rating of student achievement -05 8 .0 07 .01
The Brief Cope +++ 16 .06 .04 .06
Adaptive Coping Subscale 17 .10 .08 .06
.02 .04 .08 .08
TALIS™
Enhanced Student Activities Subscale -05 1.0 .01 .05
Student Orientation Subscale "10 -.04 .01 .02

™. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level glled).
. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level gd¢d).
"SBAs less two questions

+++

++++

"*Removed enjoyment subscale
Removed maladaptive scale
Removed structure subscale
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The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Sc8leale Items, Mean Response Scores, Standard

Deviations, Correlations with Demographic Variables

Scale Item Mean SD Gender Age Education Experience
Provide challenges for very capable 3.05 .74 -.09 .07 .07 2%
students.

Keep problem students from ruining 314 .72 .08 09 .08 A7
lesson.

Craft good questions. 329 63 .11 10 .09 12
Make expectations clear about behavior. 364 533 .1.10 14" 19”
Get through to most difficult students. 282 .72 7.0 .07 .04 .08
Help students think critically. 3.07 .67 09 .09 A1 .10
Motivate students show low interest. 271 .76 .07 09 . .10 .09
Foster student creativity. 3.03 .75 .05 .07 .06 .07
Control disruptive behavior. 327 .69 -09 .09 16 10
Get students to believe they can do well. 3.20 .6510 A1 .07 .16
Establish classroom management system. 341 639 .1.21 .09 14
Help students value learning. 3.01 .70 .08 .10 .10 .10
Respond to defiant students. 3.01 .73 A2 12 .09 11 .
Respond to difficult questions from 334 62 -09 .08 .09 A7
students.

Establish routines. 354 56 .08 16 071 ”
Gauge student comprehension of what was3.26 .58 .08 .09 .09 18
taught.

Improve the understanding of failing 2.87 .68 A1 .10 .14 T6
student.

Adjust lessons to proper level for students.  3.175 . .12 13 .10 18
Calm disruptive student. 310 .69 12 .13 .07 A7
Use a variety of assessment strategies. 320 .733 .115 AT 18"
Provide an alternative explanation. 341 60 .1415°. 14 .22
Assist families in helping children do well. 2.6378. .08 .05 .06 .06
Get children to follow rules. 332 63 .10 16 .09 21
Implement alternative strategies in 3.16 .68 19 .20 13 21
classroom.

. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level glled).
", Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level g2led).
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Table A.4
Teachers’ Values & Attitudes Towards EducationdbRas Scale Items, Mean Scores,
Standard Deviations, Correlations with Demograpfadables

Scale Item Mean SD Gender Age Edudxperience
ation

Providing enriched 226 0.78 -.02 -.04 -02  -.07

educational program.

Meeting needs of low 242 0.77 -.02 -.03 .00 -.05

achieving students.

Affording parents 240 0.74 -.09* -.09 -.07 -.08

opportunity to participate.

Providing accelerated 218 0.79 -.04 -.05 -10  -.08

educational program.

Facilitating challenging 238 0.79 -.01 -.09 -09  -10

academic content.

Turning around low- 225 073 .01 .03 .00 .02

performing schools.

Providing low schools 236 0.75 .05 .07 .04 -.08

better learning
opportunities.

*%

Holding schools 273 074 11 10 .09 .09
accountable.

Allocating resources to 220 0.75 .07 .09 .08 .06
neediest schools.

Providing greater decision- 1.83 0.80 .01 .00 .03 -.07
making to teachers.

Closing the gap between 213 0.73 -.01 .00 .01 .04
high- and low-performing

students.

Exposing students to 252 078 .12 .09 .10 .08
effective instructional

strategies.

Closing gap between 209 0.73 .05 .00 .03 .02

advantaged and

disadvantaged students.

Elevating teacher quality 2.33 0.82 .10 .09 -12 -11
via professional

development.
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Scale Item Mean SD Gender Age Educ Experience
ation

Holding teachers 2.67 0.79 .09° .10 .09 .08

accountable.

Providing students with 254 0.76 -.02 -.02 .00 -.03

scientific-based

instruction.

A reliable indicator of 225 0.71 -.03 -.06 -.05 -.04

student achievement.

Hindering the educational 2.66 0.78 .01 .00 .01 .04

process in Alaska.

A valid indicator of teacher 1.73 0.68 -.02 -.09 .10 A1

effectiveness.

Problematic in how they 289 0.73 -.02 -.03 .00 -.02

are urrently used by

districts.

Other sources should be 355 0.67 .03 .04 10 .06

used to gauge

achievement.

Encourages teachers to 3.24 0.73 -01 .07 13 .09

teach to the test.

Creates stress for the 3.29 0.73 .06 .06 10 A1

classroom teacher.

Works harder, putsin more 2.38 0.99 -.04 -.14 -11 -.21

time and effort than others.

Students score higheron ~ 1.79 0.77 -.09 -.07 -.07 -.11

standardized tests.

Achieve National 262 0.95 -.031 -.15 11 -21

Certification.

Specialize in hard-to-fill 222 0.90 -.15" -11 -15  -.17

subjects.

Improve students' mathand 2.39 0.95 -.07 -.13 -.12 -.21

reading skills.

Teach hard-to-reach 249 0.94 -09 -.08 -10  -17

students.

Consistently receive 233 096 -.00 -.13 -.10 -.20

outstanding evaluations.

Work in low performing 234 0.87 -.06 -.08 -09 -13

schools.
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Scale Item Mean SD Gender Age Educ Experience
ation

My philosophical beliefs as 3.62 0.60 -.01 12 .09 A1

a teacher.

