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A DISGUISED SCALE TO ASSESS ATTITUDES TOWARD EFFECTIVE TEACHING
AS REFLECTED THROUGH DESCRIPTIONS OF PUPIL BEHAVIOR

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background and Problem

Few aspects of education have been of greater concern to educa-
tional researchers than the assessment and prediction of teacher effec-
tiveness. As Gage (1960) has noted, not only is the literature on
teacher competence overwhelming, but even bibliographies on the subject
are becoming unmanagesble. Biddle and Ellena (1964) suggest that de-
spite all of the research activity focusing on teacher competence the
results have been modest and often contradictory. Few, 1f any facts
have established valid criteria for teacher effectiveness, and many
former findings bave been repudiated. The aveilable findings offer two
answers for the lack of encouragement from teacher effectiveness re-
search: confusion, and the complexity of the problem. Confusion exists
because some do not recognize the problem of effectiveness at all;
others disagree over the effects a teacher is called upon to produce,
and the majority use a variety of terms to describe teacher competence
for disparate purposes. The complexity of the problem is evidenced by
the difficulty in assessing the long term effects the teacher has on

her pupils. The task of lsolating these effects are practically
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impoesible due to the pupil's interaction with other téachers and &
mltitude of significant others.

The traditionel approach to the study of competence has been the
gselection of general dimensions or traits typical of teacher behavior
and to hypotheslze that these account for measurable changes in pupil
behavior. The changes studied have generally been related to short-
term effects for the remson stated above. Allport and Odbert (1936)
have pointed out the complexity of selecting "the" key set of teacher
behaviors by reporting that there are more than 18,000 adjectives avail-
eble in the English language to describe behavior directly, and a large
proportion of these may be applied to the behavior of the teacher. But,
Just as teacher behaviors are pert of the classroom situation for the
pupils, pupil behaviors form part of the classroom situation for tke
teacher. In this sense,classroom interaction is & total system of in-
terrelated parts; and each act in the system (whether by pupil or teacher)
may be seen to have determinants and results in other acts of the
gystem (Biddle and Ellens, 1964, p. 12).

It ssems only fair to assume that to be involved effectively in
classroom interactions the teacher must be able to discriminate effec-
tive from ineffective classroom interactions. In most classrooms the
teacher initiates & larger percentage of interactive sequences than do
individual pupilas. She controls the content of the discussion, operates
to keep order and effective response within bounds, and in general,
takes charge. This suggests that it is possible to examine the immediate
effects of teacher activity in the responses of pupils with some assur-

ance that cause-and-effect moves from teachers to pupils.
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KNumerous forms of ﬁ&pil response occur in the classroom setting,
but it would be presumptuous to assume that all pupil responses are the
effects of teacher activity. The problem of deciding which qualities of
pupil response to measure as indicators of teacher effectiveness has
been studied by various approaches in various ways. Two viewpoints
have prevailed in choosing such pupil indicators:

1. Some investigators have focused upon those qualities of pupil
behavior that occur with high frequency and that can be readily observed
(Barker and Wright, 1955; Flanders, 1960a; Flanders, 1960b; Flanders,
1960c¢; Rysns, 1960).

2. Other investigators have choosen pupil qualities that reflect
educational goais; measuring pupil properties rather than superficial
behaviors. Studies have been made, for example, of pupil learning,
attitudes, sociometric preference, and clinical disturbance to name only
a few (Christensen, 1960; Beil, Feifer, and Powell, 1960; Rocchio and
Kearney, 1956; Yourglich, 1955).

Actually, the two types of .studies are complementary; however, re-
lationships between pupil behaviors and properties bave yet to be estab-
lished. It appears desirable to meke the assumption at the present time
that if teacher effectiveness is bounded by context and situation, then
pupil response is unique to these conditions. To date, little attention
has been paid to the many varieties of pupil behavior observable in
response to teacher behavior. Yet, if the interactions of the teacher
and pupil are important in the classrocm, then it would be advisable to
asseos the potentisl teachers perception of those pupil behaviors

Judged to reflect effective or ineffective teacher behavior in the



clasgroom. Judgementa of teacher behavior via pupil behavior would
suggest research In the ares of attitude assessment.

Attitude studies of teacher effectiveness have been numerous but
questionable as to general applicebillity. For the most part, the at-
titude scales used in the majority of studies were not developed specif-
ically to assess the effective - ineffective dimension. Existing
scales focus on such aspects as: attitude toward teaching (Miller,
1934), attitude toward teaching as a career (Merwin and Di Vesta, 1960),
attitude toward education (Mitchell, 1941),opinionnaire on attitudes to-
ward education (Lingren and Patton, 1958), educationsl scale (Kerlinger
and Kaya, 1959), the educational scale (Rundquist and Sletto, 1936),
attitudes toward education (Glassey, 1945), and an attitude scale for
measuring attitude toward any teacher (Hoshaw, 1936). These scales,
and others, are exsmined in detail in & recent publication (Shaw and
Wright, 1967).

Probably the most widely used teacher attitude scale has been the

Minnegsota Teacher Attitude Inventory (Cook, Leeds, and Callis, 1951).

It is assumed that when & teacher scores high on this scale he under-
atands students and should be able to work harmoniously with them. A%
the other extrems is the teacher who tries to dominate the clasaroom.
Attempts to validate the MIAI against ratings of effectiveness indicate
that the test measures something fairly stable in teacher behavior,

even though a relationship to pupil behavior has not been established
(Green, 1964, p. 43). College students instructed to fake either per-
missive or authoritarian attitudes generally get higher and lower scores,

respectively, than students given standard instructions. Another study



(Mitzel and Ostreicher, 1956) found that correlations reported betwasan
attltude measures on the MIAI, instead of resulting from underlying
relationships, might well be & function of a common response set.

The questionable applicability of attitude studies of teacher
effectiveness that have used scales similar to those described above
might be a function of two factors: (1) the particular definitional
framework adopted to represent the attitude the scale is to reflect;
and (2) the technique selected for scale construction. The consequences
for each of thege factors will be considered briefly.

Variations in the definition of the term attitude range from the
operational to the metatheoretical. 8haw and Wright (1967) identify
three sources of veriation in definitions of the congtruct attitude:
(1) specificity versus generality in the determination of behavier; (2)
the tendency to generalize the construct to include any predisposition
to respond;(3) the theoretical composition of the attitude, that is,
whether it consists of three components or a single component. Despite
the variation in definitions they appear to hold one common character-
igtic: attitude entails an existing predisposition to respond to social
objects which, in interaction with situational and other dispositional
varisbles, guides and directs the overt bebavior of the individual
(Cexdno, 1955).

One definition (Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall, 1965) has incor-
porated the idea of specific social referents inseparably fused in the
socisl judgments labeled attitude. Sherif, et 8l., claim that what are
called motivational and cognitive, function inseparably when the indi-

vidual discriminates, compares, categorizes, or evaluates socially



significant objects. Their argument is that most of what is known about
social motives (including attitudes) and sbout cognitive structure (in-
cluding attitudes) has been derived from data on behavior, much of
which pertains to the individual's judgments. A social attitude, there-
fore, is defined as a set of evaluative categorizations formed toward
an object or class of objects as the individual learns, in interaction
with others, about his environmwent, including evaluvations of other per-
sons (Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall, 1965, p. 20).

The most frequently used methods of measuring attitude (Thurstone,
1929; Likert, 1932; and Guttman, 194%4) reguire subjects to indicate
their agreement or disagreement with a set of statements about the
attitude object. Generally, these statements attribute to the object
characteristics that are positively or negatively svaluated and rarely
neutral. Sherif (1956, 1960) has developed a perceptive variation from
the traditional Thurstone scaling technique by regsarding an attitude
not as & point on & scale, but as a latitude. Three latitudes are hypo-
thesized along the scale dimension: & latitude of acceptance, a latitude
of rejection, and a latitude of noncoumitment. Positions on & issue
are Judged by the individual with rega:d to the latitude which is most
appropriate. Several studies have indicated that the sizes of the three
latitudes vary as & function of the individual's ego-involvement with
the issue (Hovland and Sherif, 1952; Sherif and Hovland, 1961) and the
stronger the commitment to a position the greater the lowering of the
threshold of rejection. The conaequence'of a lowered threshold of re-

Jection is a reduction in the latitude of noncommitment.



In the item pool for & Thurstone type attitude scale several
items represent the extremes for each pole. Thege extreme items serve
&8 the anchors to size up the intermediate items. An anchor that dif-
fers slightly from the object of Jjudgment results in displacement
toward the anchor - assimilation effect (Sherif, Taub, and Hovland,
1958; Parducci and Marshall, 1962; Helson, 1964). With increasing
discrepancies between the anchor and the cbject of judgment, assim-
ilation ceases and displacement begins to occur away from the anchor;
the difference between them is exmggerated - contrast effect. The
anchoring items and others neer the anchor position are placed with
little variability while the intermediate items in such pools typically
shov more varisbility in placement (Edwards, 1946). An extreme judge,
however, displaces many such items away from his own stand becsuse,
ordinarily, his latitude of acceptance does not extend into the inter-
mediate segment (ILa Fave and Sherif, 1962).