Opinions of my closest 250 0.78 -.01 14 13 15

colleagues at school.

My experience as a 3.77 0.49 -03 -.09 -07 -16

teacher.

The media (newspaper, 1.93 0.69 .05 11 .08 15

t.v.).

My personal value system. 3.650.56 -.02 -.04 -.04 -.05

Generally held attitudes of 2.39 0.74 .16 .08 .05 .07

my colleagues at school.

My understanding of the 3.36 0.65 .14 .08 A1 10

reforms.

What | learned in my 252 0.90 -.04 11 .09 12

Education course work.

My principal’s opinion of 213 0.86 .04 .16 .08 A1

school reforms.

How involved | have been 2.66 0.91 .03 -.09 -.08 -.08

in the reform process.

My school’s history with 251 087 .01 -.09 -11 -.09

school reform.

. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level &2l¢d).
", Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level &¢d).
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Table A.5
Teachers’ Subjective Appraisal of Student Perforcegd®ubscaledtems, Mean Scores,
Standard Deviations, Correlations with Demograptadables

Scale Item Mean SD GendelAge Education Experience
Rating of class's 1.90 065 .18 .09 12 14
academic performance

Rating of class's 207 0.69 .15 14 .08 10
academic motivation

Rating of class's 2.03 0.69 .16 A1 14 .09

academic discipline

. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level &i¢d).
", Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level &2¢d).
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Table A.6
Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, and ARejated To Teachin@cale Items,
Mean Scores, Standard Deviations, Correlations ¥mographic Variables

Scale Item Mean SD  GendeAge Education Experience
| was worried when | 202 .85 .10 .06 .05 .05
thought about teaching this

class.

| felt angry when teaching 1.32 .58 .09 AT .08 .10
this class.

| felt nervous when I taught 1.56 .74 .08 12 11 .09
this class

| was worried that my 202 .82 .12 .10 .07 .06
teaching was not going

well.

| became mad while 141 .68 .03 .00 .01 .03
teaching this class.

| felt distressed when 166 .78 .13 .11 .06 08"
preparing for the class.

| was annoyed when | 1.67 .77 .10 .13 12 .09
taught the class.

| was really frustrated while 1.78 .84 A1 .05 .18 13

teaching this class.

. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level &i¢d).
", Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level &2¢d).
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The Brief Cope Scal&cale Items, Mean Scores, Standard Deviationselations with

Demographic Variables

Scale Item Mean SD Gender Age Education Experience

*k

Concentrate effortson 3.37 0.64 .14 A1 .10
doing something about
problem.

Work hard to make 3.49 060 .05 14" .09
situation better.

Plan what to do about 3.46 0.62 .03 16 .11
problem.

Think of bestwayto 355 0.56 .10 .09 .06
deal with problem.

Focus on dealing with 2.77 0.81 .04 .00 .02
the problem.

Keep self from getting 2.72 0.77 .11 .09 10
distracted.

Ask someone for 3.03 077 .12 117 .09
advice.

Talk to someone. 3.07 080 .14 ".04 .06
Look at things 34 065 .02 .07 .05
positively.

Live with problems. 254 080 .11 .08 .06
Get used to the idea. 2.43 0.77 .08 A1 .10
Find comfort in 2.4 1.14 .00 .02 .00
religion/spiritual

beliefs.

Pray. 232 118 .02 .00 .10
Refuse to believe it has 1.17 0.51 A2 .08 .15
happened.

Give up. 1.21 050 .03 .00 .01
Stay busy. 1.73 070 .01 .02 .06
Watch TV. 1.84 0.77 .00 .04 .03
Make fun of situation. 1.82 0.77 .02 .08 .05

.07

A2

.07

.06

.00

.08

.10

.05
.09

.00

.10

.03

.09

12

.00
.08

.00
.04

. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level &i¢d).
", Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level &2¢d).
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Table A.8
The Teaching and Learning International (TALIS)\&yr Scale Items, Mean Scores,
Standard Deviations, Correlations with Demograpfadables

Scale Item Mean SD Gender Age Education Experience
| explicitly state learning 318 .75 .06 A1 13 12"
goals.

| review with the students 297 90 .14 .10 10 .08

the homework they

prepared.

Students work in small 2.79 .73 .05 .06 .04 12

groups to come up with a

joint solution to a problem.

| give different worktothe ~ 2.85 .83 .13 .07 .03 10
students who have

difficulties learning and/or

to those who can advance

faster.

| ask my students to suggest 2.40 .76 .09 A4 .07 .10
or to help plan classroom
activities or topics.

At the beginning of the 2.82 .79 .02 .08 A1 12
lesson | present a short

summary of the previous

lesson.

Students work on projects 2.28 .83 17 .10 .08 .16
that require at least one
week to complete.

Students work in groups 2.28 .87 .10 .06 A1 .02
based upon their abilities.
Students make a product 1.77 .69 .08 .07 11 .07

that will be used by
someone else.

| ask my students to write 2.02 .89 A1 .08 .10 .10
an essay in which they are

expected to explain their

thinking or reasoning at

some length.

Students debate and/or 181 .76 .14 .08 .07 15
argue for a particular point

of view that may not be

their own.

. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level &lled).
", Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level &2led).
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(907) 4747800
¥ (207} 474-5444 Fxx
FAIRRANKS wharvi L 2duirb

Institutional Review Board
909 N Koyukuk v, Suite 212, P.O. Box 757270, Fairbanks, Alaska 997757270

Movember 1, 2011

Ta: Cecile Lardon, Ph.Di.
Principal Investigator

From: University of Alaska Fairbanks IRB

Re: [201868-2] The Impact of Teachers' Achievement Emotions on the Coproduction of
Education Senvices

Thiank you for submitting the Revision referenced below. The submission was handled by Exempt
Review. The Office of Research Integrity has determined that the proposed research gualifies for
exemption from the requirements of 45 CFR 48 This exemplion doss not waive the researchers’
responsibility to adhere to basic ethical principles for the respansible conduct of research and discipline
specific professional standards.

Tithe: The Impact of Teachers' Achievement Emotions on the
Coproduction of Education Senices

Received: Oictober 25, 2011

Exemption Categony: 2

Effective Date- MNovember 1, 2011

This action is included on the Movember 17, 2011 IRB Agenda.

Prior fo making subsztanfive changes fo the scope of research, research tools, ar personmel nvolved on
the project, pleaze confact the Office of Research Infegrity fo defermine whether or nof addifional review
iz required. Additional review ig not reguired for small edifonal changes fo improve the clanty or readabifity
of the regearch toolz or other documends.
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(007 474-7800
" (B07) 4T4-5444 fax

ITY OF f'f"h@uafedu
A II""‘ 5 E A werwi LT edulirh

Institutional Review Board
509 M Koyukuk Or. Sute 212, PO Box 757270, Farbanks, Alaska 997757270

Aprl 15, 2013
To: Cecile Lardon, Ph.D.
Principal Investigator
From: Umniversity of &laska Fairbanks [RB
Re: [201868-5] The Impact of Teachers' Achievement Emotions on the Coproduction of

Educaticn Senvices

Thank you for submitting the Progress Report referenced below. The submission was handled by
Exempt Review. The Office of Research Imtegrty has determined that the proposed research qualifies
for exemption from the reguirements of 45 CFR 48. This exemption does not waive the researchers’
responsibility to adhere to basic ethical principles for the responsible conduct of research and discipline
specific professional standards.

Title: The Impact of Teachers' Achievement Emotions cn the
Coproduction of Education Services

Received: MNovember 18, 2011

Exemption Categony: 2

Effective Date: January 1, 2013

This action is included on the February 6, 2013 IRB Agenda.

Frior to making subsztantive changes fo the zcope of research, rezearch tools, or perzonnel involved on
the project, please confact the Office of Rezearch Integrify fo defermine whether or nof addifional review
iz required. Additional review iz not required for small editonal changes fo improve the canfy or readability
of the rezearch tools or other documents.
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hio! District EG16d.8 [d)
Application to Canduct Research
| P of persoi Himberdy A Kelly
_conducting research: — .
| Organimation; | Uriversity of Alaska Fairbanks
raalling Addross: 104 Rasimussen Road, Falrbanks, Alasks 39712
F-mall Address: kielly? @alaska. edu | ontaEt Fhone: nga‘n S90-55A4
Research hu]u:ﬁih: The Impact of Teachers” Aclieversent Emotoss on ||i|=:~{.‘u:gsrr:-uim:!lsnm‘zmr
of Baucution Services
Goals & Purpase: The parpose of this study i= 1o examime how teacihers in Alsska feel
fuse addizional pages H | eboul differcnt sducnkional reforms, including the concopt of merit
nacossany} pay. Teachars' feclings and emotions tewsards such reforms and how
teachers proeess ihelr emelions will be examined 62 a fhctor in
| et Tislsinng whsether thess Taiclors inypact o tacher's effectvencas
' fhie ciasseoom.
I ia by pothesized that if teachers 2re suppoitive of educetionnl
vefims, such as merit pay, they will experlence more positive foelings
' and e more productive 1eachens compared b thelr collengaes who do
not sappart projoyed educational veforms. it i5 By pothesizd Ut thosc
weachers wha are ot suppostive of clecational refsrms will experiooes
mote negative emotions, and conasguently be less &l faptive in The
i clagsroom,
Varialles inlerent o wacher demagraphics have beea found t
i correlmie significamly w scesptmee of varlous educational rofonss.,
Fur example, resesrch indicates thal younges tesrlers ae mesy
recapdive fo meril pay, L. toachers recelving finamcial incentives o
achioving specific gows b siudent achievement. The dalis garpoved
from s gtady will be compared 1o published stadica o il toepdee iy
am effort 1o disones how teacher parcepiions, stiitudes, and 2motionol
s Tesponse 1o proposed ttih‘:l.:iﬂl.k}!'lllmm compare o national dats,
I l
Data Colegtion Colirie supwiy Jaktached].
Arthities
{List vha 1ypes of data
collection aCuvIties you |
are proposing. Include
coples of any guestion:
nalros, mtmrviews, .
Jothers, permigseon
slips, data recordlng
gheets, of other L




! instruments you plan
1a use.)

T g s

159

' i Types of Data Col'ectlon: For each Instrument listed i the ﬂreuhus guestion, please complete
! the table below (use additlonal sheets if necessary).

Trrer ol data vellesim) b lrorsng
jartizn survey for sarmpiel

Cintau serey

5
£
|
]

Fpygnfs] raceking fin bisnement Tz {rarwe dor dhsdiuuting Liv
I - mganment pncach, duy)
A e [Tt P e HT
Wi o e, p— e
E&LELE fa}

e i e e

Parties involeed: Please completo the tzble below indicating whio will be Involved in your |
propaosed data coliection actvities, Use 8 separate lne of infarmation for each school or grade |
level or type of porsan, Use additiona) sheets [ necessary,

husllil fevaved | Giade iea | Ty of parons e (stednets, | Wember o perstnn | Araum o dme par
o b Rnghor, Primdpals, ete ) R i Cpan
TR } i T’mmm 550 O st
i F— et
Do you plan to obtaln parent pmm{ss-lnn 10 coflect (R
informatlon on studem(s! inveived in the stady? [ yes, ]
pleasa aitach sample.} I o
Describe who the results | Hesulis wibl be used for PRD. dissertazion, and may be used inan
} will e distributed to article for a professtonnd Journal or For a professional conference
and in what formal: .

Wl you need Lo usa
schood district lactitles
Lo cxngslete pager
rnszan:h sty ?

Retind

[ v, please indlcate 'H'.rlﬁ.'l‘t rstirds you
| meed to Becets, and why you naed to
_access them,|

X Mo

enefits; Pleass describe how
this study will benefit the schoot districl.

v

ST

Jmtliuﬂnnﬂ! Review Dorrd [IRB) approvel froen wriv ersiy:

DL e § e

|ethmr M.u-:iwd ~

Ihis study is bath relevant and nmﬂ:,.r 1y the

Sghoo! Distried, because it will provide e Distnct -
with aiuuiﬁ:m data regarding how its teschess view |
curren: and proposed edvestional reltrms. Thit
ifarmation cim previde importent information =
feders! and gate education sgencies consider new
i idems bor bmproving studan pm'fmmmtﬂ and

E_ achicvement, loplementing chanpe in any
arganlzation, be i educition o besiness, foguairoy
special conshderallon as it impacts a distrie!"s
employecs, Resoarch indicates 1het implementing
chumpe can be facilitated with less resistance wlien
enployess mre suppoctive of the changes awl the
cogseepls behind such chonges. The dats generated

-Brne ihis vnline wacher stregy will wblowth o i

lu::-dn:h:l |||.'|::e the level of ﬂ.‘-\wjfri‘l"ll':r 1ﬂ ]'rm




e e - - S e e m——

relorms would Jkely be better received by weachers |
| than (her paforms. f

S — S

N m—

'_l'f;.-uHT.r'r.:;;-.-:pl i pecelved, | afyes 1o conduct this research study (n confunmanee with BP and E

”Ir/?-j”

fale

E 61625 T
try adeibion o the completion of this application, 1ha following [1ems must be included b the
pppllcation packet:

%, Pleasz soek the leters of approval frem the princloals or program masagars batoys
suppritting the requast. A .l‘l.ﬁl'

il

Coples of infenmid consent farms fordeackers, stafl, or othet adulLintsvigms or
pustionnalras ﬂ,f-fa',-e‘r

3. Parental permbsion shps, Inchading informed consent langusge &8, voluntoy
participation, e prealty for not particpisting, for stadent inkerdews dng aureys. o .-'I’]
RS

2, Instirutionsl Research Doerd (IRB) approvad frarn ankbeersiy,

Submit completed packet (o the Superintendent. -

o

Apprayed: |Ej_'1'l!d D o
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ILirse Fasihy
104 Masmussaen [Hoad
Fairbanks, Ak §8712

Crear his, Kely,

Tois defier s vrien o ofcially inform you 1hal vour application to conduct the ressamh project
entitled “The Impact of Teachers' Achisvemart Emotlens on the Coproduction of Education

Servdoas”in th

Dislrict hag been reviewed and approved with

the madifications ksted baeloar Appeevel at Ibla stage mono way obligoies any staff o paddicipats in

le resharch sludy

Sehwool administraters or steff should not be mentsned as andorsing the

research; bwilslion binpuage may only Indicale thal penmissicn has bean given to saek shudy
[rartiepants from within e schoof disiic

dadificatinns Clanfications:

The fGwhation to partcipate in he online eacher seoey must not come fom
i disttict web addiess or be posted on 8 disvict welsls, o1 order o avold
any impkeation ol & districi mandsle. You may use your UAF emedl address
ot ity non-district address to send aul the réssarch invtation,

The invitation 1o parcpate in the survey mwel exphcilly slate thal the
rescarch m for o UAF student's prajsct, not on boholf of fhe distds, and
parbcipation is complelely volunlary. The iwilation shoukd ncude the
fediovnng language, “This survay is pan of & research study 8l the University
of Alaska Fairbanks ﬁﬂ“ﬂnm has
pranted the researches penmission o sook valintary paificipanis for this
Bludy Th“m!ﬂ:ﬂ is neithar ondorsing
o veguiting stafl W panicipato in WS reseanch

Teachar armadl addropses am pabBely listed on schoo] Wabsibes and may o
aftzingd frarm hase pubhc skes Tha distio! doos nol provide Bsis of leacher
anad acddresses o exiernst researchers



4. To aveld negative impact on tha response rates of the cisticl's mandatony
surveys dunng the second semesier of thig school year, the invitation omail
must be sent oul no later than January 6, 2012,

=] in oidel o provide the district with tinely deta regarding teacher input on
educationa! reform and siudenti assessment, Ms. Kaly will grovide the disticl
with parteipani responaes In & raw data file {scrubbed fo ensure ananyilty if
nacassary] within wo veeeks of the survey being closed.