Sherif hag concluded that categorizations by respondents who have
attitudes favorable and unfavorable toward the object of Judgment will
show the same characteristics (namely, the use of few categories with
disproportionate accummlation of items in the categories opposed to
their ovn stand on the issue) provided that both are egually involved in
their own stands. Vaughan (1961) tested this hypothesis by studying
the categorizations of four criterion group's stand toward Latins. She
found, as predicted, that the two ego-involved groups piled judgments
up &t each end of the scale and the two uninvolved groups used the eleven

categories with near equal frequency.
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The approach to attitude assessment utilized by the Sherif-Hov;-
land group holds great possibility for the assessment of abstract atti-
tudes in a disguised manner. An individual's stand concerning the be-
bavior of pupils which reflect the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of
the teacher in the classroom appears to qualify as an abstract attitude,
considering the lack of sgreement as to what dimensions constitute
teacher effectiveness. In order to assess such an attitude, it would
also be highly desirable to reduce the influence of & socisl desirabil-
ity response set as evidenced in responses to the MIAI.

It is argued, therefore, that pupil behavior observable in response
to teacher behavior could be gcaled by developing an instrument encom-
passing the properties proposed in the theoretical Sherif-Hovliand
structure. Such an instrument should as & minimum isolate & number of
consensually agreed upon pupil behaviors that are indicative of effac-
tive and ineffective teacher behavior in the classroom. The direction
of an individual's deviation from the consensually agreed upon effec-
tive and ineffective pupil behaviors should especislly be reflected in
their displacement of the intermediate items on the 11 point scale.

The individual with a favorable attitude toward the behavior of
pupils should, for example, judge the consensually agreed upon effective
behaviors as more effective than their scale position and the ineffec-
tive behaviors as more ineffective than their scale position. The in-
termediate behaviors should be displaced toward the ineffective pole of
the scale. Individuals with unfavorable attitudes toward the behaviors

of pupils should show the reverse patternm.



In order to ensure that the reduced item pool is made up of three
consensuslly agreed upon sets, that is, effective, intermediate, and
ineffective behaviors, a factor analysis could be performed. The items
with subatantial losdings on each of the three major factors that emerge
should satisfy three properties: (1) have common affective content;

(2) bave mean values consistent with their content; (3) bave smaller
standard deviations on the effective and ineffective factors than on
the intermediate factor.

The purpose of the present study, therefore, is to report the find-
ings from the development of a Thurstone type attitude instrument in-
corporating the Sherif-Hovland theoretical structure to assess attitudes
tovard teacher effectiveness. The development of the scale included

the factor-analytic technique described in the previous parsgraph.

Summaxry of Hypotheses
The major hypotheses of the present study mey be summarized as

follows:
1. Three principal factors should emerge:
(a) A factor providing a cluster of items indicative of
pupil behaviors which reflect effective teaching.
(v) A factor providing a cluster of items indicative of
pupil behaviors which reflect ineffective teaching.
(¢) A factor providing a cluster of items of indeterminate
value with respect to effective or ineffective teaching.
2. The items with significent positive loading on factors 1(a)
and 1(b) will have smaller standard deviations than the items

with significant positive losdings on factor 1(c).
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3. The items with high loadings on:

(a) TFactor 1(a) will have mean values clustering around the
effective pole of the 11 point scale.

(b) Factor 1(b) will have mean values clustering along the
middle segment of the 11 point scale.

(¢) Factor 1(c) will have mean values clustering arocund the
Ineffective pole of the 11 point scale.

k. Subjects who judge the items loaded on factor 1(a) more ef-
fective on the average will judge the items loaded on 1(b) more inef-
fective (effective teacher attitude).

5. Subjects who judge the items loaded on factor 1(a) more inef-
fective on the average will judge the items loaded on 1(b) more ef-
fective (ineffective teacher attitude).

6. The subjects who fit the effective teacher attitude will dis-
place the items loaded on factor 1(c) toward the ineffective pole.

7. The subjects who fit the ineffective teacher pattern will dis-

place the items loaded on factor 1(c) toward the effective pole.



CHAPTER II

METHOD

Subjects

The subjects used in this study were 259 college students enrolled
in their first education course, Introduction to Teaching. This number
represented the students present on the day the data were collected in
the five sections randomly selected from the eleven sections offered
during the Fall semester of the 1966-1967 school year at Central State
College, Edmond, Oklahoma. The assumption was made that the random
selection of classes for inclusion in the study supported the random-
ization of instructor amnd hour veriables.

The sample was comprised of 104, or 40.2 per cent, males and 155,
or 59.8 per cent, femeles with a conbined mean age of 21.75 and a sten-
derd deviation of 5.18. The breskdown by college classification was 30,
or 11.58 per cent, freshmen, 155, or 59.85 per cent, sophomores, 67 ; or
25.87 per cent, juniors, and 7, or 2.70 per cent, seniors. They repre-
gented 41 separate majors with only five majors representing more than
five per cent of the total sample. Seventy-nine, or 30.5 per cent of
the total sample, listed elementary education as their major. A com-
plete tabular presentation of the sample by classification, age, sex,

and college major is presented in Appendix A.

11
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Procedure for Attitude Scale Construction

The first step in the construction of the attitude scale was to
accumulate a large pool of descriptions of pupil-teacher interactions
in the classroom. From existing attitude instruments, descriptions of
classroom behavior found in education and educetional psychology text-
books, and personal conversations with education professors who had pre-
viously tasught at the public school. level, 101 descriptions of classroom
behavior were constructed. This set of behavior descriptions was typed

.on individual 3" by 5" cards and 14 judges were asked to place them along
an 11 category scale relative to the extent they refleoted effeetive oz
ineffective teacher behavior. The scale value of "one" represented the
effective teaching pole and the scale value of "11" represented the
ineffective teaching pole: B

Feedback from the 14 judges in the first pretesting resulted in
two major criticisms of the original item pool: (1) too meny of the
statements were worded in such & manner e&s to elicit sgreement or dis-
agreement on the bgsis of social degirability, i.e., the socially ac-
ceptable norm of democracy; (2) too many items were clear-cut factual
statements and not descriptions of behavior. The items were, therefore,
re-written in an attempt to eliminate the social desirability response
set and to have each item represent a description of behavior.

A second preftesting was made on the re-worded items from the
original item pool. From the comments of two previously unused Judges
it becanme apparent that the disguised property of the re-worded items
would be best served 1f the content of the items were worded in such a

menner as to describe only observable pupil behaviors. Several iltems
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were unsble to be converted to descriptions of pupil behavior and wers
therefore, replaced by new descriptions. The converted descriptions o
pupil behavior were submitted to 16 new judges for a third pre-testing
of the ltems.

On the basis of the third pre-test, five item subsets were ident
fied: (1) those consistently placed in extremely effective teaching
categories; (2) those consistently placed in extremely ineffective tea:.
ing categories; (3) those with moderate varisbility but a tendency to~
werd effective teaching categories; (4) those with moderate variability
but & tendency toward ineffective teaching categories; (5) items with
high variability, placed by some toward the ineffective categories and
by some toward the effective categories. At this point the original
item pool was reduced to 57 items that best satisfied the Sherif-Hovland
rationale on a content validity and statistical basis. Subsets 1 and
2 conteined four items each, subsets 3 and 4 contained ten items each,
and subset 5 contained 29 items. Further examlnastion of the items re-
sulted in eliminating seven more items to arrive at the final pool of
50 descriptions of pupil behavior. The items eliminated were two each
from subsets 1 and 2, and three from subset 5.

A fourth pre-testing was administered to 22 previocusly unused
Judges utilizing the same individually administered card-sorting pro-
cedure as employed in previous pre-testings. The ltems within the five
subsets mainteined their positions relatively well on a statistical
basis. At this point it was decided to convert the items from carda
and to determine whether similar results would occur when presented in

peper-and-pencil form and administered in a group situation.
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The pool of 50 items was randomly arranged and typed coﬁsecutively
in & three page test booklet as represented in Appendix B. The three
page booklet was then reproduced and ndministered to 4O meubers of an
educational psychology class and to 27 membeérs of a graduate course in
education. The results of this final pre-testing were very similar to

the results obtained from the card sorting procedure.

Procedure for Data Collection

Early in the 1966-1967 school year five sections of the first
course in education, Introduction to Teaching, were randomly selected
from the 11 sections offered for the administration of the teacher ef-
fectiveness attitude instrument. The instructors were individually
instructed regerding the procedure to be employed for their part in the
data collection.

Each instructor was requested to administer the instrument at the
beginning of the class period on the day designated for the data col-
lection. They were further asked to offer no explanstion regarding the
purpose of the instrument other than to assure the students that their
performance would in no way effect their grade in the course. The only
specific direction given by the instructor was to request each student
to place his name on the back of the instrument in the lower right-
hand corner. The students were assured that this was for identification
purposes only and their individual performence would be kept anonymous
by the researcher.

The subjects were then instructed to fill in the identifying in-
formation at the top of the instrument (see Appendix B). When the sub-

Jects had filled in the identifying information, they were instructed
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to read the instructions on the instrument and follow them &as closely as
possible. No questions were answered by the instructor regerding the
purpose of the instrument, the instructions, or the mearning of any of
the items. If there were any questions the instructor was to tell the
subject to respond in the best way that he could. No time limit was im-
posed on the completion of the instrument, but the majority completed
it within a 20 minute period.

When the subjects completed the Iinstrument, the instructor collect-
ed the booklets and returned them to the researcher. After checking
the booklets for completeness of information the date were then trans-

ferred to IBM cards for date analysis.

Procedure for Anslysis

The enalysis was performed in eight sequential steps. In the
first step the item mean and standard deviation was obtained for the
259 judgments made on each ltem.