Your signature on the External Research Applicalion confirms that you will foltowr ail regulations
goveming research projects and surveys as set foth in the administrative regulalion that you
recaived with pour application, ¥ you have any questions, please call tha Research & Acscountabiily
Depariment at—wrm your project is complete, plesse send a copy of the resulls
to the Ressarch & Accouniabilily Department. [ wish you good luck with your research and will be
very nferesied in the outcome,

Sincaredy,

Exaculiva Director, Aternative Instruction & Accountabikty

o ([ superiniencent
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URIVERSTTY
ALANL AL

Follow up to Teacher Survey wil-

Kimbarly Kefly <kkely2iivalasxa adu> Sun, e 28, 212 o 1045 FH
ia

Hal

{wrand t Inank you sgal for providing me wits thi 9ppornity 10 sevey vour wondsrul trachers, thark youl The rebum mte vas gresl.
sapecktly ron i tuashoss, what ar groap of pr

1am figw wiiting up the rasUlls of the suraey and wan wordering If Linay have your permission [ contoet 1n-spmtmam 1o
ask eni tha lotiowisg stalistes as they (eiten 1o yuor disticts feadkers:

ke of malefenals teaghmis,

2, Awverage ape 0f Waakdonws of a6 caleorins

3. Awerage Marnber of yonrs feaching

4, Ayeiags tdutalion vl of teacher (e bachelor's degres, maskars degive. glc)

This infoemation i 50 that | msy genersiize ney tndings, eed determing whethey 1y sample reflawts the lager poptstion. As |
meetffoned bedun Il eeilher ke rnontioned nor wil o g be disaggregated.

Thask you far your ccasidamtinn-

IKiny Kedty, WA, WEd, MA
UAF
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Email Correspondence with School District Princgpal
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Happy New Year (Principal’s Name)!

My name is Kim Kelly. | am a teacher with the Fainlzs school district and a
graduate student at the University of Alaska. lamrently conducting my
dissertation research on how teachers' feelingparzkeptions about educational
reforms (for example, NCLB and merit pay) impaetdeing practices.

| have received permission from your district's Senqntendent,
(Superintendent’s name), to facilitate an online ey with your teachers, so |
wanted to let you know that teachers would be reoeg an email request
regarding this survey on Monday, January 2nd. Thergey will be available for
30 days.

| would appreciate it greatly if you could encowragur teachers to share their
opinions and feelings on this very important tofikis survey is voluntary

and takes approximately 20 minutes to completell be& providing incentives to
teachers who choose to participate (the opportuaaityin anlPad, as well
aslTunescards to the first 100 teachers who complete tineey).

If you have ANY questions or concerns, pleasefi®eg to contact me at the above
email address or by phof@07) 590-5588

Thank you very much, (Principal’s Name).
Sincerely,

Kim Kelly, MA, MEd, MA
University of Alaska Fairbanks
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Recruitment Email Sent to Survey Population
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January 2, 2012
Dear Educator,
Teachers have had to deal with a lot of changesdent years.

Your opinion on these changes is very importarthi® study, which seeks to understand
teachers’ views of recent educational changeshamdteachers cope with change.

This is a voluntary, confidential survey, and tapproximately 20-30 minutes to
complete.

If you are one of the first 100 teachers to congpthe survey, you will win a $10 ITunes
card, and be entered into the drawing for one of fdads After completing the survey,
you will be asked to enter your email address;rsuee anonymity in your responses
your email address will be kept completely sepafiatien your survey responses — there
will be no link between the email address and t@ngers you providg.

This survey is only available for 4 weeks; pledsare your important input with this
study!

Thank you for your time and input.

Kimberly A. Kelly, MA, MEd, MA
University of Alaska Fairbanks
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Appendix 1

Permission to Use Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
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College of Education Phone 614-292-3774
29 West Woodruff Avenue www.coe.ohio-state.eduyabHeAX 614-292-7900
Columbus, Ohio 43210-1177 Hoy.17 @edu

Anita Woolfolk Hoy, Ph.D. Professor
Psychological Studies in Education

Dear Kim Kelly:

You have my permission to use fheachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scaleg/our research. A
copy of both the long and short forms of the instent as well as scoring instructions
can be found at:

http://www.coe.ohio-state.edu/ahoy/researchinstnimbetm

Best wishes in your work,

Anita Woolfolk Hoy, Ph.D.
Professor
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Appendix J
Permission to Use Questions from The MetLife Survkethe American Teacher:

Collaborating for Student Success
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Reguest Lo use gelected questions from teacher survey woe s
Kimberly Kelly 1o nfo, boe: me siuny cheiniz Now 8 {2 days agal Hpky

=1 G
lam & FhO, studend & the Univarsity of Slaska Farbaris. | enjayed your reseanch in, e

Balle fureey of the Areemitan Teacher Coflabovating for Shodest Sucomrs (0680 BHCh wee condcted by B
Interactiny. | am roeerching Leache r's omatiare and | gl o grod mibd y,

kory lame soma o yosar oevrp o sutiona from yous T
Thiek yau bar i eor b patisn

e Cedly
Fhin Candidoesa
Lirewdafy ol Abiriba

Tieph LRE Pl

Irrfa o e shiwy clalailz 5218 O64 |4 howrs ago) Fpy

Wes you will jusl nesd o cibe Hanis Interaclive

Frome Kimbary Koy [mashochkaly?fdas ki ac]

Send: Saturcary, Movember 08, 2010 708 PA

To: Inda

Saibjoct: Fagquesd o uge Sobesiod cquasliong Boim eacher suney

= e il e -
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Permission to Use Questions from The Assessmemg¢ather Enjoyment, Anxiety, and

Anger Related to Teaching
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Zimbra kimberly.kelly@k12northstar.org

Antw: (Fwd) Re: Ph.D. dissertation

From : frenzel@psy.lmu.de Thu, Apr 15, 2010 07:10 AM
Subject : Antw: (Fwd) Re: Ph.D. dissertation 52 attachments
To : pekrun@edupsy.uni-muenchen.de
Cc : kimberly kelly <kimberly. kelly@k12northstar.org>
Dear Kim,

thank you for your interest in our research on teacher emotions.
Attached 1 am sending you the current English version of our teacher
emotion scales. The scales have not been published as such, please refer
to our Chapter in Schutz & Zembylas, Advances in Teacher Emotion
Research, for a reference. 1 am also attaching that chapter. Please do
not hesitate to contact me if you have any further inguiries.

Reqgards
Anne Frenzel

Dr. Anne C. Frenzel
frenzel@psy.Imu.de
University of Munich
Department of Psychology
Leopoldstr. 13

80802 Munich

Germany

phone +49 89 21 80 &0 47
fax +49 8921805250
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Permission to Use Questions from How Teachers Bsoged Respond to State-Level

Education Reform Policies
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Re: Permission to use teacher survey implemented in Persistence, Disillusionment ....
paper

From : Kimberly A. Kelly <kimberly.kelly@kl2northstar.org> Thu, Jun 03, 2010 05:37 PM

Subject : Re: Permission to use teacher survey implementad in
Persistence, Disillusionment ... paper

To : David Conley <david_conley@epiconline.org>

Thank you Dr. Conley!
[ was going to tweek it only a tiny bit so that it reflects Alaska state and federal law, is that ok?

Do you have any validity/reliability stats on it?

Thank you again Dv. Conley. I'll be happy to share the results with you, The survey will go out this
fall.

Kim

----- Original Message -----

From: "David Conley" <david_conley@epiconline.org=

To "Kimberly A, Kelly” <kimberly kellv@k 1 Znorthstar.org=

Sent: Thursday, June 3, 2000 %:57:21 AM

Subject: Re: Permission to use teacher survey implemented in Persistence, Disillusionment ... paper

Kim,

You're free to use it as you see fit. Please share the results of your study with me when it's
done,

Best wishes,

-DC

David T. Conley, Ph.D.

Professor

University of Oregon

Director, Center for Educational Policy Research
CEQ, Educational Policy Improvement Centar
720 E. 13th Ave., Suite 202

Eugene, OR 97401

Executive Assiskant: 541-346-6126

Office direct: 541-346-6155

Mabile: 541-915-2632

http:/ fwww.epiconling, org

R R RO T ]
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Appendix M

Permission from the OECD to Use Question from tA&I® Teacher Questionnaire
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Sent: 26 January, 2012 8:43 PM

To: Rights, PAC

Subject: Re: Permission to use one question from TALIS for Dissertation
Dear Ms. Kelly,

Thank you for your message. We are pleased to confirm that you are authorized to reproduce
for non-commercial purposes pages 22 and 23 of “ OECD Teaching and Learning International

Survey, Teacher Questionnaire http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/7/32/43081350.pdf”’ in your

dissertation survey. Next time, please ask us before reproducing any OECD material.

Please cite the material you wish to use as follows:

OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey, Teacher Questionnaire,
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/7/32/43081350.pdf

Any other reproduction of OECD material in another work is subject to written permission from
the OECD.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any further queries

Best regards,

Dounia Boutamdja
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Appendix N:

Survey — The Teacher Co-Production Survey
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Educaitiorsal reforms have had an impact on the [ves of Eachers. This survey = an =%t fo put iogether some of B
pisres i0 5eE how Eachers have besn impacied by these refors.

H youw decids o tske par, you will be asked to compiete an onilne survey, which asks about your baching expeience
your aftfude iowards changes in sducation, and how you cope win shhesshul shuabons. This survey wil ke
approxiFnalely 15 mimuies o cosplisde. This i3 the ooly survey that you will be asked b0 complebs Tor this shudy.

Imfommation that yoo provide n Sis sureey |s siricly confidentiis] and wil be epori=d as a prowp and kot as dats
denifable fo a speciic Eacher. This nforraton will be wsed in 8 docloral disseftstion and subssquent report,
preseniadon, or puboabion; howevser you and the inforsaton that you provide wil pot be individusdty HerETiable.

By checking the bex helow, | agree teo parficipate in the study, and | understand that my
participation is veluntary.

D | Epres o parfic pals = B oy Budy
N ymu heve gusstoos afsr compisng Bre sorvey, you map cosied Fim Eellp 5 kel 2 0masi sy 1] yoo fave Qusshcns of DoncemE Eeodrd

Four righfs = & ressarch pe-iopant, you oan comiec! B LS Do of Nessersh Ingsgety af 4747800 [Farbs-bs weew | or 1585508 TR | 2P-
Fus curmde Bw Farbers wres | or fprbam! sy
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Teacher Coproduction

Th firsl sechion of Bis sursey =8 brief set of questons about your bacEground,

Triz information wil be analyzed and discessed by Qroupings (for sxsmpls, nEw 1SS0S WiEWS VESUS SYpersnoed
f=achers views, or male teschers’ views versus femake feachers’ views), ey Fan on an rcvicus) basis.

ETHHICITY

Dw—:

: | Bmciklafrioan Americen

G Ammr g1 Pacilc islarder

(:] hafres Amencms o SEAlE NEbe

i

D Eimes mciel Esckgr=unz




Hew many years have yeu been a teacher in the publie sehaals?

g 0
O st

{7 10 s

What was the last level of sehoel that yen campleted?

D Eur-yesmr colsgs

M mummite

D Wawis: s zeres

D orech b beyznd Mmsher's degrss

D FhO=0
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Teacher Coproduction

D& you teach at aln): Please check all that apply.
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Teacher Coproduction

Is your seheol a Title | sehewal {a schoel that has appreximately 0% or mare of its
students that come frem lew-ineame families)?