The second step was the determination of the split-half relisbili-
ty estimate. The scale Jjudgments on the odd and even items were sepa-
rately summed for each of the 259 subjects and then correlated by the
Pearson product-moment correlation procedure. The Spearmsn-Brown
prophecy formule (Spearman, 1910; Brown, 1910) was applied to the ob-
tained correlation to estimate the reliability of the total scale.

The intercorrelations between the 50 items of the instrument
employing the Pearson product-moment correlation technique constituted
the third step. This procedure produced 1,225 separate correlation co-

efficients. To be significantly different from a zero correlation,
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with 257 degrees of freedom, the obteined correlation bad to exceed
124 at the .05 level and .162 &t the .0l level.

The fourth, fifth and sixth steps of the analysis were relate& to
the solution of the factor problem. The principal-factor procedure des-
cribed by Harmon (1960) was used to solve the factor problem. Canpuf.-
ation was performed by the use of & TOKO computer. |

In the principel-factor solution, as in any other factor solution,
the sterting point is the estimate of the communalities to be used (the
disgonal velues in the correlation matrix). Three techniques vere em-
ployed: (1) the square of the first averoid factor, (2) iteration by
refactoring, (3) placing one's in the diagonal. The extraction of
factors was accomplished for the three procedures used in estimating
the communelity. However, it should be pointed out that it has been
argued, and substentiated by empirical evidence, that it matters litile
vhat values are placed in the principel diagonal of the correlation
metrix vwhen the number of varisbles is larger then 20 (Harmon, 1960,

p. 88). |

Two oriteria were used for ceasing the extraction of factors:

(1) when the frequency distribution of the residual correlation metrix
evidenced small residuals that were unimodal and lepbokurtio;v (2) the
last factor extracted had few loadings in excess of .20. The matrix
of factors extracted by the principal-factor technigue was then rotated
to the best approximetion of simple structure by the varimax method
proposed by Kaiser (1956).

The seventh step in the analysis was to identify the effective
teaching, ineffective teaching, and indeterminate factors. Omce
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identified, the ten items with the highest positive loading on each

factor were identified. At this stage of the analysis, 50 coupleted
booklets were randomly selected from the originsl 259 subject sample
and scores vere obtained separately for each factor.

The procedure for scoring each of the 50 booklets was first to
identify the 10 items from the original 50 which had the highest posi-
tive factor loadings on each factor. The Jjudgments on the 10 items with
the highest positive factor loadings on Factor I, for example, were then
summed separately for each booklet. Since judgments on each item could
vary from a value of 1 to a value of 11, the s;:ores on Factor I could
vary from & score of 10 to a ﬁcore of 120. The scoring rationale for
Factors II and III was identical to the rationale for scoring Factor I.
Each booklet then yielded three scores varying from a minimum value of
10 to a weximum value of 120.

The pattern of the three factor scores should reveal the degree of
the altt:l.tude of en individual completing the bocoklet toward pupil be-
haviors which reflect effective teaching. The Sherif-Hovliand attitude
eriteria vould suggest that an effective teaching attitude would yield:
(1) & very lov factor score an the factor representing consensually
agreed upon pupil bebaviors which reflect effective teaching; (2) a very
high factor score on the factor representing consensually sgreed upon
pupil bebaviors which reflect ineffective teaching; and (3) a high score
on the factor representing pupil bebaviors vhich neither represent
effective or ineffective teaching. An ineffective teaching attitude
should yield a pattern of facior scores significantly different from the
effective teaching attiiude pattern, tbat is, a high score where a low
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score would indicate an effective teaching attitude and a low score
vhere a high score would indicate an effective teaching attitude.

In order to eliminate confusion concerning the directionality of
the separate factor scores when comparing effective and ineffective
teaching attitudes, it wes decided to reverse the directionality of twe
of the factors. The directionality of the factors representing the in-
effective linked pupil behaviors and the indeterminate pupil behaviors
vas reversed due to the fact that both of these factors would yield high
factor scores for the effective teaching attitude. By reversing the
directionality the scores reflecting the effective teaching attitude on
these factors would be lov scores, which is ccnsistent with the direc-
tionality of the judgment scale used for each item in the test booklet.
The directionality ves reversed for the ineffective and indeterminate
factor scores by subtrecting s value of 120 from each score. This pro-
cedure made it possible to compare the optimal effective teaching
attitude pattern hypothesized by the Sherif-Hovland attitude criteria
with the three factor scores on each test booklet with a minimun of con-
fusion. It was unnecessary to change the score for the factor repre-
senting pupil bebaviors reflecting effective teaching since & lov score
slready indicated an effaective teaching attitude.

The eighth step of the analysis was an attempt to establish the
construct validity of the attitude instrument. The three factor scores,
reversed in directionality, were summed to yield a total scaled score
for each of the 50 randomly selected test booklets. It was argued that
i¢ the Sherif-Hovland attitude structure maintained, the 25 booklets
with the lowest totel scaled scores would have & pattern of factor score:
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indicative of the effective teaching attitude, and the 25 booklets with
the highest total scaled scores would have a pattern more like the in~
effective teaching sttituds. To test this hypothesis three "t" tests’
_between uncorreleted means were performed. For each "t" test the mean
factor score for each of the three factors needed to be significantly
larger foz" thé high total scale score group to support the Sh.rir-l!:ﬁr-

land attitude structure.
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RESULTS

ﬁc analysis of judgments made by the 259 subjects on each item
indicated that the means vere fairly well distributed along the scale
(see Appendix C). The scale was divided into three categories and the
mean values for the items were distributed as follow: (1) ten items
with weans between 1 and 3; (2) thirty items with means between &4 and
8; (3) ten items vith means betveen 9 and 11. There vas also & defi-
nite tendency for the standard deviation to increase as the item meen
approached the middle categories from either pole.

The correlation obtained between the summation of the judgmwents
seperately on the odd and even items for each subject was .62. Since
this correlation was sctually the correlation between two tests, sach
of vhich is one half the length of the original, the Spearman-Browm
formula vas applied to estimate the reliability of a test twice as
long. The corrected Spearman-Brovan reliability estimate was .77 for
an instrument of 50 items.

The intercorrelations of the 50 items are shown in Teble 1. The
number of correlation coefficients that exceeded the .05 and .0l sig-
nificance levels respectively were 381 and 332. This suggested that
there was sufficient common faotor variance to support a factor anslysis

of the data.
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TABLE 1

INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE FIFTY ITEMS ON THE TEACHER
EFFECTIVENESS ATTITUDE SCALE (N = 259)
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Three estimates of communalities were msde. The first wvas a pro-
cedure employing the squere of the first averoid factor, which proved
to be an underestimate of the actual commnelities as evidenced by the
first factor accounting for 500 pe‘r cent of the total estimated commmu-
nality. When "ons's" were placed in the disgonsl elements only 42 per
ceni; of the total estimated commnality was accounted for after .tho ex-
traction of eight factors, thus proving to be overestimates of the
actual commnalities. The iteration by refactoring procedure accounted
for 101.5 per cent of the total estimated commnality after the extrac-
tion of five factors, thus providing the best estimate of the actual
commnality. Guilford (1954, p. 49k4) pointed out that a check can be
wade to see how much the initial guessed communalities differ from the
obtained communalities after the factors have been extracted. He
further suggested that if the discrepancies are as large as .10, either
positive or negativae, then it is wise to start the extractions all over
agein, using nev guesses based on the computed commnalities found the
first time through. The discrepancies between the original communality
estimates by iteration in the refactoring procedure and the calculated
communalities are shown in Teble 2. As inspection of Table 2 indicated
that none of the 50 discrepsncies exceeded .10, and only one, item 6,
vas closs to that value. |

The principal-factor procedure for extracting the principel
common factars wvas programmed to cease the factoring process when there

vas no residual correlation exceeding a value of .20. A distribution
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TABLE 2

DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN ORIGINAL AND CALCULATED COMMUNALITY
ESTIMATES (FIRST FIVE FACTORS)

TEen Originel Caloulated . ‘DiiTerence
1 .150 156 .006
2 .251 266 .015
3 095 .092 -.003
b4 .254 277 .023
5 .208 .213 .005
6 .2kk 175 -.069
T 439 432 -.007
8 399 391 -.009
9 333 337 .00k

10 .185 .199 .01k
11 179 .173 -.006
12 .367 .391 | .02k
13 .384 422 .038
14 .096 .09k  -.002
15 .391 «357 -.034
16 .562 .564 .002
17 426 L2k -.002
18 .21 217 .006
19 .2k 2k .000
20 246 | . . .232 "= 01k
21 .186 .184 -.002
22 a3 175 .002
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TABLE 2--Continued

Ttem Original Calculated Difference
23 | .30k 297 | -.007
2l bk . e -.003
25 .261 264 .003
26 238 R .006
27 .300 | .302 .002
28 .107 .105 -.002
29 ’ .207 .207 .000
30 .136 .150 . .onk
31 o .365 .362 -.003
32 .259 .240 -.019 .
3 396 419 .023
34 - .352 369 017
35 ' .325 ‘ 3k 026
36 319 | 367 ' .048
37 .268 ' .279 011
38 .185 .186 .001
39 <157 155 -.002
Lo .288 .30k .016
b1 - .286 .307 .021
» 3681 382 .001
43 .313 .308 ~.005
Ll 2 459 035

L5 .126 . .128 .002
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TABLE 2--Continued

Ttem Original Calculated Difference
L6 416 416 .000
L7 .148 .155 .007
48 .329 347 .018
49 .561 .570 .009
50 458 b72 No

of the residual correlations after the extraction of the fourth factor

has been shown in Teble 3. The distribution is definitely leptokurtic

TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF RESIDUAL CORRELATIONS AFTER THE
EXTRACTION OF THE FOURTH FACTOR

Midpoint of
Class Interval Frequency
.22 | 0
.17 ‘ 4
.12 ‘ 36
.07 224
.02 _ 1227
-.02 761
-.07 ©o212
-.12 36
-.17 0
-, 22 0

Total 2500
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and had no residual correlations that exceeded .20. The suggestion of
Guilford (195&, p. 500) was followed and several asdditional factors were
extracted to aid in rotation (see Appendix D). The coﬁtribution of the
firgt four factors to the total estimated commnality was 9%.97 per cent.
The unrotated factor matrix for the first four factors is shown in

Table 4. An ingpection of the loadings on Factor IV indicated that
several vwere large enough to aid in rotation, although the majority were

rather small.

TABLE 4

UN-ROTATED PRINCIPAL FACTOR MATRIX
(First Four Factors)

Factor
Ttem I 1I III '
1 .080 .376 ~-.025 .036
2 -.089 90 — .086 .003
3 -.237 .090 <147 .051
L -.261 .19k .318 -.116
5 -.087 202 .281 .231
6 .ol 367 -.149 .08
T .631 .138 .09k -.063
8 :59h .0k2 .153 .01
9 -.407 .361 .137 ~.146
10 .056 .359 -.211 .038
11 -.032 .010 .389 117
12 -. 460 112 342 -.025
13 -.27h .101 422 142

1k -.152 .170 .202 .020
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TABLE h-—Continued

Factor :
Ttem I 1T IIT v
15 -.076 k61 071 .262
16 .70k .101 .215 110
17 617 121 .076 .128
18 -.301 -.083 .329 .058
19 -.0k9 g .118 -.012
20 -.183 .391 .126 097
21 .320 .19k .152 .053
22 .002 .360 .102 162
23 -.295 .356 .081 .276
2L .639 .181 .048 .127
25 .378 ~.146 .31k .018
26 -.087 .266 27k .2h6é
27 472 .209 .033 .017
28 .102 .139 .09k .155
29 .326 .243 .122 .038
30 .039 .032 .230 .262
31 .585 .120 .007 .059
32 273 -.0Th .392 .037
33 -.475 .166 .340 .208
3k 158 .219 .192 .268
35 -.136 A7 .183 .089
36 -.065 .54 .121 .130
37 295 .389 137 .084
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TABLE 4--Continued

Factor
Ttem I II III v
38 -.056 .359 -.111 .024
39 221 -.001 .219 .217
ko -.311 432 .096 .00k
b1 .258 .328 -.115 .328
) .5h2 .159 -.032 -.2U7
43 490 .020 .189 -.173
bk -.h80 .096 321 -.167
45 .032 -.136 .279 -.127
46 .597 -.016 .228 .089
b7 .196 -.032 .18% .170
48 .360 -.208 .355 .190
49 .690 LOTh .194 -.218
50 -.579 .078 .126 -.212

The Varimax procedure was applied to the original factor matrix;
rotating five factors on one occasion and eight on another. Simple
gtructure appeared to be more closely approximated for the three main
factors when the eight factor matrix was used. The rotated factor
matrix by the Varimax reduction for the first three factors is shown
in Table 5. The other rotated factors were placed in Appendix E be-
cause the last five factors did not appear to have any interpretable

meaning and were, therefore, suspected to be specific and error factors.
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TABLE 5

ROTATED PRINCIPAL FACTOR MATRIX BY VARIMAX TECENIQUE
(First Three Factors)

" Factor
Ttem I 11 111
1 .096 .393 -.005
2 .080 <394 <139
3 -.131 .010 .228
I -.066 .003 .218
5 -.050 .007 -.006
6 .053 489 -.032
T .637 .ok2 -.126
8 559 o -.020 -.119
9 -.198 .251 .338
10 .062 u52 -.002
11 .035 -.056 .083
12 -.292 .093 469
13 -.129 -.063 193
1k -. 0Tk .100 119
15 -.070 BT -.179
16 . 626 .020 -.245
17 .607 -.031 -.10h
18 -.205 -.019 .261
19 .034 .264 172
20 -.104 .37 .019
21 .236 .09k -.127
22 -.005 241 .005
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TABLE 5--Continued

Factor

Item I II I1I
23 -.053 .105 -394
24 .628 .053 -.178
25 .338 ~.231 -.080
26 -.00L .005 043
27 552 097 -.012
28 .009 .190 -.046
29 .283 .151 -2k
30 .018 .056 .O47
31 .540 .026 -.219
32 1) -.155 .021
33 -.182 -.041 571
3y .598 179 .035
35 .095 .210 197
36 .080 1465 173
37 253 342 -.122
38 -.000 430 L]
39 .199 -.042 -.021
40 -.131 .323 347
L2 .1k0 .310 -.200
42 .613 .012 -.068
L3 .543 -.0Tk -.072
Ll -.235 .039 .626

45 .073 -.184 171



TABLE 5--Continued

Fector

Item 1 II 111
L6 .529 .048 -.216
L7 .079 -.033 -.031
48 .238 -.129 -.126
ko .T06 -.003 -.151
50 -.344 .039 .596

The first three factors were interpretable in terms of meaningful
indicators of the three hypothesized item pools. In the following dis-
cussion of the fectors, all loadings of .200 or higher are presented

along with the means and stenderd deviations for the items.

Factor I: Ineffective Teaching Behavior

The following item judgments had loadings of .200 or higher on

Factor I:
Standard
Item No. Loading Mean Deviation
49  Pupils fail to follow .706 8.95 1.91
directions :
24  Pupils baving difficulty .637 8.82 1.9k
following directions
7  Pupil disinterest in .637 9.72 2.03
learning
16  Unruly children .620 9.80 3.12
42 The low achiever not .613 8.70 1.9%

working bhard enough and
applying himself

17 Pupils lack productive .607 8.25 2.09
imegination
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Item No.

34 Inedequate effort on the
part of the pupils in
preparing their lessons

8 Ilack of common courtesy
toward adults

27 Lack of application as
one of the most frequent
cauges for failure

43  Pupils not sppreciating
what the teacher does
for them

31 Children not usually thinking
for themselves

46 Migbehavior to annoy the
teacher

25 Pupils using slang ex-
pressions

29 Puplls given old fash-
ioned whippings

37 Pupils assigned additional
school work &s punishment

32 Pupils whispering

48 Pupils having their own
way

21 The likes and dislikes of
children kept to themselves

18 Children allowed more free-
dom in their execution of
learning activities

44  Pupile and teacher laughing
together in amusing classg-
room situations

12 Children receiving reasons

for reatrictions placed
upon them

.598

559

.552

.543

.529

.338

.283

.253

«250
.238

.236

-.205

Standard
Mean Deviation
8.23 2.09
9.23 2.06
8.17 2.54
8.14 2.12
9.4g 2.0k
9.5k 1.82
7.56 2.33
8.00 2.93
770 3.13
8.11 2.16
9.08 2.20
8.22 2.72
2.86 1.97
1.61 1.25
2.05 1.75
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Factor I was chearacterized by negative or undesirable asgpects of

pupil behavior that reflect ineffective teacher-pupil classroom inter-

actions.

observed later, have substantial positive loadings on Factor III.

The three descriptions with negative loadings, as will be

The

magnitude of the means and standard deviations are consistent with the

Sherif-Hovland theoretical structure.

The mean judgment for the 18

descriptions with positive loadings larger than .200 was 8.65 with a

mean standard deviation of 2.29.

Factor II:

Indeterminate teaching behavior

The following item judgments had loadings of .200 or higher on

Factor II:
Item Ko.
15 Pupils asking permis-
sion to sharpen pencil
6 Grading employed to in-
crease competition
36 School work done in a
uniform manner
10 Classroom rules and reg-
ulations are considered
inviolable
38 Children acting more
civilized than adults
2 Pupils standing when
reciting
1 Children feeling guilty
or ashamed for mis-
behavior
37 Pupils assigned additional

school work as punishwent

Loading
-hg7
489

430
394

393

Standard
Meen Deviation
5.41 3.12
k.99 3.15
k.22 2.92
6.06 3.13
3.69 3.13
k.21 2.97
5.24 3.18
7.70 3.1k
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Standard
Item No. 7 Loading Mean Deviation
40  Pupils working in workbooks .323 3.36 2.13
20 No pupils chewing gum .317 .75 2.79
41  Children seen and not heard .310 8.30 3.05
19 Respecting the teacher be- .264 3.97 3.04
cause he is & teacher
9 Pupils giving talks or re- .251 2.60 2.10
portis
22 Children not expecting talk- 2l 5.59 3.31
ing privileges when adults
wish to speak
35 Pupils reading aloud .210 k.22 2.7h
25 Pupils using slang expres- -.231 T7.55 2.33
sions

Factor II appeared to represent fairly well those aspects of tesch-
ing behavior, as reflected through pupil behavior, vhich wany potential
teachers would not feel secure in judging the behavior situations as
effective or ineffective. It was also reasonsble to expect some indi-
viduals to judge the descriptions with substantisl positive loedings on
Pactor II as effective or ineffective depending on their bjias. The mean
of the positively losded items on this factor was 4.96 and the meen of
their standard deviations was 2.93. The items loaded positively on
Factor II, therefore, represented categories more to the center of the
scale than Factor I and their standard deviations were larger &8 hy-
pothesized. The one substantial negative loading had & substantial
positive loading on Factor I, which suggests the content of this item
vas _pu'tially interpreted by the subjects as a reverse statement of the
content refiected by Factor II.



37

Factor III: Effective Teaching Behavior

Factor III:

Item No.

Ll  Pupils and teacher lsugh-
ing together in ammsing
clegsroom situations

50 Clags engsged in discus-
sion

33  Pupils discussing current
events

12 Children receiving reasgons
for restrictions placed
upon them

23 Pupils taking tesgt

40 Pupils working in workbook

9 Pupils giving talks

18 Children allowed more free-
dom in their execution of
learning activities ‘

3 Pupils reacting more favor-
ably to suceess than fallure
4  Pupils viewing & film

41 Children seen and not heard |

46 Misbehavior to amnocy the
teacher

31 Children usually not think-
ing for themselves

29 Pupils given 0ld fashioned
whippings
Unruly children

16

The following item judgments bad loasdings of .200 or highsr on

Losding

.626

.596

394
347
.338

. .26

.228

.218

a0

-.217

-.219

) -.2‘41

-.245

Mean
1.61

1.53

1.7

- 2.05

3.02

.3.36

2.69
2.“
2063

30“
8.31
9.54

9.9

8.00

9.80 ‘

Standard

Devistion

1.25

1.33
1.39
1.75
2.21
2.13
2:10
1.97
2.1

2.12
'3.0%

1.8

2.04
2.93

.87 .
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Factor III was characterized by favorable or desirable aspects of
pupil behavior that reflected effective teacher-pupil classroom inter-
actions. Four of the five descriptions with substantial negative load-
ings on Factor III }nad substgntial\ ~5.0&(1:1.nge; on Factor I. The remalning
description with & negative loeding (-.200) had & positive loading on
Factor II. The mean judgment for the ten deacriprtions with a positive
loading greater than .200 on Factor III was 2.49 with a mean standsrd
deviation 7 01: “ 1.84.

The items with substentiel positive loadings on Factors I, II, and
III appear to have satisfied the three properties required to insure that
the item pool 1s made up of three consensually agreed upon sets. Tha
item content of the deseriptions of pupil behavior with subetantial
positive loadings on each factor have a definite intra~factor consiztcx‘xcy
from 8 "face validity" standpoint. The positively losded items on
Factors I and III, for example, appear to reflsct pupil behavior asso-
ciated with ineffective and effective teaching practices, respectively,
while the positively loaded items on Factor II appesar to be less clear
cut with respsct to whether the pupil behavior accompenies effective or
ineffective teaching. The mean judgments and standard deviations support
the intra-factor clustering of posi\tively loaded items. For, if the
item content consistency from & pure "face validity" frame of refsrence
hag any merit, the mean item judgments for the positively losded items
on Factors I, II, and III should cluster sround the ineffective, middlie,
and effective segments of the 11 point scale. The mean Jjudgments of
8.65, 4.96, and 2.49 for the items with positive loadings greater then
-200 for factors I, II, and III provide empiricel substantiation for
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this property. The requirement that the two factors representinyg ha-
haviors associated with ineffective and effective pupil behaviors
(Factors I and III) should have smaller standard deviations than the
fector representing indeterminate pupil behaviors (Factor II) was sat-
isrisd by the obtained mean standard deviations for the positively
loaded items of 1.84, 2.29, and 2.93 for Factors III, I ‘and IT respect-
ively. It was concluded, therefore, that the Sherif-Hovland scaling
criteria with respect to item content and underlying statistical proper-
ties have been met.

As & check on the attitudinal properties of the scale, 50 aﬁbJects
were randomly selected from the original sample. Their judgments on
the ten items selected from those with loadings greater than a positive
.200, vwhich best met the mean and standard deviation requirements of
the Sherif-Hovland theoretical structure, were individually summed for
each factor.v Since & high total score on Factoxl"s I and II vas hypo-~
thesized to represent a favorable attitude toward effective teaching
and a low total score on Factor III to represent a favorsble attitude
toward effective teaching, it was decided to reverse the directionality
of the scores on Fectors I and II in order that they would be consistent
with the directionality of the original scale and Factor III. This
was accomplished by subtracting the score for each individual on Factors
I and II, respectively, from 120 since the maximum score on each factor
wes 110 and the minimum score was 10. For example, if an individual
had & raw score of 110 on Factor I his scaled score would be 120 mihus
110, or 10. The scores for each of the 50 subjects were converted in

this manner for Factors I and II. The three factors scores were then
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sumed to provide & total scaled score. The distribution of the total
scaled scores for the random sample of 50 subjects, as shown in Teble 6,
approximates the normsl distribution very well.

TABLE 6
DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL SCALED SCORES (N = 50)

Midpoint of
Class Interval ‘ Frequency

189.5 1
169.5 0
149.5 5
129.5 10
109.5 14
89.5 12
6.5 6
49.5 2
Total 50

The totaled scaled scores for the 50 subjects were then placed in
rank-order from highest to lowest and the pattern on the three sub-scales
for the 25 imbjects with the highest total scaled scores was compared
to the pattern on the three sub-scales for the 25 subjects with the
lowest total scaled scores. The high total scaled ascore group was de-
fined as the ineffective teacher attitude group and the low total
scaled score group vas defined as the effective teacher attitude group.

The result of the comparisons betwean the ineffective and the effcctive
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teacher attitude group's scaled scores for the threes sub-scales has been '
shown in Table 7. Statistically significant differences were found be-

tween the two groups on each gub-scale. ' The hypothesized pattern va..a

TABLE 7

COMPARISON OF THE MEAN SCALED SCORES BEIWEEN THE EFFECTIVE
AND INEFFECTIVE TEACHER ATTITUDE GROUFS
ON THE THREE FACTORS

Factor
Group N I I I11
Ineffective teaching 25 39.24 T79.84 28.48
attitude
Effective teaching 25 20.76 63.36 22.2h -
attitude
t 5.68%# h.29"* 2.36%

* p less than .05
#% p less than .01

that the effective teacher attitude group would have lower scaled scores
for each of the three factors than the ineffective teacher attitude
group. The results of the three "t" tests shown in Teble 7 verify that
hypothesis.



CEAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

A discussion of the findings for the present study will be more
meaningful if the focus is directed toward an evaluation of the teacher
effectiveness attitude instrument on the basis of reliability, validity,
and disguised purpose. With the possible exception of reliability,

widely used teacher attitude instruments such as the Minnesota Teacher

Attitude Inventory have been seriously questioned on the latter two

measurement characteristics.

An inspection of the survey of sultable teacher attitude instru-
ments reported by Shaw and Wright (1967) revealed that the most freguen-
tly used technique for measuring the reliability of the instrument was
a split-half internal consistency measure. The split-helf reliabilities
for these scales ranged from the low .50's to the low .80's. The split-
half reliebility estimate obtained for the teacher effectiveness at-
titude instrument of .77 falls towerd the upper limit of the range typ-
ical for this type of instrument. It is also noted that complete com~
parability of helves is assumed when the Spearman-Brown formule is used,
and since this assumption is probebly never satisfled, the estinmate
tends to be conservative.

The evidence for the velidity of the teacher effectiveness attituds
ingtrument is classified as construct velidity. The concept of con-

struct validity is more complex than other types of validity and probably

b2
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is more meaningful for thecretical purposes (Shaw and Wright, 1967, p.
18). Yor example, if it were argued that the underlying attitude re-
flected by the instrument would lead us to expect thet two or more
groups hold different attitudes toward an object, then a velid scale to
measure the attitude in question should yield different scores for these
sioupa. This vas essentislly the logic that was employed to demonstrute
the construct validity of the Sherif-Hovland theoreticael structure for
attitude assessment found in Table 7.

The Sherif-Hovliand argument holds that if a scale was constructed
to represent a set of statements agreed to be favorable toward the
issue, another set unfavorable toward the issue, and a third set of
indeterminate value with respect to the issue, then thoge individuals
holding extreme positions would displace the indeterminate statements
avay from their position. The constructs they developed to account for
this phenomenon were assimilation and éontrast effects, as vell as
latitudes of acceptance, rejection, and noncommitment. The extremely
strong advocate of a particular position would have a small latitude of
acoeptance (finding only extremely pro statements acceptable) and a
large latitude of rejection (finding all statements not extremely pro
, mouptuble) , he would have no latitude of noncommitment because a
statement would be either acceptable or unacceptable to him. In this
situstion the individusl would not assimilate any of the statements near
_bis own position, but push them into his latitude of rejection (contrast
| effect). Those individuals holding a position on the issue at varying
points between the two pole positions would either assimilate or con-
trast & greater number of the indeterminate statements, thus revealing

" the degree of their bias tovard one pole or the other.



Ll

The Judgment behavior of the 259 subjects who responded to the
teacher effectiveness attitude instrument bebaved with regard to the
three sets of behavioral descriptions (Factors I, II and III) as pre-
dicted by the Sherif-Hovland theoreticel structure. The empirical test
results were very conservative since the comparisons were made on the
upper end lower 50 per cent of the 50 subjects selected at random from
the total population of 259. If a compaerison had been made between the
upper 27 per cent and the lower 27 per cent of the entire population,
even more drsmatic results would have been obtained.

The conclusion of Campbell (1950), based on a review of the 1it-
erature on disguised methods of attitude assessment, that there is no
evidence that the disguised is more valid than the more direct approaches
was probably correct for the instruments he reviewed. It is argued,
hovever, that the teacher effectiveness attitude instrument is the first
of its kind. Although several have been developed by epplication of the
Shérif-Hovland structure, none have been factor esnalyzed to obtain con=-
gsensually agreed upon latitudes of acceptance, rejection, and noncom-
mitment for the sample studied (personal conversaticns with W. R. Hood).
The teacher effectiveness attitude instrument in some respects has pro-
perties éimilar to many of the projlective techniques used in personality
assegsment; there are no right or wrong answers. It is true that items
belong in certain clusters along the scale, but the particular scele
value within thet range is open to discussion. Further, the items were
assigned to a particular sub-scale on the basis of the factor structure
of the entire set, not on a "face" velidity basis by a panel of subject

matter experts. It would appear that the only way in which the instru-
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ment could be faked would be by random merking or knowiedge of the
scoring rationale. Such & criticism could be made of most psychometric
instruments.

The conclusion is made, therefore, that a rellsble, valid, and
disguised instrument has been_developed to assess attitudes toward
effective teaching. The instrument further incorporates attitudinal
evaluations toward the very complicated interactive process of teacher
and pupil in a claésroom setting.

The relationship between attitude toward effective teaching and
pupil productivity is an entirely different and tremendously complex
research project. To assume that the teacher is the sole catalyst
necessary to convert pupil failure into pupil success is extremely
presumptuous. The effective teacher should, however, contribute to a

greater proportion of pupil succesgses than the ineffective teacher.



CHAPTER V
IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL PRACTICE

A possible explanatién for the confusion found in the literature
concerning the relationship between scores on teacher attitude instru-
ments and other indicators of teacher effectiveness could be related to
- the definitional framework for the construct of attitude and the tech-
nique used for attitude scale construction. There hasg been uncertainty
as to whether the particular instrument failed to measure what it claimed
to measure or whether the perticular pupil accomplishments selected as
indicetors of teacher competence with which the attitude scores were
compared were insppropriate. The teacher effectiveness attitude in-
strument developed in this study should correct the first aspect of
the confusion. The instrument was developed on the basls of descrip-
tions of pupil behavior, not teacher behaviors, and, therefore, provides
& perceptual link between teacher-pupil interactions in the classroom
setting. Evidence has, also, been presented supporting the construct
validity of the instrument end a strong argument has been provided for
its disguised property. It is concluded, therefore, that the teacher
effectiveness attitude instrument measures effective and ineffective
attitudes toward what potential teachers perceive to be the kinds of
pupil behavior that are indicative of effective and ineffective teachers.
To the extent that the teacher effectiveness attitude score relates to

other indicetors of teacher competence has yet to be determined. It 1is
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assumed, howcvei', unlike the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory, that

the teacher effectiveness attitude instrument bears a relationship to
pupil bebavior. The basis for this assumption was the belief that the
immediate effects of teacher activity (including attitudes) can be
exsmined in the responses of pupils with some assurance that cause-and-
effect moves from teachers to pupils.

The assessment of attitudes toward teacher effectiveness by the
teacher effectiveness attitude scale would provide educational research-
ers, teacher education faculties, and school administrators with infor-
mation apart from the traditional teaecher competence data. The rela-
tionship between academic performance in teacher education courses,
accumulated knowledge, and personal habits has taken a less important
role in recent yeers. The reason for this reduced research emphasis
has not been due to a lessening of their importance, but has 'been the
result of raised standards for the admission to teacher preparation pro-
graus. Teachers today have been exposed to more carefully structured
programs and have accumulated more general knowledge than the teacher
of several decades ago. There has been increased pressures for today's
teacher to upgrade continually teaching credentials and pursue advanced
degrees. Yet, there has not been & suitable device to assess the com-
petence of the teacher with respect to the assimilation of attitudes to-
ward the kinds of puplil bebhavior that occur as a result of having an
effective teacher in the classroom. The assumption that increased pre-
paration and high level academic achievement produce teacher effective-
ness in the classroom has operated for too long. The "correct" answers

that teachers provide on tasgts in formal college clus;oom settings are
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frequently left in that setting and not transferred to their own class-
room practices. It is for this reason, therefore, that an assessment
instrument like the teacher effectiveness attitude scale is important.
The "correct” or "typical" classroom solution for judging the descrip-
tions of pupil behavior as reflections of teacher effectiveness have
been disguised by the instrument. It is highly improbable, therefore,
that the most favorable attitude toward teacher-pupil classroom inter-
cation would show up on {;he teacher effectiveness attitude instrument
unless the individual truly held that position.

The poasition teken in this study is not to replace existing teacher
selection procedures with results obtained from the teacher effective-
ness attitude scale. It is argued thet the existing selection proce-
dures are basically sound, but incomplete. The proposed instrument
would, therefore, complement procedures already in practice and yield
sdditional pertinent informetion in s more refined screening process.
There would be more assurance that individuals who have strong a.cadaié
credentials and favorable standards of personal conduct would also have
favorsble ettitudes toward the forms of pupil behavior indicative of
teacher effectiveness. A selec;tion battery vhich included the teacher
effectiveness attitude gcale should hold more promige than existing
procedures typically used for predicting teacher success.

It must be empbasized that the teacher effectiveness attitude
scale is not presently recommended for use as & coumpleted operstional
device. Several additional developmental phases need to be completed
before it should be utilized for anything but research. The remsinder

of the present section is devoted to a consideration of the long-range
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regearch program recommended prior to end after the instrument becomes
operational.

The first step would be to administer the reduced fofm of the
teacher effectiveness attitude scale to a large sample made up of widely
divergent sub-samples with respect to involvement in teaching. Recom-
mended sub-samples would include non-teacher education undergraduate
gtudents, undergraduate students entering teacher education programs,
teacher education stuqents.immediately prior to their student teaching
experience, teacher education students immediately after completing
student teaching, teachers with lese than two years teaching experience,
teachers with two to five years teaching experience, teachers with over
five years of teaching experience, and professors of education. Each
sub-gample should be gelected from a population representing a wide
geographic area. Norms would be developed for the sub-samples sepa-
retely and for the totel sample. Approximetely one month after the
initial data collection the instrument should be readministered to as
meny of the original sample as possible to determine the test-retest
reliability estimate. An internal consistency reliability estimate
could be reestablished with the norm group.

A series of studies could then be conducted to determine the in-
fiuence of the sequence of teacher preperation courses, student teach-
ing, sand actuel teaching experience on attitude change. Such studies
should necessarily be of a longitudinal nature. The length of these
studies would depend on the phase of the sequential chain adopted as the
baseline for comperison. Naturally, a large portion of the longitudinal

studies would be conducted after the instrument became opsrational.
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The purpose of such studies would never be completely eccomplished be-
cause a perpetual process of curriculum alteration and_rgfinement would
need to be compered with attitudinel changes.

Another research phase, which would overlap the period prior to
the instrument becoming operational and after it became operational,
would be the accumulation of predictive validity studies. Evidence has
alresdy been presented supporting the construct validity of the instru-
ment. Relationships between the meny teacher competence indicators and
teacher effectiveness attitude scores are sure to be reported. It is
also expected that correlations between ratings by superiors, peers,
and pupils of teacher effectiveness and the teacher effectiveness
attitude scale will be reported. Studies could also be conducted to
determine the effect various response sets have on an individual's
score; especially the social desirsbility response set.

The ingtrument would be Judged ready for operational use when
suitable norms hed been developed, geveral independent findings to
support the relationship between teacher effectiveness attitude scores
end effectiveness of pupil behavior, and the resistence of the scale
to faking bhave been empirically substantiated. The manner in which the
scale would be recommended for most effective usage would be to ad-
mninister it early in the student's first formal course in the teacher
education sequence. The purpose for administering the instrument at
this time would be to identify the student's attitude toward effective
teacher-pupil interactions. Once identified, those students with un-
favorable attitudes should be carefully observed and counseled. If

their progress appears unsatisfactory the faculty screening committee
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on admission to the teacher education program, in combination with other
information, could consider the possibility of counseling them out of a
me jor in teacher education. Early identificetion of poor teacher po-
tential, it is argued, is the most fair procedure for the student, since
it allows him to explore another major without an unnecessary loss of
college credit hours. Besides a responsibility to the student, the
faculty of a teacher education program has & responsibility to the pro-
fession and the society which it serves. By placing a stamp of approval
on & potentially ineffective teacher the faculty of a teecher education
program would have failed to discharge this responsibility. The in-
corporation of the operational form of the teacher effectiveness atti-~
tude scele with existing screening criteria for admission to programs

of teacher preparation would, then, add an additional element of cer-
tainty. Selection with perfect certainty, it is understood, will pro-
bably never be sattained. The problem, however, is to refine continually

the selection process in an attempt to approach the perfect selection

scheme.
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Descriptive Breakdown of Sample by
College Classification, Age, and College Major

1. Breakdown by Classification
Male Female “Total
Class Total Per Cent Total Per Cent  Total Per Cent
Freshman 6 2.32 2k 9.27 30 11.58
Sophomore 54 20.85 101 39.00 155 59.85
Junior 4o 15.44 27 10.42 67 25.87
Senior Y 1.54 3 1.16 7 2.70
2. Breakdown by Age Group
Male “Female “Total

Age Group Total Per Cent Total FPer Cent Total Per Cent
18 or lLess 0 "~ 0v00 15 5.79 15 5. 79
19 Years k2 16.22 70 27.03 112 b3.2h
20 Years 21 8.11 21 8.11 A2 16.22
21 Years 9 3.48 12 k.63 a1 8.11
22 Years 11 k.25 3 1.16 b 5.8
23 or Over 21 8.11 34 13.13 55 21.2h
3. Breakdown by Majors

Male Femle Total

Major Name Total Per Cent Total Per Cent Total PFPer Cent

Accounting 0 0.00 1 0.39 1l 0.39
Art 2 0.T7 2 0.77 L 1.54
Art Education 3 1.16 3 1.16 6 2.32
Biology 3 1.54 2 0.T7 6 2.32
Business Education 3 2.16 12 4.63 15 5.79
Drams. 0 0.00 2 0.77 2 0.T7
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3. Breskdown by Majors (continued)

Male " Female Total
Major Name Total Per Cent Total Per Cent Total FPer Cent
Education 2 0.77 0 0.00 2 0.77
Elementary Education 6 2.32 73 28.19 79  30.50
English 3 1.16 1k 5.4 17 6.56
English Education 1 0.39 0 0.00 1 0.39
Funeral Service Ed. 0] 0.00 1 0.39 1 0.39
Geography 1 0.39 0 0.00 1 0.39
Government 1 0.39 0 0.00 1 0.39
History 19 T.34 9 3.48 28 10.81
History Education 1 0.39 2 0.77 3 1.16
Home Economics 0 0.00 T 2.70 T 2.70
Industrial Arts 6 2.32 0 0.00 6 2.32
Industrial Arts Ed. 1 0.39 0 0.00 1 0.39
Journalism 2 0. 77 0] 0.00 2 O.77
Library Science 0 0.00 3 1.16 3 1.16
Mathematics 3 1.16 1 0.39 'S 1.54
Music 1 0.39 3 1.16 L 1.5k
Music Education 2 0.77 0] 0.00 2 0.77
Naturel 8cience 1 0.39 1 0.39 2 0.77
Physical Educeation 20 T.72 1 0.39 21 8.11
Pre-Law 1 0.39 0 0.00 1 0.39
Paychology 1 0.39 2 0.77 3 1.16
Secondary Education 1 0.39 0 0.00 l 0.39
Social Studies 9 3.48 2 0.77 11 k.25
Spanish 2 0.77 0 0.00 2 0.77
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3. Brealdow: Ly Majors (cootinued)

T THele Fomale Total
_Major Meme - toial Fer Cent Total Per Cent Total Per Cent
Special Education 1 0.39 8 3.09 | 9 3.48
Special Thevapy 0 | 0.00 i 0.39 1 0.39
Speech 3 1.16 0 0.00 3 1.16
Speech Therapy 0 0.00 1 0.39 1 0.39
Biology-Education 0 0.00 1 0.39 1 0.39
Business Ed.-Elem. Bd. 1 0.39 0 0.00 1 0.39
English-Physics 1 0.39 0 0.00 1 0.39
Health-Fhysical Fd. 0 0.00 2 0.77 2 0.77
Physical Fd.-History 1 0.39 0 0.00 1 0.39
Séc. Ed.-Soc. Studies 1 0.39 0 O.bO 1 0.39

Speech-Drama 0 0.00 1 0.39 1 0.39
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Age Classification

Sex Major

The descriptions of behavior presented below represent & collection of observa-
tions obtained in & variety of classrooms. Scan through these descriptions before
meking any marks after the statements. In scanning these descriptions, imagine that
you are viewing the classroom activity undetected and attempt to visualize the
effectiveness of the teacher these activities would reflect.

Notice that after each description are numbers from 1 to 11. Above the column
of 1's are the words "effective teaching" and above the column of 11's are the words
"ineffective teaching". Would you please judge the degree of teacher effectiveness
by cireling the number after each description of classroom behavior. Remember you
are judging the effectiveness of the teacher reflected by the activity, not the
activity. The middle number is 6.

effective ineffective
QObserved Behavior teaching teaching
1. Children feeling guilty or ashamed 1 2 3 45 6 78 9 1011
for misbehavior.
2. Pupils standing when reciting. 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
3. Pupils reacting more favorably to suc- 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
cegs than failure.
4. Pupils viewing a film. 12 3 45 67 8 9 10 11
5. Pupils reading books at seat. 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
6. Grading employed to increase competi- 12 3 5 6 7 8 9 1011
tion.
7. Pupil disinterest in learning. 12 3 45 6 7T 8 9 10 11
8. Lack of common courtesy toward adults. 12 3 5 6 7 89 1011
9. Pupils giving talks or reports. 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
10. Classroom rules and regulations are con- 123 45 678 9 101
sidered inviolable.
11. Pupils studying materisls other than 12 3 k56789 1001
text at seat.
12. Children receiving ressons for restric- 12 3 45678 9 10 11
tions placed upon them.
13. Pupils drawing or painting. 12 3 56 789 1011
1b. An orsl quiz. 123 456789 1001
15. FPupil asking permission to sharpen 12 3 4561789 101

pencil.
16. Unruly children. 1 23 45 6 7 8 9 10 11



17.
18.

19.

20'

21.

22.

23.
24,

25,
26.
27.

28.

29.
30.

31.

32.

33.
34,

35.
36.

37.
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effective ineffective
teaching teaching
Pupils lack productive imagination. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Children allowed more freedom in their 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 16 11
execution of learning activities.
Respecting the teacher because he is 12 3 ¥ 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
a teacher.
No pupils chewing gum. 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
The likes and dislikes of children 12 3 45 6 78 9 10 11
kept to themselves.
Children not expecting talking privi- 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
leges when adults wish to speak.
Pupils teking test. 12 3 4 5 6 78 9 10 11
Pupils having difficulty following 12 3 45 6 78 9 10 11
instructions.
Pupils using slang expressions. 12 3 45 6 789 10 11
Pupil's mother visiting in the classroom. 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
Lack of application as one of the most 12 3 456 78 9 101
frequent cauge for fallure.
Universal promotion of pupils. 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
Pupils given o0ld fashioned whippings. 12 3 ¥ 5 6 78 9 10 11
Children experiencing more freedom in 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
the ciassroom than in most situations.
Children not usually thinking for them- 12 3 45 678 9 1011
gelves.
Pupils whispering. 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
Pupils discussing current events. 12 3 45 6 78 9 10 11
Inadequate effort on the part of the pupil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
in preparing their lessons.
Pupils reading aloud. 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
8chool work done in & uniform manner. 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 1011
Pupils assigned additional school work 123 456 78 9 10 11

es punishment.

Children acting more civilized than
sdults.

123 k456789 10 11
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43,

bl

45.

46.
47.

48.
k9.

effective ineffective
teaching teaching
Children are carefree. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Pupils working in workbooks. 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
Children seen and not heard. 12 3 4 5 6 78 9 10 11
The low achiever not working hard 12 3 4k 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
enough and applying himself.
Pupils not appreciating what the teacher 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
does for them.
Pupils and teacher laughing together in 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
emusing class room situations.
A pupil openly disagreeing with the 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 12
teacher.
Misbehavior tc annoy the teacher. 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
Attention given to the whims and impulsive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
desires of chbildren.
Pupils having their own wvay. 12 3 &5 6 7 8 9 100 11
Pupils fail to follow directions. 123 45 6 78 9 10 11
Class engaged in discussion. 12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11
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Means and Standard Deviations for the Fifty
Descriptions of Pupil Behavior (N = 259)
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Standard Standard
Ttem Mean Deviation Ttem Mean Deviation
1 5.2k 3.18 23 3.02 2.22
2 4.21 2.97 2k 8.82 1.94
3 2.63 2.11 25 7.56 2.33
b 3.42 2.12 26 4.89 3.00
5 4.53 2.68 27 8.17 2.54
6 4.99 3.15 28 5.84 3.21
7 9.72 2.03 29 8.00 2.93
8 9.22 2.06 30 5.34 3.13
9 2.69 2.10 31 9.49 2.03
10 6.06 3.13 32 8.1 2.16
1 5-79 3.51 33 1.71 1.39
12 2.05 1.75 34 8.23 2.09
13 3.42 2.54 35 4,22 2.7Th
14 4.15 2.75 36 h.22 2.92
15 5.40 3.12 37 7.70 3.13
16 9.80 1.87 38 3.69 3.13
17 8.25 2.09 39 5.80 2.69
18 2.86 1.97 40 3.35 2.13
19 3.97 3.0k ] 8.31 3.05
20 4.75 2.79 k2 8.70 1.94
21 8.22 2.72 43 8.14 2.12
22 5.59 3.32 Ll 1.61 1.25
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Means and Standard Deviations for the Fifty
Descriptions of Pupil Behavior (N = 259)

(Continued)
Standard Standard
Item Mean Deviation Item Mean Deviation
45 3.39 2.65 48 9.08 2.20
L6 9.5k 1.82 49 8.95 1.91

b7 7.61 3.20 50 1.52 1.33
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Unrotated Principal Factors
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(Five through Eight)

Factor

Ttem v VI VII VIII
1 .082 .155 .24k .092
2 -.101 131 -.066 -.059
3 .059 -.001 -.167 -069
L -.239 -.055 .105 -.025
5 -.178 -.137 .033 .098
6 .102 .338 .08k .096
7 .0k0 .011 -.159 -.013
8 .105 -.016 -.188 -.055
9 -.035 .031 .180 .017
10 145 179 .029 -.039
1n -.082 OTT -.022 .016
12 .233 .098 .120 .016
13 -.209 -.028 -.001 -.0k9
1k -.031 .080 .190 171
15 -.255 .164 .052 -.179
16 .022 -.050 -.004 -.064
17 .084 -.105 .003 .116
18 .089 .238 -.008 .067
19 .161 -.228 -.087 .056
20 -.142 -.016 -.118 ~.ogg
21 .136 -.206 048 .107
22 .09k -.151 -.013 .108



Unrotated Principal Factors
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(Five through Eight)

(Continued)
Factor
Item -V V1 VII VIII
23 .002 -.212 .033 .018
24 -.021 -.063 .053 .024
25 .029 -.003 .086 .202
26 -.173 -.148 .163 .165
27 017 .007 .161 -.055
28 .206 -.107 071 -.139
29 -.157 -.079 .192 . Ol
30 .158 .123 .122 .096
31 -.031 -.06k4 .005 .012
32 .070 -.189 .151 -.193
33 .082 -.064 .107 079
3k -.049 .230 .030 -.123
35 -.231 -.085 077 -.029
36 Ok -.023 .089 -.063
37 .118 .01 121 .199
38 .20k .123 .019 -. 141
39 .10k .058 .227 111
4o .105 -.07T1 .092 -.172
41 .107 -.081 .039 -.028
42 -.026 -.001 AT1 .087
43 -.0k6 169 014 .2k8
Lk .298 .00T7 .084 -.084
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Unrotated Principal Factors
(Five through Eight)

(Continued)

~ Factor
Item v VI ViI VIII
4s .21 -.086 .159 -.018
w6 .005 171 -.043 -.165
47 .230 -.169 .217 -.050
48 .109 .013 .11k -.179
k9 -.062 .026 .110 -1

50 .263 .002 -.113 -.020
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.72

Rotation of Factors Four through Eight

by Varimax Procedure

: Factor .
Item v v VI VII VIII
1 ~.037 -.055 -.085 .059 .263
2 -.016 -.30k -.008 .128 ~-.026
3 159 -.145 -.035 .083 -.027
4 -.171 -.435 .122 .013 079
5 .102 ~.h55 -.107 .078 Noyal
6 -091 .0k9 -.017 115 .196
7 127 .048 -.084 .062 -.070
8 .232 .058 -.075 153 ~.129
9 -.212 -.281 .020 .039 .170
10 -.001 .097 -.106 .066 .021
1 .202 -.292 .161 A1k .057
12 .101 -.162 .101 -129 .207
13 .120 -.552 ATk .13i .006
14 .012 -.223 .030 .039 .290
15 -.03k4 -.346 .023 .068 -.093
16 170 -.053 -.083 .293 ~.035
17 .018 .079 -.195 119 .097
18 .248 -.118 .262 .0l3 145
19 -.055 -.086 -. 434 . 06k -.061
20 -.069 -.240 -.130 191 -.162
21 -.023 .089 -.378 .078 045
22 .038 -.111 -.371 .021 .021
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Rotation of Factors Four through Eight
by Verimax Procedure (continued)

Factor
Item Iv v VI VII VIII
23 -.293 -.226 L =o1Th -.081 .030
24 -.064 .022 ~.129 .120 .062
25 .190 -.037 .031 .205 .2%0
26 .209 -.485 -.186 -.062 .003
27 ~.009 .039 -.068 ~.029 -.100
ag .018 .08k -.201 211 -.102
29 -.215 -. 07k -.157 .023 116
30 .oz -.082 -.005 .097 .051
31 -.018 045 -.132 .080 .001
32 .022 -.134 .037 U476 -.0hg
33 -.007 -.265 .021 -.078 .055
34 -.040 -.026 .207 .030 .011
35 -.143 -. 4ol -.077 -.135 -.049
36 -.2L6 -.128 -.212 -.071 .019
37 .038 .024 -.295 ~.003 224
38 .008 .050 -.188 .001 -.080
39 ik -.064 -.050 .0k6 -.023
ko -.043 -.241 -.128 .003 -.168
by 166 -.056 -.330 -103 ~.095
ha' -.028 .092 -.108 -.132 -.008
43 17 .019 .081 -. Ol 264
b .059 -.08k .081 .081 -.033



T

Rdtation of Factors Four through Eight
by Varimax Procedure (continued)

Factor '

Item v v VI VII VIII
L5 ~.035 -.003 .080 .270 112
46 .223 .012 | .172 .245 -.079
Ly . 090 .015 -.138 .439 .068
18 .228 -.015 .159 ATl -.032
49 -.102 .015 .095 .229 .ob3
50. -.020 .000 .030 -.085 -.030
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Distribution of Residual Correlations After the
Extraction of Each of the First Eight Factors

1l. After the Extraction of Factor I

Midpoint of
Class Interval Frequency
.22 115
.17 | 1
.12 288
07 509
.03 823
-.03 bk
-.07 154
-.12 L6
-.17 8
-.22 2

2. After the Extraction of Factor II

Midpoint of
Class Interval Frequency
22 | 21
A7 48
.12 154
.07 4o2
.03 908
-.03 653
-.07 248
-.12 Sk
-.17 12
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3+ After the Extraction of Factor III

Hidpoint of
Class Interval Frequency
.22 2
A7 1
12 Lh6
.07 270
.03 1128
-.03 T45
-.07 250
-.12 20
-.17 2
-.22 0

L. After the Extraction of Factor IV

Midpoint of
Class Interval Frequency
22 0
7 L
.12 36
.07 22k
.03 1227
-.03 T61
-.07 a2
-.12 36
-.17 9]

-.22 O
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5. After the Extraction of Factor V

Midpoint of
Class Intervel Frequency
.22 0
A7 o
.12 24
07 | 211
.03 12k9
-.03 : 796
-.07 202
-.12 18
=17 o
-.22 0

6. After the Extraction of Factor VI

Midpoint of
Clags Interval Prequency
.22 0
.17 0
.12 18
.07 186
.03 1275
-.03 845
-.07 164
-.12 12
-.17 0

-.22 0
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T. After the Extraction of Factor VII

Midpoint of
Cless Interval Frequency

.22 0

17 0

.12 12

.07 168

.03 1303

-.03 873

-.07 136

-.12 8

B -.17 o]
-.22 0

8. After the Extraction of Factor VIII

Midpoint of
Class Interval Frequency
22 0
17 0
.12 6
.07 136
.03 1371
-.03 859
-.07 120
-.12 8
-17 0

"‘.22 . 0
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Thirty Item Teacher Effective Attitude

Scale Based on Factor Anelysis

Factor I: Imeffective Pupil Behaviors
Standard
Item Loading Mean Deviation
49  Pupils fail to follow direc-
tions .706 8.95 1.91
24  Pupils having difficulty
following directions .637 8.82 1.94
7 Pupil disinterest in learning .637 9.72 2.03
16 Unruly children .620 9.80 3.12
42 The low achiever not working
hard enough and applying
himself .613 8.70 1.94
17 Pupils lack productive
imagination .607 8.25 2.09
27 ILack of application as one of
the most frequent causes for
failure .552 8.17 2.54
43  Pupils not appreciating what
the teacher does for them .543 8.14 2.12
31 Children not usuelly think-
ing for themgelves .5ho 9.49 2.04
46 Misbehavior to annoy the
teacher .529 9.5h 1.82
8.96 2.16
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Thirty Item Teacher Effective Attitude

Scale Basgsed on Factor Analysis

(Continued)
Factor II: Intederminate Pupil Behaviors
Standerd
Ttem Loading Mean Deviation
15 Pupil asking permission to
sharpen pencil 497 5.h41 3.12
6 Grading employed to increase
competition .489 4.99 3.15
36 School work done in a uni-
form manner k65 k.22 2.92
10 Classroom rules and regu-
lations are considered
inviolable Ls2 6.06 3.13
38 Children acting more civi-
lized than adults 430 3.69 3.13
2 Pupils standing when reciting .394 k.21 2.97
1 Children feeling guilty or
ashamed for misbehavior .393 5.24 3.18
20 No pupils chewing gum <317 k.75 2.79
41 Children seen and not heard .310 8.30 3.05
22 Children not expecting
talking privileges when
adults wish to speak 2k 5.99 3.31
5.25 3.06
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Thirty Item Teacher Effective Attitude

Scale Based on Factor Analysis

(Continued)
Factor ITI: Effective Pupil Behaviors
Standsrd
Jtem Losding Mean Deviation

kh  Pupils and teacher laugh-

ing together in amusing

classroom situations .626 1.61 1.25
50 Class engaged in discussion .596 1.53 1.33
33 Pupils discussing current

events 571 1.71 1.39
12 Children receiving reasons

for restrictions placed upon

them 469 2.05 1.75
23 Pupils taking test .394 3.02 2.21
9 Pupils giving talks or reports .338 2.69 2.10
18 Children allowed more freedom

in their execution of learn-

ing activities 261 2.86 1.97
3 Pupils reacting more favorably

to success than failure .228 3.h42 2.12
4  Pupila viewing a film .218 3.4 2.12
13 Pupils draving or peinting .193 3.42 2.5k

2.92 1.88