[
[
D | den'® =
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Teacher Coproduction

Tre= next group of questons ks degigred o Feip gain & betisr undersianding of e kinds of things that create d™cuBles
for ieachers In helr schoo! activities. Please indicafe your apinion abowrl sach of the statements beiow based on your
ENpEfence since B beginning of this schood year

Flease indieate how much you as a teacher ean influehes the fallowing elassream
situations.

Lithm o none

o
[
r
-
j:4

u. Hiorw will CBN YO PRI BpEERET e ey ELoa’

k. How well can you issp o few orobisn sdsns form monryg an sios lsamon?

£ 1o w*uf arisrd oan you =l good qusskone For prer whderieT

d T whal=ce=t oan jos mebs your sepecis borm. Ses s bout shudsrd betarvorT
m Hore moch oe= peu de o get rough & B et ffief skodectsT

. Fow much can you do s felis pour shdants Rink ooBosly?

g How mck oen you do b mcbods sodechy 95 show ios misvest N schookvork?
h. How mrech cen you do ko eier sicdes] ey T

| Fow mach cae peu de B cenersl n = T

| How mech o pou docln get skden s o Selisvs Sy oan do wel in schoohsorT
b S el o pau L] 1 sy wfh ssch group ol
L1

| Mow rmuch oen you do = Badp joer muteie vl sameng?

m fiow well oem you remsond i defiesl wuderssT

n. Horae waell can you svapoad e S oUt ouseSorm Boee pour sl cdanis T

o e wsll an you ssisbish ot B oEesp sotwiiss ronmg Emendrly?

B Hew mach o poul paugs shocies] comprs beemise o whad o See Sogsl”

g How rmoch o you de o imereys e usdermsianding o 0 skodsrd who @ teling T

r. Hoe s can yos de o edasd pour (s o T ooroper el for il
e

W HO TS SN o s ' T el e I U e o Soiny T

& How morr man you uss ® verety of seseemerd srteges’

u. To whatssierd can you 2 AN = L Ll
s 5w oo fossd”

v How moch oen pou seesl smiss = tsepieg Fer chideosn de owsl 2 sctoal?
= o merh oan yeu do b pel civldren B follow cisseroere: sise?

= How sl can you repisme sismEive sinsges b pror dessooeT

000 000 OOCOO0O0O OOOOOCOO00000
OO0 OO0 QOOO000 OOOOOCOO000]
OO0 OO0 OOODO0O OOOOOOOO00O0
000 OO0 QOOO000 GDDDC’GDOQGG%
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Tois secdon of the survey asks for your opdnlon reganding the iImplemeniaZon of the Ssderal lsa Enown as Mo Child Left
Eiehind (2002}

Eased on your experience a5 @ beacher, piease respond io the fofiowing slalemenis
I EELIEVE THAT CURRENT EDUCATIOMAL REFORM EFFORTS ARE

Sy
ZIRETEE

B. pravd ng shadesis with = snoched sduecaBcnel propen

E- mesing Pw sfuoioeel resds of 0w schsving chidn

& mfording parees e aesin gl e i inEs zF i crdiciran
d peeszing sboissie wih 5= scossrebesd sSuewioaal g

= B ool

F. g around owssferming schnci

B prewidng Erare: wih babsr rhart B for marmang:

h hoiding ecboch scocunimbles e mpeoving s s oS et

| afioowing se=roe o e ol ssdy oo

(- - Wi prEETEr ng muthery n how ey scheres st
WoUETETIEIT

E domieg e Fap beh high- mxd lowpe g cii cres

| smoromeg siads—in o e%cine metrucon sl EeaEges

m. ciosing Bw w= 1 H (30 gudd ard cemvesiged chadmes

n sevEing e ooy of e o ugh o el prra=i

a koiding =achem scro uria®le o impervieg shodent schisssmmel

P prevEing i F d TR

150 o o o [
0
N
I
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Teacher Coproduction

I BELIEVE STANDARDS BASED ASSESSMENTS (5BAs)High School Qualifying Exam

SCORES ARE:
=

i
:

a8 iwiske Fooione ol wieded o chevameri
B hirdsnng Ps sdecaicns procses n Alwsis
c o mic ndoair of imacher afectvessan

d pro=iermtic n how Bay mon ooy cesd by schesl dwircks

. orey -one s o wuder schessement, e aouroes of
informedon showid be oeesd

P srcoursgng Eechsm b eech = T wel”

B orexing wiess o B clissmer Scher N i S D cesaes Sechar
Lo

o o o o
o o o
1 o o
OO IZIIZIIZIIZIIZI%

i




Cme sducafons reform being impement=d n ithe st |s merdt pay, which allows schoal disiricts S0 provide financal
mcEnives (o ieachers for diferens reasons.

Based on your eYpeTience X & eacher, piease respond o the following siatemanis

1 BEELIEVE FIHANCIAL INCENTIVES FOR TEACHEARS |a.k.a. merit pay) SHOULD BE
GIVEN TO THE TEACHER WHO...

Ly - ]
Sium e

DOooo0 0od &
00000 OO0

B coneewTiy woecks Snrder, mebng n mors Bra wed efort San e sschees

B e shienis who soors hghse B sl siucenks on i nchs roiess el

o aarm oot fenugs e e Bamers o Iy Tmachiog 5t [ EE]
“MaZorl CeSPordon™

d mpscimioes n o0 sucsc such e soecos or metheTeice

& imp L = Tmi rERdng B raih skie by Bs s of e e

P mmws el o ch ebodeme

[+ e T bl

DO0O00 00O
1

h werEs i s-emrforrmeng sshoos
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A& perzor's adiBode s often Infiuenced by & moitiude of factors, such as: e alfitudes of ofers, one's pesanal vaiue
sysbern; or one"s enderstanding of & sthalon, o narme o f=w.

How think spout yoor 3 hudes jiowards curent and prop-osed edwcational reforms {Le. No Chid Left Benind, mernt pany for
l=achers). Please read e following fist of poasibie Taciors Sisl may mosd your afitude of support or nonsupport
iowards cument and propoised educational reforms.

Chease the respense that best matehes the degree te which each factor impaets your
attitude of suppert or nensuppert of edueatienal reforms.

Tem peaisaims Somewiwi

¥
.
]
®

Hone ek sl
By pivlzscgmioal babsf s 8 e

O of iy clossst cobasguss wf mchesl

By suparsToE L E RS

Ths meis (newscaps, 9 |

My permrEl v Le WyEET]

Clenarnily held afbSse of my colesgoss mi echaod
My urcwrwewncing, =l = sz

¥ifad | ipemed &mp EduceSos courss W

By penzpal ¥ oo 2l mchool el

Fzw meaived | e bean i i selorm pocsss

elelelelolslolelaisle)
QO0O00000000
OOO000CO00000
QOo00000000

Ny aciwmaln ey wi scheol o




As a3 beacher, you work with many dferent ypes of leamers wih different eaming chamacherisbcs and backgrounds.
In this next session, you will resd o different soenanos about now shedents perfomed on the Btndanrds Eassd

Asgeasments (SEAS) or the Hign Schoo! Qualifying Exam (H3QE)L Piease arswer the guestions that fakow each
sCefrio based on your BEpererce B8 bescher.

I your elass, you have neticed there is 3 greup of students whe are very bright. They
werk hard in elass, finish their assighments, and eamplete their hamewerk, They ean
werk indegendently and rarely ask for help.

&t the end of the scheel year, these students DID HOT da well an the SBAs | HSGE.

In your epinien, what is the main reason these students did HOT deo well on the
SBAs'HSQE?

D Shoden misliy

{:::l T oar whi By o mech Pees sbucemie
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A their tmacher, do you think e CALUZE of the studenis’ poor performance on the 38ALMHERE
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Teacher Coproduction
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Teacher Coproduction

In your class, you have a growp of shederis who have lmbed abifty. They seidom do theirdass work complebety, or they
humry through it, saking many errecs. They rarely 3o their homewornk or siucy at fame, bui altways have excuses Tor why
they haver't When encoursged bo clow down and work camefuly, their work can be appmopriaie for their graoe =wvel.

Al'the end of e soivbol year, these studenis PERFORM WELL an the 38AHEGE

In your apinion, what is the main reason these students did poorly on the SBAs/HSQE?
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Teacher Coproduction
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Do you think the CAUBE of the siudents® STRONSG performance on T ZEASSSODE

rwlacts B whacman
ampec ol Bw B ) B 3 & 3 2 o of the
mniant swine

TIANEgeEsiE
by the mludent

b pErTTRce

W ECTTE Ty Ermehng T
B sbudert B 3 - 2 wucT
o coni mrnat oonkm

u soreny m g
wmr whsich TeRT Wk
8 T 8 = & 1 - |
chem e citen have
oo S ook

= crrmche o _ i ol
f a @i
(= T L] B wiuSm

i mbia e w W

Lo ] e e

- Ui B i nel undar
poa af ofhwr ] T B 3 L] - 2 Ew powsr of
== oiter pecnls




200

Teacher Coproduction
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Teacher Coproduction

Thre= foblowirsy gueshons are abowl OANE, SPECIFIC dass that you are working with thizs year {beginning Siis 8ail). Think
about THEZ EFECIFIC CLASE when you answer the folioaing guesbons.

Overall, how da you rate the level of asademie perfermanee in this elass?

O e
O

Overall, hew de yeu rate the level of mativation in this elass?

The fellewing guestions pertain te feelings you may have experienced teaching the
elass that you deseribed abave, Before answering the fallowing guestisns, please reeall
same typieal situations that yeu have experenced when teaching this elass. Please
indizate how you typically feel after teaching this elass.

|

d
d
-

| wam sor—wd St oy emordng e cless swe not e By goeg el
| bt a oo reEEcn kor bETg eppy when | mught s ciees
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Teacher Coproduction

Teasching cam be & siressiyl sccupafon. The folowing questions ask you about what you generaily do and fesl wien you
feel sressed In your job 85 3 bescker

Different teachers respend te stress in different ways, but this seetion feeuses an haw
you've tried te deal with stress.

Flease read each of the fellewing items that deseribe a particular way of eeping with the
stress that yeu experiense a5 a teacher. Decide te what extent you sspe with yeur
stress by deing what the item says. Make your answers as true FOR YOU as you can.
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Texchers facifinbe lmaming in Fer classroom in difersnt ways The folowing section isic 3 numiber of sideples that
ieachers may or may mot use in thelr ciassroom. In Bhis secton, please estmaie how offen you do e following activifes
In ypour classnoam.

Approximately how often do each of the fellowing astivities happen in your ¢lass
thraughsut the sehesl year?
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Trank you for your pariicipaton in this skudy.

{FOR PLOT 3TUDY:)

Your opirion on Bis survey |5 very mporiant. Coofd you peases share your opinlon of this survey Dy answering e
Taicwing questicns=

The length of this survey was

The warding of the guestisns was:
C:I Fna
C:l corrumng

C;l T (R ROy

Flease previde any ather feedback that you have on this survey:






