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ABSTRACT 

 

Teacher attrition, particularly of beginning teachers, is concerning.  Extensive research 

has been conducted on teacher attrition and teacher characteristics; however, less research 

exists on teacher retention and related teacher belief systems.  This study examined the 

beliefs of a particular subset of teachers—teachers who have stayed in the profession in 

their first 3-5 years (N = 67).  It explored if and how initial and current beliefs about 

students buffer the challenges teachers face in their entry years in the profession, if these 

beliefs change across time, and if these beliefs vary across grade level and school-level 

socioeconomic setting (SES).  This study also examined a subset of teachers (n = 21) to 

explore how preservice teacher and classroom observation data can inform teachers’ 

beliefs about student learning in their first years of teaching.  Results indicated that 

teachers’ beliefs about students become more integrated across time and demonstrate 

growth in expertise in teachers’ beliefs about students.  Also, teachers held more positive 

perceptions of students over time in addition to a greater emphasis on the importance of 

preparation, completion, trying another way when you struggle, finishing strong, and 

having a plan when you are done.  Grade level differences in beliefs existed in the first 

year, but disappeared across time.  Further, no significant differences in beliefs about 

students across school-level SES were present as teachers entered the classroom and did 

not change as they adapted to these settings.  The positive and more coherent beliefs that 

teachers held in their third, fourth, and fifth year of teaching (as compared to their first) 

suggest that these beliefs help them cope in their first five years in the profession.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Brief Introduction and Rationale 

Teacher attrition is of great concern because the nation loses anywhere from  

6-13% of the teaching force every year (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2004; 

Whitener et al., 1997).  Some have even argued that this attrition rate is higher than 

similar occupations such as nursing (Ingersoll, 2001a).  Although some argue that most 

subjects (with the exception of mathematics) are no longer experiencing shortages 

(Hollingsworth, 2009), the high attrition rates of teachers are troublesome because 

teacher turnover is extremely costly—to the teacher education programs that trained 

them, districts, and, of course, to the teachers themselves.  Public schools, based on the 

average U.S. teachers’ salary, spend almost 2.6 billion dollars annually replacing teachers 

translating to $12,546 to replace each teacher lost (Alliance for Excellent Education, 

2004). 

A majority of teachers leave the profession to retire; however, retirees from 

teaching only contribute to 30% of the leavers.  Researchers have now turned to examine 

the characteristics of the other 70% of teachers departing the profession.  A majority of 

the research has focused on teacher attrition and associated characteristics such as wages 

(Cloudt & Stevens, 1995; Imazeki, 2005), student population (Cloudt & Stevens, 1995; 

Ingersoll, 2001a; Mont & Rees, 1996; Provanski & Dorfman, 2005), subject areas (Boe, 

Bobbitt, & Cook, 1997; Ingersoll, 2001a; Theobald & Michael, 2001), and teacher 
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demographic characteristics (Ingersoll, 2001a; Luekens, Lyter, Fox, & Chandler, 2004; 

Provanski & Dorfman, 2005). 

Recent research has started to focus less on why we are losing teachers and 

instead has turned to when we are losing teachers from the profession and at what cost.  

In the United States 14% of new teachers leave by the end of their first year, 33% within 

three years (Kirby, Berends, & Naaftel, 1999) and 50% within five years (Alliance for 

Excellent Education, 2004; Pigge & Marso, 1997; Theobald & Michael, 2001).  Previous 

and recent research has indicated that teachers make a difference in student achievement 

(Ebmeier & Good, 1979; Good & Grouws, 1979; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2002; 

Rockoff, 2004; Rowan, Correnti, & Miller, 2002; Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997).  This 

research is particularly relevant to the high attrition rates of beginning teachers because 

studies have shown significantly higher student achievement outcomes in classrooms of 

teachers who have remained in the profession for at least three years.  These gains do not 

stabilize until the fifth year of teaching.  Thus, it is beneficial to focus efforts on retaining 

teachers, not all teachers, but the most effective teachers, in their first three and 

potentially through their fifth year of teaching when they are most susceptible to leaving 

and are most likely to provide the greatest benefits to students (Darling-Hammond, 1999; 

Johnson, Berg, & Donaldson, 2005).  Further, focusing efforts on retaining teachers 

within their first five years of teaching will help advance student achievement because 

replacing teachers who have yet to reach their peak effectiveness with new teachers who 

have yet to acquire student achievement gains will hinder student achievement growth 

(Johnson, Berg, & Donaldson, 2005).   
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Concern over the rate at which teachers leave the profession has sparked 

extensive research examining factors related to teacher attrition.  However, 

administrators and educators could potentially benefit even more from understanding the 

factors related to teachers who remain in the profession.  Additionally, research has 

shown that teachers’ beliefs and values are an adaptation that helps teachers organize 

their teaching world, influences their perceptions and choices, and affects their behavior 

(Fang, 1996; Kagan, 1992; Pajares, 1992).  Since belief systems are fairly stable (Pajares, 

1992), it might be valuable to examine what beliefs teachers hold that support career 

longevity, particularly their choice to continue teaching.  Exploring the characteristics 

and beliefs of teachers who remain in the profession could inform administrators and 

educators about potential factors that help teachers cope and adapt early in their career.  

Problem Statement 

Extensive research has been conducted on teacher attrition and related factors; 

however, less research exists on teacher retention and related teacher beliefs, particularly 

in teachers we are most concerned about retaining—beginning teachers, particularly the 

most effective ones.  This study examines the belief systems of a particular subset of 

teachers—teachers who have stayed in the profession in their first 3-5 years (N = 67).  

The study explores what initial (Time 1: fall of their first year of teaching) and current 

beliefs (Time 2: spring of their third, fourth, or fifth year of teaching) about students 

buffer the challenges teachers face in their entry years in the profession, if these beliefs 

change across time, and if these beliefs vary across grade level and school-level 

socioeconomic setting (SES).  Further, a subset of teachers (n = 21) will be selected to 
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examine how preservice teacher application and classroom observation data can inform 

teachers’ beliefs about students as teachers proceed from their preservice to beginning 

teaching experiences (see Chapter 3 for detailed sample description).  

Research Questions 

These overarching interests are guided by a series of research questions that 

inform five areas of this exploratory study (for a full description of procedures and 

instruments see Chapter 3).  Additionally, these research questions span two data 

collection points.  Time 1 data (initial beliefs) were collected in the fall of the first year of 

teaching for three cohorts: Cohort 3 (first-year teachers in 2004-2005), Cohort 4 (first-

year teachers in 2005-2006), and Cohort 5 (first-year teachers in 2006-2007).  Thus, the 

Time 1 data point varies in absolute calendar year.  Time 2 data (current beliefs) were 

collected in the spring of 2009, a standard time point for all teachers.  Further, depending 

on the cohort, teachers were either in their third, fourth, or fifth year of teaching.  

Table 1 

Data Collection Time Points by Cohort and Year 
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Research questions explore any responder bias that exists in the population pool 

of “stayers” (teachers in their third, fourth, and fifth year who were teaching in the 2008-

2009 school year that had the potential to respond to a follow-up survey administered in 

the spring of 2009 (Time 2)).  All teachers participated in Time 1 data collection. Thus, 

teachers that remained in the profession and responded to the Time 2 survey  (“staying 

participants”) are compared to those that remained and did not respond to the Time 2 

survey (“staying non-participants”) to explore when and how “staying non-participants” 

(N = 66) differ from “staying participants” (N = 67): 

1) Do “staying participants” differ from “staying non-participants” across 

district?  School-level SES?  Grade-level? 

2) Do “staying participants” beliefs about students differ from “staying non-

participants” beliefs about students in Time 1?  

Second, research questions were constructed to examine the beliefs of “staying 

participants” (teachers that remained in the profession in their first 3-5 years and also 

known as “staying participants” in RQs 1 and 2).  These beliefs include students in the 

social-instructional context of school, peers, their teacher, and two curriculum areas 

emphasized in the No Child Left Behind Act (math and reading).  The beliefs about 

students also incorporate motivational variables such as expectancy, value, approach, 

avoidance, and emotional valence.  

3)  Are teachers’ beliefs about students represented by a single general factor or 

multiple factors? 
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4)  Do teachers’ beliefs about students change over time (Time 1 as compared to 

Time 2)? 

4a)  If teachers’ beliefs about students change significantly over time, how 

do multiple data collection points from teachers in their 5th year inform 

when and how this change occurs over time? 

5)  Do teachers’ beliefs about students differ by number of years in the profession 

(Time 1 and Time 2)? 

Third, grade level will be examined in the context of teachers’ beliefs: 

 6)  Do teachers’ beliefs about students differ by grade level (Time 1 and Time 2)?   

6a)  If teachers’ beliefs differ by grade level, do “movers” (teachers who 

have moved grade levels) demonstrate beliefs that support these grade 

level changes? 

Fourth, school-level SES will be examined in the context of teachers’ beliefs in two 

ways: 

7)  Do teachers’ beliefs about students differ by school-level SES (Time 1 and 

Time 2)? 

7a)  If teachers’ beliefs differ by school-level SES, do “movers” 

demonstrate beliefs that support these SES changes? 

8)  Does school-level SES predict teachers’ beliefs about students (Time 1 and 

Time 2)? 

Fifth, given enough variation in teachers’ beliefs about learners, a subset of teachers will 

be selected to examine how preservice teacher application and classroom observation 
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data inform teachers’ beliefs about learners.  Two observations instruments (a high-

inference and low-inference) were used to collect classroom observation data and were 

analyzed separately as outlined below (see Chapter 3 for a full description of the two 

instruments).   

9)  Do preservice teacher data predict differences in teachers’ beliefs about 

students? 

10)  Do classroom observation data from a high-inference observation instrument 

(in Time 1) predict differences in teachers’ beliefs about students (in Time 1 and 

Time 2)? 

11)  Do classroom observation data from a low-inference observation instrument 

(in Time 1) predict differences in teachers’ beliefs about students (in Time 1 and 

Time 2)? 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Scope and Selection of Literature for Review 

This study is informed by research on teacher retention, teacher belief systems, 

and characteristics of beginning teachers.  Several search strategies were used to locate 

literature in these three areas.  First, the terms teacher retention, teacher attrition, teacher 

turnover, teacher attitudes, teacher beliefs, novice teachers, and beginning teachers were 

searched in the databases ERIC, PsycINFO, and PsycARTICLES.  Second, citations were 

searched and reviewed from extensive literature reviews by Guarino, Santibañez, and 

Daley (2006), Borman and Dowling (2008), Johnson, Berg, and Donaldson (2005), 

Bloland and Selby (1980), Darling-Hammond and Sclan (1996), and Woolfolk Hoy, 

Davis, and Pape (2006).  Often literature reviews are restricted to only peer-reviewed, 

empirical journal articles.  However, a large portion of the literature on teacher retention 

is policy-driven and therefore consists of reports based on national datasets that do not 

necessarily undergo a peer-reviewed process.  Because of the potential loss from 

excluding these valuable reports, empirically-driven books and reports have been 

included in the review, particularly in the area of teacher retention, in addition to 

empirical, peer-reviewed journal articles.  Two additional guidelines for their inclusion 

were developed.  First, studies, books, or reports needed to include actual retention and 

attrition data rather than reported, planned, intended stay, or exit plans.  Second, and 

required for inclusion of all literature, the sample had to include teachers from a public 
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elementary, middle, or high school in the United States.  Thus, literature on preservice 

teachers was excluded.   

Organization of the Review 

 The literature review is organized into two large, overarching parts: teacher 

retention and teacher beliefs.  Teacher beliefs are conceptualized broadly.  Included in the 

review are teachers’ beliefs about: a) themselves in regards to their job task—teaching 

students (e.g., self-efficacy); b) how knowledge is constructed (e.g., epistemology); and 

c) characteristics, motivation, and learning of the students they teach.  Also, included in 

the teacher beliefs are beliefs about retention, which provide the bridge between these 

two, overarching areas—retention and beliefs.  Within each of these sections, terms and 

definitions are provided to allow a more nuanced understanding of the breadth and depth 

of these areas and to specify which terms and definitions are adopted for this review and 

study.  Since the focus of this study is on teachers in their first five years of teaching, a 

final section on beginning teachers’ retention and beliefs concludes the literature review.   

Teacher Retention 

Terms and Definitions 

 It is important to note that the studies summarized below vary significantly in 

how teacher attrition is defined.  For example, Mont and Rees (1996) defined “job 

separation” (or what would otherwise be called attrition) as a district absence of two 

years.  Other studies define retention as teachers that remain in the same district (Imazeki, 

2005).  Other studies have defined retention as teachers that remain in public school 

teaching, thus teachers that moved to teach in private schools were categorized as 
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“leavers” and retention was further broken down into “reassignees” (those that remained 

in the same district, but were moved voluntarily or involuntarily to another school), and 

“migrants” (those that moved to a different district, but remained in teaching)(Boe et al., 

1997).  This large variation in the definitions of retention and attrition, at the heart of this 

study, makes it difficult to make an exact match between previous findings and the 

current study at hand.  However, it suggests that more time needs to be spent on exactly 

how teacher retention and attrition should be defined.  In particular, the variation in 

definitions may be because “loss” can vary depending on the area of concern.  For 

example, financially, teachers moving to another school, but remaining within the same 

district may not be considered a “loss” because the cost spent on their training still 

benefits the district.  Therefore, attrition would be defined by out of district movement.  

However, others may be concerned about what schools within a particular district are 

losing teachers and why, thus, movement between schools, but within a district may be 

just as important as a teacher moving to another district or leaving teaching altogether.  

These distinctions are incredibly important and provide insight into the complexity of 

studying teacher retention and attrition.    

Factors Related to Retention 

 The factors related to retention are organized consistent with Borman and 

Dowling (2008).  Thus, factors related to retention are organized by: teacher demographic 

characteristics, teacher qualifications, school organizational characteristics, school 

resources, and school student body characteristics.  The literature review is organized in a 

progression from individual-level characteristics to school-level and district-level 
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characteristics.  Lastly, the review is organized to mirror the focus of this study—

retention rather than attrition.  Given that a majority of the literature has focused on who 

leaves and why, this study fills a gap in the research and takes a proactive approach to 

understanding the retention opportunity by examining who stays and why to answer the 

question of: What factors support teacher retention?  

Teacher Demographic Characteristics.  Research on teacher demographic 

characteristics includes those characteristics associated with an individual teacher.  

Teacher demographic characteristics included in this review are: age, gender, and race. 

Age.  If age is considered a continuous variable in relation to retention, it appears 

that older teachers are more likely to remain in the profession than are younger teachers 

(Borman & Dowling, 2008).  However, if age is treated as a grouped variable, a different 

explanation emerges.  Age groups represent a skewed bell-shaped pattern in the context 

of retention.  Middle-aged teachers (those between the ages of 30 and 50) are the most 

likely to remain in teaching.  The odds of a middle-aged teacher remaining in the 

profession in comparison to a younger teacher (younger than 30) are 184 percent higher 

(Ingersoll, 2001b).  Furthermore, young teachers (ages 25-29) are more likely to stay in 

the profession (90%) than their colleagues that are nearing retirement (ages 60-64; 70%; 

Whitener et al., 1997).  However, older teachers are more likely to return to teaching after 

an interruption in their career.  For example, in this study, teachers who exited the 

profession at age 25 had a .300 probability of returning whereas teachers who exited at 

the age of 40 had a .395 probability of returning to the profession (Beaudin, 1993).  
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Gender.  Some research supports the claim that males are more likely to persist in 

the profession than females (Hansen, Lien, Cavalluzzo, & Wenger, 2004; Ingersoll, 

2001a; Kelly, 2004; Luekens et al., 2004; Provanski & Dorfman, 2005; Quartz et al., 

2008).  For example, Hansen et al. (2004) found that the probability of a male remaining 

in the profession was .7 of a percentage point higher than a female remaining; males had 

an 83.8% retention, whereas females had an 83.1% retention rate.  Other studies also 

have shown this pattern, but it has not been significant (Strunk & Robinson, 2006), and 

still others have not been able to confirm this relationship (Easley, 2006; Shen, 1991).  

Rees (1991) has shown this difference only exists for married men and women—single 

men and women show no difference in their retention behavior.  One possible 

explanation is that providing for a family or spouse could provide a greater reason to stay 

teaching, particularly for males.  Furthermore, married females may also have intentions 

for family planning, which may explain the gender differences found by Rees (1991). 

This claim is further supported with evidence that older females are more likely to remain 

in the profession than older males (Theobald, 1990).  Overall, these findings are slightly 

contradictory to other studies that have shown women report greater satisfaction in 

teaching than men (Chapman & Lowther, 1982; Charters, 1970; Lortie, 1975).  It is 

possible that satisfaction is not as heavily linked to retention decisions as once believed.  

Another possible explanation is that although women leave at higher rates, they are more 

likely to return to the profession than men (Chester & Beaudin, 1996).  Men are more 

likely to leave teaching, particularly in years 3-8, to change roles for a non-teaching or 

administrative position (Quartz et al., 2008).  However, the probability of a male 
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changing his role within education was only .05-.15 of a percentage point higher than a 

female.     

Race.  Many studies that have examined the relationship between race and 

retention find that, overall, minority teachers are more likely to stay in the profession than 

White teachers (Adams, 1996; Kirby et al., 1999; Ingersoll, 2001a).  Other research has 

supported this finding, but has shown a more specified relationship.  Research has 

indicated that Hispanic teachers are most likely to remain, followed by African American 

and finally White teachers (Adams, 1996; Kirby et al., 1999).  However, recent research 

has become much more specific about how race should be examined, especially in the 

context of school-level variables.  Strunk and Robinson (2006) examined teacher race in 

comparison to the racial composition of other teachers on the school faculty, racial 

composition of the students, and teacher retention behavior.  Hispanic and Asian teachers 

were more likely to stay at a school that had fewer teachers of the same racial 

background.  For example, if an Asian teacher moved to a school one standard deviation 

above the mean (for number of Asian teachers on the school faculty), the likelihood of 

that teacher leaving would increase from .067 to .091.  For Hispanic teachers (and 

number of Hispanic teachers on the school faculty) this value increases from .081 to .105.  

However, Hispanic teachers are more likely to stay at schools that have greater Hispanic 

student populations.  For example, if a Hispanic teacher moved to a school one standard 

deviation above the mean, the likelihood of the teacher staying would increase from .081 

to .94.  This recent research suggests that more research is needed to understand the 

importance of other contextual variables in the relationship between race and retention. 
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 Teacher qualifications.  Teacher qualifications are related to teacher training, 

ability, experience, or achievement.  Thus, teacher qualifications included in this review 

are: certification and preparation, degree, experience, and ability and effectiveness. 

Certification and preparation.  Teacher preparation has received recent attention 

due to concerns regarding different certification routes and teachers’ likelihood of 

remaining in the profession.  Teachers with regular certification are more likely to remain 

in teaching as compared to emergency- or provisionally-certified teachers.  Regularly 

certified teachers were 1.32 times more likely to remain in teaching following any given 

year (Kelly, 2004).  Furthermore, having some form of professional development during 

preparation (e.g., more than one semester of student teaching experience) increases the 

likelihood of teachers persisting in their careers (Latham & Vogt, 2007).  

Degree.  Advanced degrees are another area of research that has received much 

attention, especially in examining student achievement, but also in examining teacher 

retention.  Findings are mixed.  Theobald (1990) has indicated that teachers with master’s 

degrees are 35% less likely to remain than their non-master’s degree holding colleagues.  

Findings are similar with teachers holding doctoral degrees.  These teachers are 40% less 

likely to remain.  On the contrary, Strunk and Robinson (2006) found that teachers with 

advanced degrees, master’s or doctoral, were just as likely to remain in the profession as 

compared to colleagues without advanced degrees.  

Experience.  The relationship between experience and retention mirrors a similar 

relationship to that of age and retention.  On initial examination, more years in the 

profession are predictive of a greater likelihood of remaining in the profession (Shen, 
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1991; Theobald, 1990).  However, on closer examination, years of experience 

demonstrate a bell-shaped pattern with retention.  Teachers with an average amount of 

time in the profession are most likely to remain in teaching.  Teachers who have less than 

5 years of experience in the field and those who have had many years and are nearing 

retirement and are less likely to remain (Kelly, 2004).  After 5 years in the field, 

approximately 50% of beginning teachers continue to teach at the same school (Plecki, 

Elfers, Loeb, Zahir, & Knapp, 2005).  Since age and experience are often positively 

correlated, in this scenario age may serve as a confounding variable making it difficult to 

parse out solely experience related patterns and those related to age.  

Ability and effectiveness.  Research has recently called into question whether we 

are retaining our best or better teachers.  Latham and Vogt’s (1997) research on ACT 

scores, Pre-Professional Skills Test (PPST) scores, and college GPA has found no 

relationship between these achievement measures and length of stay in the profession.  

However, other research suggests that we may be retaining our least effective teachers.  

Murnane and Olsen’s (1990) findings indicated that teachers scoring in the lowest 

quartile on the National Teachers Exam were more likely to stay in the profession.  Other 

research suggests that we may be retaining our less effective teachers.  Teachers who 

scored lower on SAT math scores were more likely to stay in the profession 

(Stinebrickner, 2002).  Further, teachers with lower ACT scores and teachers that 

attended universities with lower selectivity remain longer in the profession (Podgursky, 

Monroe, & Watson, 2004).  However, some of these tests may more closely measures 

aspects related to teacher performance in the classroom, whereas others may be inflated 
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or inaccurate measures of teaching practices and success or are not related to teaching 

practices.  Further, it is difficult to make a clear connection between what these 

achievement measures signify in terms of length of stay in teaching.  One argument is 

that teachers with higher achievement test scores have more job opportunities outside of 

teaching. 

A majority of this research has defined effective teachers as performance on 

achievement tests; however, it does not address effective teachers in terms of student 

achievement. Hanushek, Rivkin and Kain (1998) have examined this very question and 

found that teacher retention was not linked to student achievement.  Teachers that 

remained in the profession were no more or less effective than their departing colleagues.  

Research suggests that we are retaining our lower ability teachers as measured by 

achievement tests; however, it has yet to be determined as to whether or not we are 

retaining our most effective teachers as measured by student achievement or their 

classroom practices.  It may be important to compare both of these interests given that   

School Organizational Characteristics.  School organizational characteristics 

range from characteristics that reflect basic school variables (e.g., location or size) to 

those that reflect administrative behavior (e.g., administrative support).  Thus, school 

organizational characteristics include: location, size, mentoring programs, and working 

conditions (which may include administrative support, climate, and teacher 

collaboration).  Also included in this section is one bridge between the previous section, 

teacher qualifications, and school organizational characteristics; namely, teaching 
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assignments.  Teaching assignments also serve to organize (e.g., grade level, subject area) 

and are, thus, included here.    

Subject.  Most subject areas are fairly successful at retaining teachers.  One 

exception is special education, which suffers the greatest loss (Imazeki, 2005; Ingersoll, 

2001a; Kelly, 2004) and has average annual retention rates of approximately 80% for 

teachers remaining in the same school.  Mathematics (Theobald & Michael, 2001) and 

science are two other subject areas that may have difficulty in retaining teachers (Hansen 

et al., 2004).  However, some studies have argued math and science do not differ from 

other subjects in their ability to retain teachers, particularly in high school (Mont & Rees, 

1996). 

Grade.  Some research has shown that elementary schools experience greater 

teacher retention than secondary schools (Kelly, 2004; Theobald, 1990) or that teachers 

with elementary credentials are more likely to remain in teaching (Quartz et al., 2008).  

Other research has found the opposite (Ingersoll, 2001a).  It also appears that teachers 

with secondary credentials are more likely to leave teaching for non-teaching or 

administrative positions in education (Quartz et al., 2008).  This could inform the 

contradictory results and might indicate that elementary schools indeed have greater 

retention of teachers within the same school or at least within the same type of position 

(teaching) in education.  However, this difference is small—teachers with secondary 

credentials are .07 of a percentage point more likely to change careers than a colleague 

with elementary credentials.    
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School location.  Most studies show patterns of higher retention rates in rural and 

suburban schools (7-31% more likely to stay) as compared to urban schools.  These 

differences are most apparent when comparing urban and rural schools (Ingersoll, 

2001a).  However, in at least one study, non-significant differences by school location 

have emerged (Strunk & Robinson, 2006). 

School size.  Research has shown that larger schools are more likely to retain their 

teachers (Kelly, 2004; Ingersoll, 2001a; Strunk & Robinson, 2006).  Ironically this 

research is contradictory to the research on school location especially given that large 

schools are also often urban schools.  Ingersoll (2001a) indicated that an increase in 

enrollment of 100 students was linked to 4% greater odds of retaining teachers.  In 

another study by Ingersoll (2001b), a similar pattern was observed but the findings were 

non-significant.  It is important to note, however, that in the latter study by Ingersoll 

teachers in small schools were more likely to move to other schools, whereas teachers in 

large schools were more likely to leave the profession altogether. These findings 

demonstrate the importance of having common definitions for retention.  Very different 

results for the relationship between school size and retention could emerge depending on 

whether or not “movers” are considered “leavers” and “stayers.” 

  Working conditions.  Studies examining teacher retention and work conditions 

indicate teachers are more likely to stay in schools they perceive as positive in school 

climate, teacher climate, principal leadership, teacher influence, and feeling respected 

(Guin, 2004).  Teachers are also more likely to stay in schools that have greater 

administrative support (Ingersoll, 2001a).  Teachers who remain in teaching have 
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indicated high levels of morale and identification with their school system (Charters, 

1965) and higher levels of influence on decision-making and autonomy (Ingersoll, 

2001a).  Teachers who chose to stay also perceived teaching as having more advantages 

than disadvantages, indicated greater control over school- and teaching-related policies, 

and perceived their administrators as having a greater understanding of the problems they 

face in the classroom (Shen, 1997).  In summary, teachers who choose to remain in 

teaching have more positive perceptions of their working climate.  

School Resources.  School resources include features determined at the school or 

district level that influence teacher ability to provide instruction or that do not necessarily 

influence the classroom, but do influence the teacher (e.g. salary).  Thus, school resources 

include: class size, student-teacher ratio, school expenditures (for teacher or teaching 

materials), teacher aides, per-pupil spending, and teacher salary.   

Salary.  Teacher salaries are associated with retention behavior—schools and 

districts that offer higher salaries are more successful at retaining their teachers (Boe et 

al., 1997; Cloudt & Stevens, 1995; Imazeki, 2005; Ingersoll, 2001; Mont & Rees, 1996; 

Shen, 1991,1997; Strunk & Robinson, 2006; Theobald, 1990).  For example, Theobald 

(1990) found that salary was positively correlated with stay decision and this correlation 

was stronger and of greater significance for males as compared to females.  For example, 

a teacher with earnings 10% above the mean salary was 6.9% more likely to stay the 

following year than a teacher earning 10% below the mean salary.  This is especially true 

for schools that offered higher salaries for teachers with a master’s degree and 20 or more 

years of experience (Shen, 1997).  
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Class size.  Mont and Rees (1996) have shown that class size is related to teacher 

retention.  Districts with class sizes that hover around the mean (for class size) are better 

able to retain their teachers.  These researchers argued that when class sizes are too small 

positions are eliminated and when they are too large teachers quit because of poor 

working conditions. Other studies have found no relationship between class size and 

retention (Kelly, 2004). 

School Student Body Characteristics.  School student body characteristics 

represent the composition of students in a particular school.  This includes variables such 

as: student composition, school socioeconomic status, student achievement levels, and 

racial composition of the study body.   

Student composition.  Schools with a lower minority student population have an 

easier time retaining teachers (Guin, 2004; Provanski & Dorfman, 2005; Shen, 1991).  

However, this difference is small.  For example, schools with less than 5% minority 

students have annual retention rates of approximately 78%, whereas schools with more 

than 50% minority students have retention rates of 75% (Grissmer, 2000).  

School socioeconomic status.  Schools serving fewer students in poverty 

(measured by percent of students receiving free and reduced lunches) are more likely to 

retain their teachers (Cloudt & Stevens, 1995; Guin, 2004; Ingersoll, 2001a; 2003; Shen, 

1991).  However, it is important to note that these studies varied in how they measured 

poverty.  For example, Ingersoll (2001a) placed his cut-off point at 50%, thus, schools 

with 50% or more students receiving free or reduced lunches were considered high 

poverty.  Those with 15% or fewer students receiving free or reduced lunches were 
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defined as low poverty.  In other studies (Guin, 2004; Shen, 1991), percentage or free or 

reduced or lunches was considered continuous.   

School achievement.  Research has shown that schools with the highest 

achievement retain more teachers (Guin, 2004; Hanushek et al., 2004).  For example, 

Hanushek et al. (2004) have found that schools in the top-quartile of average student 

scores on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) had higher retention rates 

(85%) than schools averaging in the bottom-quartile (80%).  Guin (2004) found that 

schools that had more students meeting the standard on statewide assessment in both 

reading and math were more likely to retain their teachers.    

Important to note in concluding this section is the amount at which some of these 

variables interact.  For example, as illustrated subsequently, salary becomes less or more 

important for teachers depending on the point of time in their careers (Kelly, 2004).  

Some studies have shown interactions between teacher race, gender, and racial 

composition of students and between teacher gender and age in regards to retention.  For 

example, white male teachers are more likely to stay in the profession as the proportion 

of non-white students decreases (this does not appear to operate for female white 

teachers).  Further, in comparison to women, men who begin teaching when they are 

younger are more likely to stay (Imazeki, 2005).  Thus, the relative importance of each of 

the variables outlined above, in regards to retention, is based on other variables at the 

individual-, school-, and district- levels and can not be organized in a simple fashion 

without taking these other variables into consideration.  Furthermore, there are variables, 
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which have fairly small effects (e.g., student composition) and although these effects 

might be statistically significant, they have no practical significance.  

Teachers’ Beliefs 

 Teachers’ beliefs about themselves as teachers and how they conceptualize 

students and schools are a valuable area to explore in education.  Some have argued 

beliefs are one of the most important indicators of decisions and behaviors individuals 

will engage in throughout their life (Bandura, 1986).  Others have argued (Tolman, 1951) 

that beliefs in combination with value motivate particular behaviors.  Thus, exploring 

teachers’ beliefs is important for exploring what practices they choose to use and 

decisions about persisting in the profession.  More specifically, the beliefs that teachers 

hold about their students may play an even more vital role in their short-term and long-

term decisions in the classroom, especially given that many teachers indicate “students” 

as the reason why they entered teaching.    

Conceptualizing Teachers’ Beliefs 

 Terms and Definitions.  This is no single definition for beliefs.  Thus, for this 

study and literature review a combination of the following definitions are incorporated.  

Brown and Cooney (1982) argue that beliefs are dispositions to action and behavior.  

Dewey (1933) has distinguished beliefs from knowledge by arguing that a belief “covers 

all the matters of which we have no sure knowledge and yet which we are sufficiently 

confident of to act upon and also the matters that we now accept as certainly true, as 

knowledge, but which nevertheless may be questioned in the future” (p. 6).  Beliefs have 

a cognitive, affective, and behavioral component, which often makes them difficult and 
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often impossible to observe and thus, can only be inferred with the hope that individuals 

are representing their beliefs accurately (Rokeach, 1968).   

Research on various types of beliefs indicates that beliefs are fairly stable and this 

stability has been replicated in beliefs that teachers hold.  This is true over the course of a 

single year (Stipek, Givvin, Salmon, & MacGyvers, 2001) and over the course of a 

teachers’ career (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007).  Importantly, because 

beliefs are fairly stable they are conceptualized as difficult to change.   

 Teachers’ Beliefs.  Pajares (1992) has outlined a variety of beliefs that are 

specific to teachers.  This includes: teacher efficacy, epistemological beliefs, beliefs 

about causes of teachers’ or students’ performance such as: attributions, locus of control, 

motivation, and teachers’ self-concept and self-efficacy.  Additional beliefs that are 

important to consider are teachers’ beliefs about their profession and their students.  

Research on three of these areas is outlined below.  The review is structured by views of 

self, views related to the learning environment, and finally views of students.  This 

structure allows the reader to consider teachers’ beliefs about themselves and their 

environment and how those, in turn, may provide a context for understanding how 

teachers view their students.     

 Beliefs about self-efficacy.  According to Tshannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy 

(2007), teachers generally hold high overall self-efficacy beliefs about teaching (M = 7.29 

on a 9-point scale), and these beliefs slightly increase across time (a little over .5 on a 9-

point scale).  Teachers reported feeling the most efficacious in classroom management 

followed by instructional strategies.  Teachers remain stable in the efficacy about getting 
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students engaged over the course of their career.  However, the sources that teachers 

utilize to inform those beliefs change across time.  Teachers tend to rely more on mastery 

experiences rather than vicarious experiences or verbal persuasion as they gain more 

experience.  However, when experienced teachers change schools, particularly to an 

urban context, they may experience drops in self-efficacy (Chester & Beaudin, 1996).  

Teacher self-efficacy data supports conceptual arguments made by Bandura in regards to 

understanding behavioral change from a self-efficacy framework (Bandura, 1977).  

Beliefs about epistemology.  Teachers also hold epistemological beliefs—beliefs 

about the nature of knowing or how knowledge is constructed.  In a two-phase study of 

teachers (Olafson & Schraw, 2006), a majority of teachers (83%, 95%) endorsed a 

contextualist view (e.g., learners construct shared understanding of knowledge) and 

strongly opposed (89%; 80%) a realist view (e.g., students are passive receipts of 

knowledge).  Teachers that held contextualist views were less likely to endorse innate 

ability and quick learning.  These belief systems may directly be related to student 

motivation and how viable student motivation is given belief systems that vary across 

incremental or entity beliefs about learning.  

 Beliefs about student motivation and learning.  Teachers hold a variety of beliefs 

about student learning.  Teachers’ beliefs about students’ motivation supports beliefs 

about motivation strategies (Nolen & Nicholls, 1994).  When reporting on strategies to 

increase student motivation, teachers’ beliefs are represented by three factors: coercive 

strategies (e.g., praise, negative reinforcement), task modifying strategies (e.g., minimize 

pressure, give choice), and interest strategies (e.g., show interest, give responsibility).  
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Maintaining motivation, for teachers, was represented by two factors as defined by the 

researchers: varying ability strategies (e.g., choice, offer stimulating tasks) and social-

comparison strategies (e.g., extrinsic rewards, publicizing superior performance).  

Overall, teachers show preference for the following strategies: showing interest and 

giving responsibility, attributing thought and improvement, promoting cooperation, 

selecting stimulating activities, and giving choice.  However, teachers own motivation is 

linked to which strategies they were likely to endorse.  Teachers that reported high task 

orientation (e.g., a focus on gaining knowledge) are more likely to endorse promoting 

cooperation and offer stimulating tasks.  Teachers that reported high ego-orientation (e.g., 

demonstrating superior performance) and work avoidance are more likely to endorse 

praise, attribute low effort, negative reinforcement, publicize superior performance, and 

praise for ability and effort (Nolen & Nicholls, 1994).  These findings indicate that 

teachers’ own belief systems influence how they conceptualize their learners.  This has 

important implications for examining teachers’ beliefs about students.    

Beliefs about student characteristics: socioeconomic status.  Some research has 

shown that teachers endorse different beliefs depending on SES.  For example, Solomon, 

Battistich, & Hom (1996) found that teachers in high-poverty schools were more likely to 

endorse teacher authority, student compliance, and skepticism about students’ learning 

potential than teachers in low-poverty schools.  These teachers were less likely to endorse 

constructivist approaches, student exploration or self-direction, collaboration, and 

autonomy than teachers in more affluent schools.  Teacher efficacy did not differ across 

SES setting; teachers in high-poverty schools reported feeling successful in the classroom 
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and if given the choice would become a teacher again (just as their colleagues in low-

poverty schools).  This research suggests that school SES does not impact teacher beliefs 

about self or willingness to continue to teach but does alter how they perceive students 

and potentially how they teach them.  Thus, it is possible that teachers have different 

perceptions of their students based on what SES setting they are in.  These beliefs may be 

adaptive or not in regards to successful student learning outcomes and motivation.  In 

regards to this research study SES may play a role in teachers’ beliefs about students, and 

may in turn, be related to retention.  However, according to this research, SES may not 

directly inform teacher retention.  

Teachers’ Beliefs and Retention 

Which of these belief systems are important for understanding teacher retention?  

Coladarci (1992) explored two types of teaching efficacies (personal and general).  

Personal efficacy includes more global efficacy evaluations as a teacher, whereas general 

efficacy includes, in this study, efficacy-related uncertainties or doubts, which potentially 

influence personal efficacy.  Coladarci found that teaching efficacies (personal and 

general) were the two strongest predictors of retention (ß = .19, ß = .27, respectively) 

among other variables (teaching experience, teacher-student ratio, school climate for 

principals and teachers, salary, and gender).  However, Glickman and Tamashiro (1982) 

found that efficacy of teachers who leave the field was lower than those who continue to 

teach.  Efficacy in this study was defined as “one’s own ability to bring about 

improvement in student achievements and attitudes” (p. 559).  There is less research on 
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how teachers view the students they teach and how those views and beliefs impact their 

decision to stay or leave.  

However, much research examines teachers’ beliefs about working climate and 

retention.  Teachers’ perceptions of factors that support retention are: shared values of 

academic success, working with a diverse student population that is motivated to learn, 

support and encouragement from administration, choices and satisfaction with grade level 

assignment, access to resources, school safety, and respect among teachers (Swars, 

Meyers, Mays, & Lack, 2009).  Research indicates that one of the most important reasons 

why elementary, middle school, and high school teachers choose to remain in teaching is 

because of the students (Shann, 2001; Neild, Useem, Travers, & Lesnick, 2003).  Teacher 

candidates identified as “highly engaged persisters” had high and stable levels of job 

satisfaction, were motivated by the intrinsic rewards of teaching, and indicated passion 

for teaching and a desire to work with children and adolescents as major motivating 

factors (Watt & Richardson, 2008).   

Satisfaction in making a difference in lives of students is incredibly salient for 

new teachers (Public Agenda, 2000).  Since students, as reported by teachers, are one of 

the most important factors in deciding whether to stay or leave it would be valuable to 

investigate what beliefs they hold about these students.  What are their beliefs about the 

students they teach when they are in their first year?  And, how do they change over 

time?  In particular, how do teachers’ beliefs about students buffer the effects of attrition 

on the beginning years of teaching?  These are questions that guide this research.    
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Beginning Teachers, Retention, and Beliefs 

 Of great concern in the area of teacher retention is the difficulty of retaining 

beginner teachers. In the United States as few as 84-86% of new teachers return after 

their first year.  At the three-year point 74-77% are still teaching (Adams, 1996; Alliance 

for Excellent Education, 2004; Kirby et al., 1999).  Five years into the profession a mere 

50% remain (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2004; Pigge & Marso, 1997; Theobald & 

Gritz, 1996; Theobald & Michael, 2001).  

What is unique about the first years of teaching that might inform these statistics?  

Some researchers argue that there is a lack of support for beginning teachers, which 

exacerbates any problems they may be having as they adjust to their new career.  

Researchers have found that approximately 20% of new teachers are given no direction in 

regards to curriculum (Kauffman, Johnson, Kardos, Liu, & Peske, 2002).  Other research 

has shown teachers’ stressors change over time.  Beginning teachers experience more 

excessive student-to-teacher ratio classrooms, conflicts with pupils, feelings of 

inadequacy, and assignments outside of their specialization (Manassero et al., 2006).  In 

addition to these stressors first- and second-year teachers report they feel expected to be 

experts and independent (Kardos & Johnson, 2007).  Thus, beginning teachers are often 

in situations in which they may want to seek out assistance, but because of particular 

perceptions or expectations may fail to do so.  This often results in beginning teachers 

feeling that their work or working conditions are unmanageable.  These feelings of being 

overwhelmed are linked to a greater likelihood of teachers leaving the profession 

(McCarthy & Guiney, 2004).  When asked about their perceptions of this relationship, 
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first- and second-year teachers agree.  Second to finding a job outside of teaching that 

pays more, first- and second-year teachers believe their peers leave because they are 

unable to cope with teaching problems (Henry, 1986).  

However, there are some teachers that persist through their first years.  According 

to self-reports from beginning teachers, there are a variety of factors that support 

longevity in the profession.  Besides being hard-working and persistent, beginning 

teachers in urban, high-poverty schools indicate state scholarship programs, preparing in 

academic and practical aspects of teaching, training in the reflective process of teaching, 

and support from their cohort and professional organizations serve as factors in their 

choice to stay.  Additionally their ability to move and change schools and districts 

because of their high demand allows them to remain in teaching, particularly in the first 

five years (Freedman & Appleman, 2008). 

Factors Related to Beginning Teacher Retention 

 Some studies have identified beginning teachers as those with less than 10 years 

of experience (Inman & Marlow, 2004).  However, for this literature review the 

definition of beginning teachers is driven by the alarming statistics mentioned earlier.  

Thus, beginning teachers are defined here as teachers that are in their first five years of 

teaching.  This research is more limited than research on general teacher retention, thus, 

significant attention is placed on how this literature compares to the general teacher 

retention literature.  This focus will help conceptualize if and how we need to 

conceptualize beginning teachers differently in the teacher retention literature.  
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 Teacher Demographic Characteristics.  Teacher demographic characteristics in 

this section of the literature review include: gender, race, marital status, and 

socioeconomic status (at the individual level (family SES of individual teacher)).  Age is 

discussed in the overall literature review of teacher retention. 

Gender.  When examining beginning teacher retention studies have shown no 

significant relationship between gender and retention (Theobald & Michael, 1996; 

Theobald & Laine, 2003) other than that younger males are more likely to return to the 

profession than younger females (Theobald, 1990).  The assumption being made here is 

that in most cases young equates to fewer years of experience for a majority of the 

teaching population.  Thus, gender only appears to operate as a significant variable in 

retention for more experienced teachers (Hansen, et al., 2004; Ingersoll, 2001a; Kelly, 

2004; Luekens et al., 2004; Provanski & Dorfman, 2005; Quartz et al., 2008).   

Race.  Research examining the relationship between race and beginning teacher 

retention has found that minority teachers are more likely to remain in the profession 

(Theobald & Laine, 2003), but they are much more likely to transfer to other school 

districts (51% in the first five years as compared to 18% for nonminority beginning 

teachers; Theobald & Gritz, 1996).  Research on beginning teachers (Boyd, Lankford, 

Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2005) has found that the relationship between race and retention rates 

can partially be explained by student racial composition.  For example, Boyd et al. (2005) 

found that for Black teachers there is little relationship between student racial 

composition and leaving or staying behaviors.  However, White and Hispanic teachers 

are more sensitive to this variable—they are more likely to leave schools as the Black 
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student proportion increases and the White decreases.  Research on race and beginning 

teachers reflects similar results and both suggest the importance of student body 

population in examining this variable.   

Marital status.  Beginning teachers that are unmarried (single, widowed, or 

divorced) are much more likely to remain in teaching (90%) in their first 3-5 years as 

compared to their married counterparts (45.8%).  Given that this research was conducted 

in 1970, one possible explanation is that female teachers who are married are likely 

making less than their husband and may leave the profession for that reason (or in 

combination with needs for child care in the home).  Interestingly husbands’ occupation 

was not related to retention (Pavalko, 1970). 

Socioeconomic status.  Research on beginning teachers has indicated teachers of 

a lower socioeconomic status (as measured by father’s occupation, parent’s education 

level, estimated family contribution for education, and the student’s perception of the 

family’s wealth and income in the community) are more likely to stay in teaching within 

their first 3-5 years (Pavalko, 1970). 

Teacher qualifications.  Teacher qualifications included in this section are: 

degree and ability and effectiveness.  

Degree.  Teachers with graduate degrees are more likely to remain in the 

profession in their first five years of teaching (76%) as compared to their bachelor-

degree-holding counterparts (72%; Theobald & Michael, 1996).  This sits contradictory 

to the mixed findings regarding degree acquisition and general teacher retention. 
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 Ability and effectiveness.  When examining the teachers that are retained within 

the first five years in New York City schools, less qualified teachers (as measured by 

performance on the general knowledge certification exam) are more likely to remain in 

low-achieving schools as compared to their more qualified counterparts (teachers in the 

top 75 percent).  For example, a teacher one standard deviation lower than the mean (in 

teacher certification scores and experience) is approximately seven percentage points 

more likely to stay in a school with student performance one standard deviation below the 

mean (Boyd et al., 2005).  However, studies following this have found that teachers in 

their first two years that are less effective (as measured by student achievement gains in 

math and English language arts) are more likely to leave—this relationship is stronger for 

first-year than second-year teachers (Boyd, Grossman, Lankford, Loeb, & Wycoff, 2008).  

However, principals’ evaluation on teachers’ performance while they are in the field may 

be just as important a factor in their choices to stay.  Teachers who received high 

performance ratings from their principals in their first years of teaching were more likely 

to remain in the profession (Murnane, 1984).  This finding has been supported by earlier 

studies focusing on measured intelligence.  Pavalko (1970) followed a cohort of females 

graduating from high school.  Those that chose teaching and remained in teaching in their 

first 3-5 years scored in the lowest third on the Henmon-Nelson Test of Mental Ability 

during their junior year of high school.  For example, teachers classified as having low 

scores on this exam were more likely to remain in teaching (72.9%) as compared to their 

average (56.7%) and high scoring counterparts (59.3%).  Much more research is needed 

to explain this relationship for understanding beginning and general teacher retention.  
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 School organizational characteristics.  School organization categories included 

below are: subject, school location, and school size.  

Subject.  General education beginning teachers are more likely to remain in the 

same school district as compared to special education teachers.  Beginning math and 

science teachers are the most difficult to retain and are more likely to leave teaching 

altogether (Theobald & Laine, 2003).  These finding are fairly consistent across 

beginning and veteran teachers.    

School location.  Beginning teachers located in nonurban districts are more likely 

to remain teaching in the same district than their urban counterparts (Theobald & Laine, 

2003).  This appears to be especially true for minority and older teachers who are 20% 

more likely to remain in nonurban districts (Theobald & Michael, 1996).  These findings 

are consistent.  Urban schools have a difficult time retaining beginning and more 

experienced teachers.     

School size.  Beginning high school teachers also appear more susceptible to 

school enrollment.  Smaller districts are better able to retain beginning high school 

teachers (Mont & Rees, 1996).  This sits contradictory to the research on school size and 

general teacher retention.  Thus, smaller schools may have an advantage over larger 

schools in specifically retaining beginning secondary education teachers.  

 School resources.  There is limited research on beginning teachers and school 

resources with the exception of salary. 

Salary.  Salary is an important factor for beginning teachers and has an impact on 

whether or not they stay in the profession (Kelly, 2004; Scafidi, Sjoquist, & 
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Stinebrickner, 2007; Strunk & Robinson, 2006).  However, the practical significance of 

this is questionable.  For example, Scafidi et al. (2007) found that increasing salary by 

one standard deviation (in this study $4,674) decreases the likelihood of attrition in the 

first year of teaching by one percentage point.    

School student body characteristics.  School student body characteristics 

include: student population, school SES, and school achievement. 

Student population.  Mont & Rees (1996) have shown that beginning high school 

teachers (less than 4 years of experience) are especially sensitive to school characteristics 

such as student population.  A greater percentage of white students in the student 

population is linked to greater retention rates.  

School socioeconomic status.  Research on beginning teachers supports findings 

on school level socioeconomic status.  Regardless of teachers’ experience, schools 

serving a fewer students of poverty have an easier time retaining teachers (Plecki et al., 

2005).   

School achievement.  The relationship between school achievement and teacher 

retention is even more pronounced for beginning teachers in New York City.  In upper-

quartile performing schools, 85% of first-year teachers were retained as compared to 73% 

in lower-performing schools.  Estimates suggest that when considering teachers who have 

up to five years of experience moving from a school at the 80th percentile to one at the 

20th percentile increases retention by 10 percentage points (Boyd et al., 2005).  These 

findings hold true when examining first- and second-year teacher attrition across varying 

student performance in mathematics (Boyd et al., 2008). 
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Beginning Teachers’ Beliefs  

Although there is limited research on beginning teachers’ beliefs (as related to the 

study at hand) research that is available is presented here.  When first-year teachers are 

asked about reasons why they believe first-year teachers leave teaching many argue they 

leave because of higher paying jobs outside of teaching (30%).  Others argue first-year 

teachers leave because they are unable to cope with teaching problems (28%; Henry, 

1986). 

Summary 

 A variety of variables influence teacher retention.  School and district 

characteristics such as high wages (Boe et al., 1997; Cloudt & Stevens, 1995; Imazeki, 

2005; Mont & Rees, 1996) and low minority student population (Mont & Rees, 1996; 

Provanski & Dorfman, 2005) are associated with greater teacher retention rates.  Schools 

with low student poverty (measured by percent of students receiving free and reduced 

lunches) are more likely to retain their teachers (Cloudt & Stevens, 1995; Ingersoll, 2001; 

2003).  Most subject areas are fairly successful at retaining teachers with the exception of 

special education, which suffers the greatest loss (Boe et al., 1997; Imazeki, 2005; 

Ingersoll, 2001b), math, and science (Theobald & Michael, 2001).  Research on teacher 

characteristics (e.g., race, ethnicity, gender) and retention has been less conclusive.  

However, some research supports the claim that males are more likely to persist in the 

profession than females (Ingersoll, 2001b; Luekens et al., 2004; Provanski & Dorfman, 

2005).  All of these variables interact and some operate differently in beginning and more 
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veteran teachers, which makes understanding the problem of retention incredibly 

complex. 

Of great concern in the area of teacher retention is the difficulty of retaining 

beginning teachers.  Some researchers argue that beginning teachers lack support.  

Further, approximately 20% of new teachers are given no direction in regards to 

curriculum (Kauffman et al., 2002).  Beginning teachers also are more likely to have 

difficult assignments in combination with greater feelings of inadequacy (Manassero et 

al., 2006).  The retention literature has not highlighted how teachers who stay in the 

profession cope with these challenges, which is one question that has inspired this 

research study.     

Luckily, there is research that has explored career longevity and sheds illuminates 

potential buffers to these challenges in the first years of teaching.  Besides being hard-

working and persistent, beginning teachers in urban, high-poverty schools indicate 

scholarship programs, preparation, training in teacher reflection, and support from 

colleagues are all factors that help support their retention in the first five years of 

teaching (Freedman & Appleman, 2008). 

However, research on teachers’ beliefs and perceptions indicates that one of the 

most important reasons why teachers choose to remain in teaching is because of the 

students (Shann, 2001; Useem, 2003).  Teacher candidates identified as highly engaged 

persisters have high and stable levels of job satisfaction, are motivated by the intrinsic 

rewards of teaching, and indicate passion for teaching and a desire to work with children 

and adolescents as major motivating factors (Watt & Richardson, 2008).  Satisfaction in 
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making a difference in lives of students is incredibly salient for new teachers (Public 

Agenda, 2000).  Since students, as reported by teachers, are one of the most important 

factors in deciding whether to stay or leave it would be valuable to investigate what 

beliefs they hold about these students.  We know that teachers hold differential beliefs 

across various school-SES setting (Solomon et al., 1996), but what are their beliefs about 

the students they teach when they are in their first year?  And, how do they change over 

time?  In particular, how do teachers’ beliefs about students buffer the effects of attrition 

on the beginning years of teaching?  

This study examines the beliefs teachers have about their students in a particular 

subset of teachers—teachers who have stayed in the profession in their first 3-5 years—to 

examine what initial and current beliefs about students buffer the challenges teachers face 

in their entry years in the profession, if these beliefs change across time, and if they vary 

across socioeconomic setting and grade level.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

Study Overview 
 

Data were collected as part of a larger study, the First Year Teacher Observation 

Project (FYTOP; Good et al., 2006).  FYTOP was an ongoing study examining the 

teaching practices of first-, second-, and third-year teachers in Grades K-12 in the 

southwest.   

FYTOP originated at the University of Arizona under the direction of Henry 

Tsang, a former doctoral student in the department of Educational Psychology.  The 

original purpose of the project was to address concerns from local superintendents 

regarding the quality of graduates from the University of Arizona.  Henry Tsang 

developed FYTOP to address concerns about preservice teacher preparation (Tsang, 

2003).   

In the first year, Tsang collected data from 69 first-year teachers in local school 

districts.  These teachers were interviewed and also served to test pilot an observation 

instrument—the Tsang-Hester Observation Rubric (THOR).  This instrument was 

modeled after Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching, an observation instrument 

created by the Educational Testing Service based on standards established by the 

Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium.  Tsang (2003) found that 

traditionally-trained teachers were rated higher on the THOR than their post-

baccalaureate or master’s-educated peers.  In Year 1, this work was supported by the 

University of Arizona’s Office of the President. 
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In Year 2, Drs. Thomas L. Good and Mary McCaslin continued supervision of the 

project.  The goal for the second year of the project was to recruit a larger sample, 

replicate the THOR, and replicate the THOR across two time periods (fall and spring).  In 

Year 2, 131 first-year teachers were recruited.  Year 2 work was supported by the Office 

of the President and deans from various colleges involved in teacher preparation across 

campus.  

Over the years the project was modified to reflect new and important areas of 

research.  Thus, in Years 3, 4, and 5 a longitudinal aspect was added to follow first-year 

teachers (Year 3: N = 139; Year 4: N = 88; Year 5: N = 87) into their second and third 

years of teaching.  Teaching practices, student achievement, and teacher retention were 

examined.  Analyses from the fall observations of the first three years of the project 

indicated that first-year teachers perform adequately (as measured by observed classroom 

practices).  Further, first-year elementary teachers performed relatively higher in 

classroom management as compared to instruction and implementation of instruction.  

Higher rated classroom management practices were also observed in traditionally trained 

first-year teachers as compared to their nontraditionally trained counterparts (Good et al., 

2006).  Changes were made in Year 3 to the observation instrument and the Revised 2004 

THOR was utilized in Years 4 and 5.  In Year 3, FYTOP again was supported by the 

Office of the President and deans from various colleges involved in teacher preparation.  

In Year 4, FYTOP was supported by Dean Ron Marx (College of Education) and in Year 

5 it also was supported in part by the Carnegie Foundation.  Data from first-year teachers 

that started participating in FYTOP in Years 3, 4, and 5 are the focus of this study.  For 
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this study these teachers are referred to as Cohort 3 (first-year teachers in 2004-2005), 

Cohort 4 (first-year teachers in 2005-2006), and Cohort 5 (first-year teachers in 2006-

2007).  All three cohorts were recruited to participate in this study as a followup in the 

spring of 2009.  

Procedure 

 Documentation for this study was submitted to and approved by the University of 

Arizona’s Human Subjects Protection Program.  School districts involved in FYTOP 

were contacted informing them that a follow up to the study was being conducted and 

their teachers had the option to voluntarily participate.  Superintendents who had 

remained since the original implementation of FYTOP were reminded of the study (see 

Appendix A) and new superintendents were sent an email introducing them to the study 

and informing them of their districts participation in previous years (see Appendix B).  

 Selection.  Participants were selected for follow up from Cohort 3 (2004-2005), 

Cohort 4 (2005-2006), and Cohort 5 (2006-2007) of the study.  Teachers selected for the 

initial participant pool participated as K-12, first-year teachers in Years 3-5 of FYTOP (N 

= 315).  It is important to note that Grades 9-12 teachers were only included in Cohort 3 

of the study.  Thus, in Cohort 4 and Cohort 5, first-year, Grades K-8 teachers were 

recruited.  In the beginning of the 2008-2009 school year, data were collected on these 

315 teachers to examine which teachers from Cohorts 3, 4, and 5 were still teaching.  

Retention data were collected in multiple ways.  First, school districts were contacted and 

asked to provide retention data on their teachers.  Second, teachers were searched on 

district and school websites to see if they were still teaching in the same school or 
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district.  Lastly, previous files from FYTOP were examined to investigate whether or not 

any personal notes were added to individual files (e.g., “Teacher will be teaching in 

another state next year.”).     

Recruitment.  One hundred and thirty-six teachers (across 8 districts) were 

successfully located as still teaching in the eight participating school districts in the 2008-

2009 school year.  The distribution across the three years varied greatly.  Cohort 5 was 

underrepresented (n = 27; 20% of the sample) as compared to Cohort 3 (n = 55; 40% of 

the sample) and Cohort 4 (n = 54; 40% of the sample).  Based on these numbers, 

estimated retention rates for the three cohorts are as follows:  31% of teachers were still 

teaching three years into the profession (Cohort 5); 60.6% four years in (Cohort 4); and 

39.5% of teachers were still teaching five years into their career (Cohort 3).  The latter 

two retention rates mirror national estimates (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2004).  

However, third-year teachers did not follow the same pattern.  Only 31% of teachers in 

this sample were still teaching three years into their profession.  One argument is that this 

might have been a result of the announcement of 500, and eventual approval of 605 

layoffs (Bustamante, 2009) in early February 2009 in one large, local, participating 

school district.  This possible explanation is supported by one of the lowest retention 

rates of third-year FYTOP teachers (12%) in this district in comparison to other districts.  

The 136 teachers still teaching in the 2008-2009 school year were recruited in 

May 2009 via email to participate in a follow up study examining their current beliefs 

about students (see Appendix C).  All 136 teachers were sent a packet in the mail in May 

2009 containing a stamped and addressed return envelope, a consent form, and three 
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surveys.  Teachers received a follow up email at the middle or end of May if they did not 

return their surveys (see Appendix D).  

Participants 

Of the 136 mailings, three packets were returned and were undeliverable.  Thus, 

of the 133 contacted teachers, a total of 67 returned their surveys (50.4% response rate).  

These 67 teachers were distributed across the three cohorts (Cohort 3: n = 28; 41.8%, 

Cohort 4: n = 29; 43.3%, and Cohort 5: n = 10; 14.9%).  Although Cohort 5 was 

underrepresented in the sample, all three cohorts had fairly high response rates with the 

highest response rate from Cohort 4 (Cohort 3: 50.9%, Cohort 4: 53.7%, Cohort 5: 

41.7%).       

These 67 teachers were distributed across a wide range of school-level SES (as 

measured by Free-Reduced Lunch Percentages; range: 4.15-96.98%, M = 55.15, SD = 

30.87).  The teachers also were fairly evenly distributed across grades with the exception 

of secondary grades ((K-2: n = 20 (29.9%), 3-5: n = 23 (34.3%), 6-8: n = 18 (26.9%), 9-

12: n = 6 (9%)), which was expected given the changes in data collection described 

earlier.   

A majority of teachers planned to return to teaching the following year (n = 61, 

91%).  Of those teachers that did not plan to teach the following year or were unsure, 

approximately 66.6% (n = 4) planned to return eventually. The largest number of teachers 

(n = 16, 23.9%) planned to remain in teaching for 1-5 years.  Nine teachers (13.4%) 

planned to stay 6-10 years, six teachers (9%) planned to stay 11-15 years, and an 

additional six teachers (9%) planned to stay 16-20 years.  There were a large number of 
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teachers who viewed teaching as their career for life.  Twelve teachers (17.9%) 

anticipated staying in the profession for 20-25 years and an additional 11 teachers 

(16.4%) planned to stay 25 years or more.   

 Subset Study.   In May 2007, beginning in Year 4 of FYTOP, teachers who had 

graduated from the University of Arizona were asked if they were willing to consent to 

the release of their information from the teacher preparation program.  Of the 67 teachers 

who returned their surveys in May of 2009, 37 or 55.2% had graduated from the 

University of Arizona and were given consent forms.  Of those 37 teachers, 21 (56.8%) 

consented to have their teacher preparation program data released.  Thus, the subset study 

includes 21 teachers (Cohort 3: n = 4 (19%); Cohort 4: n = 17 (81%); Cohort 5: n = 0 

(0%)).  Teachers in Cohort 4 were the most responsive and willing to give consent to 

have their data released (77.2%) as compared to teachers in Cohorts 3 (36.4%) and 5 

(0%).    

 These 21 teachers were distributed across a wide range of school-level SES 

(Range: 11.74-95.90%, M = 66.78, SD = 27.39).  They also represented three grade level 

groups ((K-2: n = 4 (19%), 3-5: n = 9 (42.9%), 6-8: n = 8 (38.1%)).  

Variables 

School-level SES.  Data were collected for all teachers on school-level SES. 

School-level SES was determined by the school’s total percentage of students receiving 

free and reduced lunches as reported by the Arizona Department of Education Free and 

Reduced Percentage Reports released in March of 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2009.  One 
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charter school was not a participant in the Arizona’s Free and Reduced Lunch Program 

and these data were collected via the district’s secretary.   

Grade Level.  Grade level data were collected for all teachers for all participating 

years.  Due to the small sample size grade level is grouped in the following manner: K-2 

(n = 20), 3-5 (n = 23), 6-8 (n = 18), 9-12 (n = 6).  These numbers reflect the grade 

grouping for 2008-2009 school year (Time 2).  In Time 1 (fall of the first year of 

teaching) this distribution was: K-2 (n = 17), 3-5 (n = 21), 6-8 (n = 24), and 9-12 (n = 5).    

Instrumentation  

Teacher Follow-Up Survey.  A brief survey (see Appendix E) was included in 

the survey packets asking teachers to report if they have switched schools, districts, 

subjects, if they plan to teach in the upcoming school year, and their intentions for length 

of stay in the teaching profession.  Part of this data collection served to evaluate 

“movers,” which in the literature have been argued to possess different characteristics or 

beliefs about teaching than “stayers” or “leavers” (Elfers, Plecki, & Knapp, 2006).   

“The Thing About My...” Scales.  Data in the current study were collected using 

a survey containing two instruments evaluating teachers’ beliefs about students. “The 

thing about my school is…” (30 items) and “The thing about my learning is…” (24 

items) were the two instruments used in this study.  These scales were originally designed 

by McCaslin (2003) for a study on Comprehensive School Reform to assess the beliefs of 

students in Grades 3-5 who attend schools that serve students of poverty (McCaslin, 

2008; McCaslin & Burross, 2008; McCaslin & Good, 2005).  These scales were 

distributed to teachers in their first year of teaching (Time 1) of FYTOP.  Teachers were 
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asked to report how they believed their students would respond to the scale.  Thus, Time 

1, for all teachers represents the fall data collection of these scales in their first year of 

teaching. These instruments were administered again in May of 2009 (Time 2) to teachers 

asking them again to report on how they believed their students would respond to the 

items.  This approach was designed to capture teachers’ beliefs about their students’ 

dispositions towards school and approach to learning.  Teachers responded to the 

statements using a 5 response option: YES yes ??? no NO.  YES signified strongly agree 

and NO strongly disagree.    

“The thing about my school is…” scale.  Within the abovementioned 

framework “The thing about my school is…” was originally designed to capture students’ 

perceptions of school, classroom experiences with peers, classroom experiences with the 

teacher, and the content areas of mathematics and reading (see Appendix F).  The 

instrument measures two areas: social context and curriculum.  Social context includes 

three domains: school, teacher, and classmates.  Curriculum includes the domains of 

math and reading.  Each of the five domains was designed to capture expectancy, value, 

emotional contingencies, and beliefs.   

Previous research on this instrument with Grades 3-5 students in Comprehensive 

School Reform schools revealed students in these schools shared common beliefs 

(McCaslin & Burross, 2008; McCaslin & Good, 2005).  Students in these schools shared 

the following: school is important for their future (e.g., if you study when you are in 

school now, you will get a good job later); positive and affiliative beliefs about their 

teachers (e.g., “When my teacher is proud of me, I feel even better about me”; “Teachers 
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want students to do their best.”); and the value of mathematics (e.g., “I feel better about 

myself when I understand how to do math problems.”) and reading (e.g., “Understanding 

the story helps you read the words right.”).  

Individual differences emerged in students’ beliefs about “The thing about my 

school is…”.  In an exploratory factor analysis, McCaslin and Burross (2008) found that 

five factors accounted for 35.69%-40% of the variance in students’ reports.  These 

factors, in rank order, were the following: Pride in Achieving (e.g., “I feel better about 

myself when I have a good day in school.”), Rigid and Right (e.g., “There is only one 

right way to read a book.”), Participation and Belonging (e.g., “When I miss school, I 

feel bad if others didn’t notice.”), Resignation and Social Futility (e.g., “If my teacher is 

in a bad mood, I get in a bad mood.”), and Reading and Literacy (e.g., “I like reading and 

talking about books.”).  In this study teachers were administered these scales to examine 

their beliefs about students’ dispositions towards school.  Responses were subjected to 

exploratory factor analyses.   

“The thing about my learning is…” scale. Within the abovementioned 

framework “The thing about my learning is…” was designed to capture learning 

strategies and beliefs, including task approach and avoidance, and self-regulation of 

procedural knowledge and motivation (see Appendix G).   

Previous research on students in Grades 3-5 Comprehensive School Reform 

Schools indicated fewer shared beliefs about learning among students as compared to 

their dispositions toward school (McCaslin & Good, 2005).  Students did, however, 

indicate a strong value for procedural knowledge (e.g., “Always read the directions 
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before you start.”; “I think it is important to know what to do if we finish our work before 

the time is up.”).  

Individual differences emerged in students’ beliefs about “The thing about my 

learning is…”.  In an exploratory factor analysis, McCaslin & Good (2005) found that 

five factors accounted for 38.81% of the variance in students’ reports.  These factors are: 

Keep Trying and Pay Attention (e.g., “The difference between good and great is a little 

extra effort.”), Give Up (e.g., “If the directions aren’t clear, I don’t feel like trying.”), Just 

Get the Work Done (e.g., “If it takes too long to figure something out, it is a waste of 

time.”), Take Charge of Myself (e.g., “Sometimes you make mistakes that help you 

learn.”), Keep Up Appearances (e.g., “It is most important to write neatly.”).  

 Teacher Preparation Program Data.  Teacher preparation program data 

consisted of a variety of artifacts that were collected from attendance at or admittance to 

the University of Arizona or via the application process to the Teaching and Teacher 

Education (Undergraduate) or the Teach Arizona Master’s Program (formerly known as 

the Teach for Tucson Program) at the University of Arizona.  These artifacts include: 

essay for application to the Teaching and Teacher Education Program, final appraisal 

forms from student teaching, demographic data (age, gender, race), degree data, and 

achievement test data (Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), American College Test (ACT), or 

other tests required or submitted for admission to the University of Arizona).  During the 

initial review of the essays and final appraisal forms, insufficient variation existed, and 

thus, these artifacts were not included for analysis.  Further, there was limited access to 

view SAT and ACT scores, and thus, these scores were not included for analysis.  
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 Demographic, education, degree, and achievement test data.  Demographic 

data for all 21 University of Arizona teacher graduates were collected using a University 

of Arizona student database system, SIS.  This includes racial or ethnic background.  

Racial or ethnic background classifications differed somewhat by year.  They included: 

African American or Black, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian American, 

Hispanic or Latino, White or Caucasian.  Depending on the year, further specifications 

were available for Hispanic or Latino such as: Mexican or Mexican American, Chicano, 

Cuban, Puerto Rican, other Hispanic, or Latino.  Tribal affiliation was available for 

American Indian or Alaska Native.  Also, further specifications were available for Asian 

American, which included: Asian Indian, Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, 

Vietnamese, Guamanian or Chamorro, Native Hawaiian, Samoan, other Asian American, 

and other Pacific Islander.  Students voluntarily provided this information during the 

application process.  Gender (male or female) was collected in addition to final grade 

point average (GPA).  Additional tests scores, when available, were collected.  This often 

included the SAT and the ACT.  Final degree acquired by the student was also recorded.  

This often was classified by: M.A. in Teaching, B.A. in Elementary Education, B.A. in 

Secondary Education, and in some cases a B.F.A or a B.A. in Mathematics or English. 

 Revised 2004 Tsang-Hester Observation Rubric.  The Revised 2004 THOR 

(Good et al., 2006) consists of 24 high-inference items designed to evaluate the teaching 

practices of beginning teachers.  The instrument items were scored on 10-minute 

observation intervals (three intervals per observation) separated by a 5-minute coding 

period.  Observations were conducted in the fall and spring and lasted approximately 45 
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minutes.  Observations were scheduled ahead of time and observers asked teachers to see 

a typical lesson that did not include formal assessment.  Depending on the year, some 

teachers participated in observations in the winter; however, because this is limited to a 

small portion of teachers in this study, winter observations have been excluded.     

 Originally the Revised 2004 THOR included 24 items organized into three areas: 

assessment (n = 5), classroom management (n = 5), and implementation of instruction (n 

= 14).  A single mean was calculated (based on coded intervals across items) for 

assessment, classroom management, and implementation of instruction.  Typically, 

subsequent data analyses on FYTOP included 21 of the 24 items.  Three items from the 

area of assessment were excluded because their scores were derived from teacher 

interviews rather than classroom observation and were not consistent with the collection 

method of the other 21 items.  

 The original THOR was proposed as a three-factor model of teaching.  However, 

Wiley (2008) ran analyses on the observation system with FYTOP data and found that a 

four-factor model was a better fit.  Further, several items were removed in the revised 

four-factor model because of infrequency of coding occurrences or low reliability.  The 

four-factor model has been adopted for this study.  The four factors are: assessment (three 

items), management of students (two items), management of instruction (five items), and 

instructional design (five items).  Using this four-factor model, a single mean was 

calculated (based on coded intervals across items) for assessment, management of 

students, management of instruction, and instructional design.  



62 

 

 In this high-inference observation instrument each item was scored on a Likert 

scale of 1 to 5.  A score of 5 represents above average teaching practices, a score of 3 

represents average teaching practices, and a score of 1 represents below average teaching 

practices (see Appendix H). 

Comprehensive School Reform Classroom Observation System.  The 

Comprehensive School Reform Classroom Observation System (CSRCOS; Nichols, 

McCaslin, & Good, 2003) is a low-inference descriptive system.  It consists of 

demographic items (e.g., class size, number of males and females) and 20 items that were 

designed to capture the presence, absence, and quantity of particular teaching practices.  

The instrument items were scored on 10-minute observation intervals (typically three 

intervals per observation) separated by 5-minute coding periods.  The 20 items were 

organized into three areas: instructional opportunity (n = 9), teacher-student relationship 

(n = 5), and student activity (n = 5; see Appendix I).  As with the Revised 2004 THOR, 

observations lasted approximately 45 minutes and were conducted in the fall and spring.  

These two observation instruments were coded simultaneously.  On rare occasions, 

teachers participated in winter observations which have been excluded from this study 

(see above for rationale).  Since the CSRCOS was originally designed to capture practices 

in Grades 3-5, CSRCOS data is only available for teachers of Grades 3-5.   

Reliability: Observation Instruments  

 Observer Training.  FYTOP observer training included videotaped lessons 

designated for coders to train for the purpose of reliability.  During the initial training 

sessions, coders watched videos (of various subjects from K-9 classrooms) completed the 
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observation instruments, disagreements were discussed, and consensus codes (for the 

Revised 2004 THOR and the CSRCOS) were reached and recorded.  Additional training 

sessions occurred prior to the spring round of observations to check for coder drift.  All 

training for the Revised 2004 THOR followed in alignment with the coding guidelines as 

specified in the coding manual (Bozack, 2005; 2006; 2007).  All training for the CSRCOS 

followed in alignment with the coding guidelines as specified in the coding manual 

(Nichols, McCaslin, & Good, 2004).   

 Inter-rater Agreement.  FYTOP coders were able to enter the participating 

classrooms when 80% inter-rater agreement within two points of the consensus code was 

reached on the training videotapes.  In each of the three years included in this study, five 

coders participated in reliability and coding.  Training reliability for the Revised 2004 

THOR among coders (Year 3: n = 5, Year 4: n = 5, Year 5: n = 5) observing n = 6, n = 5, 

and n = 6 videotapes, respectively, resulted in exact or within one point agreement of 

66% for Year 3, 65% for Year 4, and 68% Year 5.  The coefficient alphas for these three 

years for scoreable dichotomy are as follows: Year 3 = .85, Year 4 = .92, and Year 5 = 

.96 (Wiley, McCaslin, & Good, 2008).  Training reliability for the CSRCOS consisted of 

two coders across the same number of videotapes (6, 5, and 6, respectively).  Exact or 

within one point agreement resulted in the following reliability: Year 3 = 83%, Year 4 = 

89%, and Year 5 = 92% (Wiley et al., 2008).   

Validity: Observation Instruments 

 Tsang-Hester Observation Rubric (THOR).  The THOR was modeled after 

Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching, an observation instrument created by the 
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Educational Testing Service based on standards established by the Interstate New 

Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (Tsang, 2003).  As described by Tsang, the 

Framework for Teaching was based on a 0-4 level rating system.  Each score was 

accompanied by a short description.  Further analysis of the system revealed that the 

scoring system was not based on the same aspects—the first three performance levels 

were focused on teacher behavior, however, the last performance level, a “4” was based 

on student behavior.  The lack of consistency in what was being rated implied low 

validity.  A second issue of the Framework for Teaching was that when observers had 

difficulty assigning a score to teachers they were instructed to assign a lower score.  The 

THOR instrument sought to improve upon these weaknesses by constructing a system 

that evaluated teaching practices across all levels and across a 1 to 5 rating system.  

Tsang met with superintendents of seven local school districts and deans of five colleges 

involved in teacher preparation to ensure that the instrument was measuring appropriate 

teaching practices of first-year teachers.   

 Comprehensive School Reform Classroom Observation System (CSRCOS). 

The CSRCOS (Nichols, McCaslin, & Good, 2003) instrument was constructed to evaluate 

teaching practices in Grades 3 through 5 in Comprehensive School Reform schools 

(McCaslin, et al., 2006; Wiley et al., 2008).  Instrument construction occurred with 

consideration of relevant theory and literature (Berliner, 1987; Brophy & Good, 1986; 

Fisher & Berliner, 1985) including three areas of instructional practice: opportunities for 

learning, classroom management strategies, and teacher-student relationships (see Wiley 

et al., 2008 for a more extensive theoretical framework).  Graduate students practiced 
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coding using 20 hours of videotaped lessons in Grades 4 through 6.  Issues of reliability 

became apparent during instrument construction.  During the instrument production 

phase, coders entered the classrooms once 90% exact inter-rater agreement was reached 

(Nichols, McCaslin, & Good, 2004).  There were a few items that were difficult to reach 

reliability on—cognitive demands, teacher questions, and teacher guidance, thus, 

modified item definitions and collapsing across subcategories resulted in overall 

reliability of 80% and above (McCaslin, et al., 2006).  

Data Analyses 

 Quantitative data were analyzed using SPSS Version 15.0.  Qualitative data 

(essays for teacher preparation program application) were used to supplement 

quantitative analyses to give voice to the numerical values that represent teachers in their 

first three to five years of teaching.   

 Analysis of “The thing about my learning” and “The thing about school” 

scales.  “The thing about my learning” and “The thing about my school” scales were 

subjected to an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using a principal component analysis 

(PCA) method of extraction to understand the structure of variables or latent variables 

and subsequent underlying factors (Gorusch, 1983; Thompson, 2004).  

 Analysis of the Revised 2004 THOR.  The Revised 2004 THOR was analyzed 

using the four-factor model discussed above.  A single mean was calculated across all 

three observation times for each of the four factors.  Fall and spring were treated as 

separate observation intervals to observe if changes across time were related to teachers’ 

beliefs in the subset sample.  
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 Analysis of the CSRCOS.  Analysis of the CSRCOS maintained the original 

presentation of variables—presence, absence, and frequency.  Thus, quantitative values 

are represented by overall presence, absence, and frequency across three time points for 

both the fall and spring for teachers of Grades 3-5 in the subset sample.   

 Additional Variables and Data.  School-level SES was operationalized two 

different ways: as a continuous variable and as a grouped variable to allow for separate 

analyses for a data set that has an uneven distribution of SES across participants.  The 

SES for this sample is represented by a bi-modal distribution highly skewed in the 

direction of high poverty (schools with 80% of students receiving free or reduced 

lunches).  Teacher preparation program data were treated as quantitative data and no 

adjustments were made to the original data sources.        
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 Below are the results of the study organized by topic and research question.  Thus, 

the eleven research questions are organized by the following topic headings: responder 

bias, beliefs of “staying participants,” and beliefs, practices, and preservice teacher data 

of subset teachers.  For all analyses SPSS Version 15.0 was used.  All analyses were run 

with an alpha of .05.  In all EFAs, a factor loading cut-off point of .4 was utilized as 

recommended by Raubenheimer (2004).  Additionally the Kaiser-Guttman rule, which 

recommends an eigenvalue criterion of greater than 1.0 (Guttman, 1954), was applied.  

Teachers classified as “unable to reach” (n = 3) were excluded from all analyses.  Tables 

are presented for sample statistics, factor analyses, and analyses in which there were 

significant results.  

Responder Bias 

First and foremost, analyses needed to examine whether or not “staying 

participants” were indeed a representative sample of all “stayers.” Research questions 

were designed to explore any responder bias.  Teachers that remained in the profession 

and responded to the survey (“staying participants”) were compared to those who 

remained and did not respond to the survey (“staying non-participants”) to explore if 

these two groups differed in any significant way. 
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RQ1: Do “Staying Participants” Differ From “Staying Non-Participants” Across 

District?  School-Level SES?  Grade-level? 

 To answer research question one, Pearson’s chi square tests and an independent 

samples t-test were conducted.  “Staying participants” (N = 67) and “staying non-

participants” (N = 67) were compared on their 2008-2009 recorded district, SES, and 

grade level.  In the chi-square test of grade level all requirements to conduct a chi-square 

test were met—each cell had an expected value above one and less than 20% of cells 

(0%) had an expected value fewer than five.  However, a second assumption (that no 

more than 20% of cells should have an expected value less than five) was violated.  In 

this analysis 36.5% of cells had an expected value less than five, and thus, the results 

should be interpreted with caution (Field, 2005).  The chi-square test of grade level 

revealed that there was no significant association between grade level group and response 

rate to the survey X2(3, n = 133) = 1.27, p > .05.  The chi-square test of district revealed 

that there was no significant association between district and survey response rate X2(7, n 

= 133) = 5.24, p > .05.   

An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine if significant differences 

in school-level SES distribution existed between “staying participants” and “staying non-

participants.”  School-level SES (as measured by free and reduced lunch percentage) 

from March of 2009 was used for this analysis and treated as a continuous variable.  The 

assumption of homogeneity of variances was met according to the Levene’s Test and 

equal variances were assumed.  On average “staying participants” (M = 55.15, SD = 
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30.87) had a slightly lower mean school-level SES than “staying non-participants” (M = 

55.24, SD = 30.31), however, this difference was not significant t(131) = -.016, p > .05.   

Preparation for RQ2: Scale Factor Analyses 

 “The thing about my learning is…” and “The thing about my school is…” scales 

were subjected to an EFA to understand the structure of variables or latent variables and 

subsequent underlying factors (Gorusch, 1983; Thompson, 2004).  All 133 teachers 

(“staying participants” and “staying non-participants”), known here as “stayers” (teachers 

who were still teaching in the 2008-2009 school year and potentially could have 

participated in Time 2 data collection) were included for the initial EFA since there were 

no significant differences between these groups according to results from RQ1.   

 “The thing about my school is…” scale: preliminary analyses and EFAs.  It 

was suggested earlier that Time 1 would represent the fall of a teacher’s first year of 

teaching.  This time point was recommended because it would allow for the best measure 

of possible change and would be an assessment of teachers as they first enter and begin to 

adapt to the classroom (and in some cases before adaptation even occurs).  Data analyses 

were conducted for “The thing about my school is…” scale in order to provide 

justification for this argument.  Fall and spring Time 1 data (at the item level) were 

compared for significant differences.  At least 25% of the variables had mean scores 

across time that were significantly different, thus, these data were not combined in the 

initial analysis and Time 1 was designated by teachers’ fall of their first year (see Table 

1).   
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 Preliminary analyses were conducted to verify suitability for use of an EFA. 

Evaluation of the correlation matrix revealed the presence of coefficients of at least .3 

(12.2%).  Multicollinearity was supported by a determinant value of .0000117 for the 

correlation matrix (Field, 2005).  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value was .738 

(Kaiser, 1974).   This value is considered good and is greater than the mediocre or 

recommended minimum range of .5 to .7 (Hutcheson & Sofronious, 1999) and supported 

data adequacy for EFA.  Data adequacy was further supported by evidence from the anti-

image correlation table indicating that all but one of the correlations were above r = .5.  

The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1950) was statistically significant (p < .001), 

which indicated some relationship between variables and supporting the factor 

appropriateness of the correlation matrix.  Thus, data for “The thing about my school 

is…” was deemed adequate and appropriate for an EFA.   

 An EFA with varimax rotation was conducted.  Nine factors, explaining 64.05% of 

the total variance, emerged (see Tables 2-3).  An inspection of the scree plot (see Figure 

1) revealed a break at the fourth factor (Cattell, 1966); however all nine factors, because 

of their clarity and importance (particularly for examining research questions that appear 

later) are discussed below and presented here.  

 The factors were named, in rank order: (1) Pride in Achievement, (2) Rigid and 

Right, (3) Delay Gratification and Persevere, (4) Public Social Validation, (5) Good 

School, Good Teacher, (6) Student Pride, (7) Reading as Coping, (8) Small Group, and 

(9) Be First, Be Best.  These factors were not content specific (math or reading) and were 

not specific to other contextual factors (school, peers, teacher).  These factors are 
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described below.  

 The first factor, Pride in Achievement, which explained 20.893% of the total 

variance, captures beliefs about students who enjoyed math and reading and expected to 

do well (e.g., “I am a good reader.”).  Rigid and Right represents a strict and inflexible 

approach to learning with a focus on correctness (e.g., “In math, there is only one right 

way to read a book.”).  This factor includes items which hinder student motivation and 

learning.  Delay Gratification and Persevere captures beliefs about students as 

individuals who could persist and maintain progress even if the goal or outcome is not 

immediate (e.g., “In math, the fastest student is not always the best student.”).  Although 

the first three factors strictly focused on the individual, the importance of affiliation as a 

belief about students did emerge in the fourth factor.  Public Social Validation captured a 

need for acceptance among peers (e.g., “When it is my turn to read out loud and I make 

no mistakes, I like reading even better.”).  Good School, Good Teacher represents a 

positive affiliation school and teacher (e.g., “I think this school is a good school.”).  

Student Pride captured a high sense of personal satisfaction in the context of school (e.g., 

When my teacher is proud of me, I feel even better about me.”).  Reading as Coping 

captures students who used reading as an outlet to cope with struggles in groups or in the 

classroom (e.g., “If my group argues, I don’t feel like doing the work anymore.”, 

“Understanding the story helps you read the words right.”).  Small Group captures 

positive affiliation of working with others (“Two heads are better than one.”).  Finally, 

the last factor, Be First, Be Best represents a performance goal approach to learning 

(Ames & Ames, 1984) in which students strive to outperform others or avoid appearing 
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inadequate (e.g., “I don’t like to read if I don’t know all the words.”, “I don’t like math as 

much if I am not the first one finished.”).  

“The thing about my learning is…” scale: preliminary analyses and EFAs.  

For “The thing about my learning is…” scale, fall and spring Time 1 data were compared 

for significant differences.  At least 22% of the variables were significantly different, 

thus, these data were not combined in the initial analysis and Time 1 was designated by 

teachers’ fall of their first year (see Table 4). 

 Preliminary analyses were conducted to verify suitability for use of an EFA. 

Evaluation of the correlation matrix revealed the presence of coefficients of at least r = .3 

(15.6%).  The determinant value of the correlation matrix was greater than .00001, and 

thus, the matrix was determined to have insufficient multicollinearity.  Removing 

variables that had no correlations above .3 with other variables did not support greater 

multicollinearity.  Thus, analyses proceeded with the cautionary assumption that there 

was potentially limited multicollinearity in the dataset (Field, 2005).  The KMO value 

was .753—a value greater than the recommended range of .5 to .7 (Hutcheson & 

Sofronious, 1999).  This value indicated data adequacy for EFA.  These statistics are 

further supported by the anti-image correlation table—no correlations below .5 emerged 

(Field, 2005).  The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1950) was statistically 

significant (p < .001), which indicated some relationship between variables and 

supporting the factor appropriateness of the correlation matrix.  Data for “The thing about 

my learning is…” was deemed adequate and appropriate for an EFA and analyses 

proceeded.  
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 An EFA with varimax rotation was conducted.  Using the Kaiser-Guttman rule 

(Guttman, 1954), seven factors, explaining 63.20% of the variance, emerged (see Tables 

5-6).  An inspection of the scree plot (see Figure 2) revealed a break at the fourth factor 

(Cattell, 1966); however all seven factors are presented in the tables and discussed below. 

 The factors were named, in rank order: (1) Take Charge of Myself, (2) Give Up and 

Keep Quiet, (3) Get It Done, (4) Recognition and Recall, (5) Compliance, (6) Effort and 

Practice, (7) and Good Learner.  A detailed description of these factors is presented 

below.  

The first factor, Take Charge of My Learning, accounted for 25% of the explained 

variance.  This factor represents a self-regulated learner who directs his or her own 

learning (e.g., “Sometimes you make mistakes that help your learn.”).  Teachers held 

secondary beliefs, Give Up and Keep Quiet, which represents student as learners that 

should abandon a task if they struggle and not bother the teacher (e.g., “If the directions 

aren’t clear, I don’t feel like trying.”, “Students shouldn’t ask questions.”).  The third 

factor, Get It Done, was all about just that.  This factor represents beliefs about students 

who just want to finish the task (e.g., “Finishing an assignment is the most important 

thing.”).  Recognition and Recall demonstrates beliefs about students and learning 

strategies (e.g., “I learn best when we review what I already know.”).  Compliance 

represents students who are obedient, follow the rules, and do what is expected of them. 

(e.g., “It is most important to write neatly.”).  The sixth factor, Effort and Practice, 

endorses the importance of effort and practice in success and achievement (e.g., “The 

difference between good and great is a little extra effort.”, “I learn best when we get to 
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practice new work right away.”).  Lastly, Good Learner represents students who feel 

good when facing challenge (e.g., “If I understand new work that is hard, I feel even 

better about myself.”).  

RQ2: Do “Staying Participants” Beliefs About Students Differ From “Staying Non-

Participants” Beliefs About Students in Time 1?  

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare “staying participants” 

mean factor scores to that of “staying non-participants” on both “The thing about my 

school is…” and “The thing about my learning is…” scales.  For all factors in both scales 

(with the exception of Take Charge of My Learning (“staying participants”: SD = .61, 

“staying non-participants”: SD = .43) in “The thing about my learning scale…”) the 

Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances was significant (p >.05) indicating that variances 

for “staying participants” and “staying non-participants” were roughly equal.  On all nine 

factors of “The thing about my school is…” scale “staying participants” and “staying 

non-participants” did not differ significantly.  On six of the factors of “The thing about 

my learning is…” scale “staying participants” and “staying non-participants” did not 

differ significantly.  They did differ on Factor 2 (Give Up and Keep Quiet), t(112) = -

1.98, p =.051, which indicated that “staying participants” (M = 2.96, SD = .84) had lower 

mean factor scores for this factor as compared to “staying non-participants” (M = 3.24, 

SD = .68).   
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Beliefs of “Staying Participants” 

Research questions were constructed to examine the beliefs of “staying 

participants” (teachers who remained in the profession in their first 3-5 years and 

responded to the survey administered in Time 2). 

RQ3: As a Group, Are Teachers’ Beliefs About Students Represented By a Single 

General Factor or Multiple Factors? 

Results detailed in RQ1 indicated that when considering the sample of “potential 

stayers,” teachers’ beliefs about students are represented by multiple factors with limited 

item cross-loadings suggesting a multi-factor teacher belief system about students.  

In this analysis, the participating sample was used to prepare for subsequent 

analyses. “Staying participants” (those teachers who responded to the survey in Time 2; 

N = 67) were included in preliminary and EFAs for “The thing about my school is…” 

and “The thing about my learning is…” scales.  Separate analyses were conducted for 

Time 1 and Time 2.  A cut-off point of 5% variance was used to determine which 

variables would be included in the model description and subsequent analyses. 

Time 1: “The thing about my school is…”.  Preliminary analyses were 

conducted to verify suitability for use of an EFA.  Item 7 was excluded from analyses 

because of an error in Time 2 (see note below).  Evaluation of the correlation matrix 

revealed the presence of coefficients of at least .3 (16.8%).  The determinant value of the 

correlation matrix met the criteria of .00001 or less (value = .000000174).  Based on 

these data, multicollinearity was assumed (Field, 2005).  The KMO value was .595, 

which was deemed adequate (Hutcheson & Sofronious, 1999) and indicated data 
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adequacy for an EFA.  However, these statistics were not supported by the anti-image 

correlation table, which indicated eight correlations below .5 (Field, 2005).  The 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1950) was statistically significant (p < .001), which 

indicated some relationship between variables and supporting the factor appropriateness 

of the correlation matrix.  Thus, data for “The thing about my school is…” was deemed 

adequate and appropriate for an EFA.   

 An EFA with varimax rotation was conducted.  Using the Kaiser-Guttman rule 

(Guttman, 1954), six factors explaining 53.41% of the variance emerged (see Tables 7-8).  

An inspection of the scree plot (see Figure 3) revealed a break at the third factor (Cattell, 

1966).  The factors were named, in rank order: (1) Pride and Participation, (2) Good 

School = Reading, (3) Rigid and Right, (4) Small Group = Math, (5) Good School, Good 

Teacher, Leadership, and (6) Understand, Persevere, Delay Gratification.  Descriptions 

of new factors that have emerged in this analysis are presented below. 

 The first factor, Pride and Participation, accounted for approximately 26% of the 

explained variance.  This factor captures students who felt personal satisfaction from 

success and from being part of their school community (e.g., “When I miss school, I feel 

bad if others didn’t notice.”, “I feel better about myself when I have a good day at 

school.”).  Good School = Reading captures a belief about students with positive 

affiliation toward school and expect to do well and enjoy reading (e.g., “I look forward to 

going to school each day.”, “I am a good reader.”).  Small Group = Math captures the 

association between positive affiliation for small group learning format and mathematics 

(e.g., “I learn more when I work with a partner.”, “I enjoy doing work in math.”).  Good 
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School, Good Teacher, Leadership represents positive affiliation for school, teacher, and 

low conflict group work (e.g., “I think this school is a good school.”).  Lastly, 

Understand, Persevere, Delay Gratification captures beliefs of students as individuals 

who are concerned with understanding and mastering material even if that focus results in 

a delay of the outcome (e.g., “Going to a good school is important for success in life.”).    

 Time 1: “The thing about my learning is…”.  Preliminary analyses were 

conducted to verify suitability for use of an EFA.  Evaluation of the correlation matrix 

revealed the presence of coefficients of at least .3 (29%).  The determinant value of the 

correlation matrix met the criteria of .00001 or less (value = .00000124) and 

multicollinearity was assumed (Field, 2005).  The KMO value was .713.  This value was 

considered more than adequate (Hutcheson & Sofronious, 1999) and signified data 

adequacy for EFA.  These statistics were further supported by the anti-image correlation 

table, which indicated only two correlations below the value of .5 (Field, 2005).  The 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1950) was statistically significant (p < .001), which 

indicated some relationship between variables and supporting the factor appropriateness 

of the correlation matrix.  Thus, data for “The thing about my learning is…” was deemed 

adequate and appropriate for an EFA.   

 An EFA with varimax rotation was conducted.  Using the Kaiser-Guttman rule 

(Guttman, 1954), six factors explaining 65.67% of the variance emerged (see Tables 9-

10).  An inspection of the scree plot (see Figure 4) revealed a break at the third factor 

(Cattell, 1966).  The factors were named, in rank order: (1) Take Charge of Myself, (2) 

Give Up and Keep Quiet, (3) Get It Done, (4) Procedural, (5) Recognition and Recall, 
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and (6) Effort and Practice.  Factors not previously discussed are described below. 

  Procedural was the only factor that differed from the preliminary analyses for RQ2.  

Procedural represents beliefs about students who are concerned with task procedures 

from start to finish and even planning post-task (e.g., “It is most important to write 

neatly.”, “I think it is important to know what to do if we finish our work before the time 

is up.”).    

Time 2: “The thing about my school is…”.  After running an EFA on Time 2 

data, the factor loading matrix revealed extremely high loadings of two items.  Upon 

further inspection an error was found in the survey wording of Item 7 in “The thing about 

my school is…” and was not included in the analyses reported below (and subsequent 

analyses using Time 1 and Time 2 as comparison points).   

Preliminary analyses were conducted to verify suitability for use of an EFA.  

Evaluation of the correlation matrix revealed the presence of coefficients of at least .3 

(28.5%).  The determinant value of the correlation matrix met the criteria of .00001 or 

less (value = .0000000454) and multicollinearity was assumed present (Field, 2005).  The 

KMO value was .720 and considered more than adequate (Hutcheson & Sofronious, 

1999) and indicated data adequacy for EFA.  These statistics were further supported by 

the anti-image correlation table, which indicated only three correlations below .5 (Field, 

2005).  The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1950) was statistically significant (p < 

.001), which indicated some relationship between variables and supporting the factor 

appropriateness of the correlation matrix.  Thus, data for “The thing about my school 

is…” was deemed adequate and appropriate for an EFA.   
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 An EFA with varimax rotation was conducted.  Using the Kaiser-Guttman rule 

(Guttman, 1954), six factors explaining 61.55% of the variance emerged (see Tables 11-

12).  An inspection of the scree plot (see Figure 5) revealed a break after the third factor 

(Cattell, 1966).  The factors were named, in rank order: (1) The Teacher’s Ideal Learner, 

(2) Loner: Pride in Achievement, (3) Struggle in Affiliation, (4) Social Learner: Small 

Group = Math, (5) The Alienated Challenger, (6) System Thinker, and (7) Enmeshed 

Student. 

Twenty-one items loaded on the first factor, The Teacher’s Ideal Learner.  This 

factor captures beliefs of students who enjoy reading and math, expect to do well in 

school, like going to school and their teacher, have pride in achievement, believe learning 

is instrumental, and are focused on understanding.  These student beliefs are 

conceptualized as occurring in part with the teacher.  In this factor analysis the student is 

not alone in their achievement.  Student achievement happens individually and with 

teachers and peers.  Other factors highlighted “types” of learners that sit outside of this 

ideal learner.  Loner: Pride in Achievement, Struggle in Affiliation represents teachers’ 

conceptualization of some learners as interested in achievement, but preoccupied with 

their struggles with peers.  Social Learner: Small Group = Math captures a type of 

student who uses small group mathematics as a way to fulfill social needs.  The Alienated 

Challenger represents a student who does not enjoy going to school, removes themselves 

from group arguments, and challenges stereotypical belief systems in particular content 

areas (e.g., “In math, there is only one right way to get an answer.”).  The System Thinker 

represents a type of student that understands the system and is above it.  This type of 
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student values particular outcomes and does not let small things detract from that goal 

(e.g., “If my group argues, I don’t feel like doing the work anymore.”).  The Enmeshed 

Student is overly involved in the emotional connection with others, which may detract 

from their ability to cope and be successful in the classroom.   

 Time 2: “The thing about my learning is…”.  Preliminary analyses were 

conducted to verify suitability for use of an EFA.  Evaluation of the correlation matrix 

revealed the presence of coefficients of at least .3 (17.4%).  When examining the 

determinant value of the correlation matrix did meet criteria of .00001 or less (value = 

.0000943).  Based on these data multicollinearity can be assumed to be present (Field, 

2005).  The KMO value was .686, was considered adequate (Hutcheson & Sofronious, 

1999), and indicated data adequacy for EFA.  These statistics were further supported by 

the anti-image correlation table, which revealed only three correlations below .5 (Field, 

2005).  The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1950) was statistically significant (p < 

.001), which indicated some relationship between variables and supporting the factor 

appropriateness of the correlation matrix.  Data for “The thing about my learning is…” 

was deemed adequate and appropriate for an EFA.   

 An EFA with varimax rotation was conducted.  Using the Kaiser-Guttman rule 

(Guttman, 1954), six factors explaining 58.61% of the variance emerged (see Tables 13-

14).  An inspection of the scree plot (see Figure 6) revealed a break after the third factor 

(Cattell, 1966).  The factors were named, in rank order: (1) Put Your Best Foot Forward, 

(2) Take Charge, (3) Next Steps, (4) Recognition and Recall, (5) Struggling Learner, and 

(6) Get It Done.  Factors that are unique to this analysis and were not discussed earlier are 
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described below. 

The first factor, Put Your Best Foot Forward, represents a student who takes 

charge of their learning from start to finish (e.g., “Always read the directions before you 

start.”, “If I get stuck on a problem I try another way.”).  Next Steps represents teachers’ 

beliefs of learners as occupied with what comes next (e.g., “I think it is important to 

know what to do if we finish our work before the time is up.”).  Struggling Learner 

captures students who feel they can’t come up with a solution and are abandon a task if it 

is beyond their reach (e.g., “Sometimes there are no right answers.”, “If we go too fast in 

class for me to understand something, I feel like giving up.”).  

RQ4: Do Teachers’ Beliefs About Students Change Over Time (Time 1 as 

Compared to Time 2)? 

  “The thing about my learning is…” scale.  Research question four was 

examined using the above scales presented in RQ3.  Two separate analyses were 

conducted to examine if and how teachers’ beliefs about students changed over time.  

First, the factor analysis model that was developed for Time 1 (Model 1) was applied to 

Time 2 scores to examine how this factor model changed across time using a paired 

samples t-test.  On average, “staying participants” rated items that loaded on Factor 1, 

Take Charge of My Learning, significantly lower in Time 1 (M = 3.45, SD = .84) than in 

Time 2 (M = 3.65, SD = .70), t(62) = -2.134, p <.05).  “Staying participants” also rated 

items that loaded on Factor 5, Recognition and Recall, significantly lower in Time 1 (M = 

4.12, SD = .44) than in Time 2 (M = 4.41, SD = .41), t(62) = -4.442, p <.001.  Lastly, 

Factor 6, Effort and Practice, items were rated significantly lower by “staying 



82 

 

participants” in Time 1 (M = 3.80, SD = .53) than in Time 2 (M = 4.17, SD = .54), t(62) = 

-5.089, p <.001 (see Table 15).  

 Second, the factor analysis model that was developed in Time 2 (Model 2) was 

applied to Time 1 to examine if and how the factors identified in Time 2 changed from 

the initial data collection point.  A paired sample t-test indicated that two factors from 

Model 2 changed significantly across time.  “Staying participants” rated items that loaded 

on Factor 4, Recognition and Recall, significantly higher across time (Time 1: M = 3.97, 

SD = .42, Time 2: M = 4.24, SD = .55), t(62) = 3.823, p < .001.  “Staying participants” 

rated items that loaded on Factor 6, Get It Done, significantly higher across time (Time 1: 

M = 3.75, SD = .61, Time 2: M = 3.98, SD = .63), t(62) = 2.108, p < .05 (see Table 16).   

 “The thing about my school is…” scale.  Two separate analyses were conducted 

to examine if and how teachers’ beliefs about students changed over time.  First, the 

factor analysis model that was developed for Time 1 (Model 1) was applied to Time 2 

scores to examine how this factor model changed across time using a paired samples t-

test.  On average, “staying participants” rated items that loaded on Factor 1, Pride and 

Participation, significantly lower in Time 1 (M = 3.43, SD = .48) than in Time 2 (M = 

3.59, SD = .47), t(61) = -3.079, p <.05).  “Staying participants” also rated items that 

loaded on Factor 3, Rigid and Right, significantly lower in Time 1 (M = 3.62, SD = .65) 

than in Time 2 (M = 3.90 SD = .61), t(61) = -3.849, p <.001.  Lastly, Factor 6, 

Understand, Persevere, Delay Gratification, items were rated significantly lower by 

“staying participants” in Time 1 (M = 4.06, SD = .56) than in Time 2 (M = 4.24 SD = 

.54), t(61) = -2.098, p <.05 (see Table 17).  
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 Second, the factor analysis model that was developed in Time 2 (Model 2) was 

applied to Time 1 to examine if and how the factors identified in Time 2 changed from 

the initial data collection point.  A paired sample t-test indicated that five of the six 

factors from Model 2 changed significantly across time.  “Staying participants” rated 

items that loaded on Factor 1, The Teacher’s Ideal Learner, significantly lower across 

time (Time 1: M = 4.26, SD = .39, Time 2: M = 3.66, SD = .27), t(61) = -11.197, p < .001.  

“staying participants” rated items that loaded on Factor 2, Loner: Pride in Achievement, 

Struggle in Affiliation, significantly higher across time (Time 1: M = 3.86, SD = .46, 

Time 2: M = 4.54, SD = .55), t(61) = 8.262, p < .001.  Factor 4, The Alienated 

Challenger, items were rated by “staying participants” significantly lower across time 

(Time 1: M = 3.56, SD = .52, Time 2: M = 3.25, SD = .54), t(61) = -3.326, p = .001.  

Factor 5, System Thinker, items were rated by “staying participants” significantly higher 

across time (Time 1: M = 3.51, SD = .33, Time 2: M = 3.95, SD = .60), t(61) = 5.051, p < 

.001.  Lastly, Factor 6, Enmeshed Student, items were rated significantly higher by 

“staying participants” across time (Time 1: M = 3.48, SD = .81, Time 2: M = 3.91, SD = 

.67), t(61) = 4.056, p < .001 (see Table 18).   

RQ4a: If Teachers’ Beliefs About Students Change Significantly Over Time, How 

Does Multiple Data Collection Points From Teachers in Their 5th Year Inform 

When and How This Change Occurs Over Time?  

 Teachers with multiple data points (Cohort 3) were examined on “The thing about 

my learning is…” Model 1 (Factors 1, 5, and 6) and Model 2 (Factors 4 and 6).  Cohort 3 

teachers were entering their fifth year of teaching in 2008-2009 and although only two 
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data points were used for this study, additional data collection occurred as part of FYTOP 

and were included solely for this analysis with this cohort.  For these teachers, the most 

complete data collection point was the fall of their second year of teaching.  Thus, Time 

1.5 represents the fall of the second year of teaching.   Paired t-tests were conducted and 

revealed no significant differences between Time 1 and Time 1.5 mean factor scores on 

Factors 1, 5, and 6 (Model 1) using Cohort 3 teacher data.  Further analyses revealed no 

significant differences between Time 1.5 and Time 2 mean factor scores on Factors 4 and 

6 (Model 2) using Cohort 3 teacher data.  

Mean factor scores were examined in the same abovementioned fashion on “The 

thing about my school is…” for Model 1 (Factors 1, 3, 6) and Model 2 (Factors 1, 2, 4, 5, 

6).  Paired t-tests were conducted to examine if any significant changes occurred between 

Time 1 (Model 1) and Time 1.5 mean factor scores on Factors 1, 3, and 6.  The analyses 

indicated no significant differences between mean factor scores in Time 1 and Time 1.5 

of the Year 3 teachers on Factors 1, 3, and 6 utilizing Model 1.  Analyses indicated no 

significant differences between mean factor scores in Time 1.5 and Time 2 of the Year 3 

teachers on Factors 1, 4, 5, and 6 utilizing Model 2.  One factor, Factor 2, Loner: Pride in 

Achievement, Struggle in Affiliation, was significant, t(9) = 3.285, p <.05.  Cohort 3 

teachers (n = 10) rated items that loaded on this factor significantly lower in Time 1.5 (M 

= 4.50, SD = .50) as compared to Time 2 (M = 4.78, SD = .44).  
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RQ5: Do Teachers’ Beliefs About Students Differ By Cohort (Time 1 and Time 2)? 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine if differences in mean factor 

scores existed between year in teaching in “The thing about my school is…” and “The 

thing about my learning is…” scales in Time 1 and Time 2.   

Time 1: “The thing about my school is…” scale.  There were no significant 

differences in mean scores on “The thing about my school is…” for six of the factors in 

Time 1 by year in teaching.  One factor, Factor 3, did differ by year in teaching, F(2, 62) 

= 4.500, p <.05.  Post-hoc analyses indicated that Cohort 3 teachers (first-year teachers in 

2004-2005) rated items that loaded on this factor (Rigid and Right) significantly higher 

(M = 3.89, SD = .54) than teachers in Cohort 5 (M = 3.38, SD = .56) and Cohort 4 (M = 

3.43, SD = .70)(see Table 19).   

Time 1: “The thing about my learning is…” scale.  There were no significant 

differences in mean scores across cohorts for any of the factors from “The thing about my 

learning is…” scale in Time 1. 

Time 2: “The thing about my school is…” scale.  There were no significant 

differences in mean scores across cohorts on “The thing about my school is…” factors in 

Time 2.  

Time 2: “The thing about my learning is…” scale.  There were no significant 

differences in mean scores across cohorts for any of the factors from “The thing about my 

learning is…” scale in Time 2. 

 

 



86 

 

RQ6: Do Teachers’ Beliefs About Students Differ By Grade Level (Time 1 and Time 

2)? 

One-way ANOVAs were conducted to examine the effects of grade level group 

(K-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-12) on teachers’ beliefs about students in “The thing about my school 

is…” and “The thing about my learning is…” scales in Time 1 and Time 2.  Factors that 

emerged from the factor analysis models produced from examining Time 1 and Time 2 

belief systems for “staying participants” were used as the dependent variables (see RQ3).  

Time 1: “The thing about my learning is…” scale.  A one-way ANOVA 

indicated there was no significant differences in grade group mean scores on the factors 

of “The thing about my learning is…” scale in Time 1. 

Time 1: “The thing about my school is…” scale.  A one-way ANOVA 

indicated that grade level group mean scores differed significantly on two factors in “The 

thing about my school is…” Time 1 data.  Factor 1, Pride and Participation, items were 

rated by “staying participants” of Grades K-2 (M = 3.71, SD = .33) and 3-5 (M = 3.60, SD 

= .42) significantly higher as compared to “staying participants” of Grades 6-8 (M = 3.17, 

SD = .46) and 9-12 (M = 3.03, SD = .46).  In Factor 2, Good School = Reading, “staying 

participants” of Grades K-2 (M = 2.64, SD = .54) and Grades 3-5 (M = 2.56, SD = .44) 

rated items that loaded on this factor significantly lower than “staying participants” of 

Grades 6-8 (M = 3.00, SD = .46; see Table 20) 

Time 2:“The thing about my learning is…” scale.  One-way ANOVA results 

indicated there was no significant differences in grade group mean scores on the factors 

of “The thing about my learning is…” in Time 2. 
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Time 2: “The thing about my school is…” scale.  A one-way ANOVA 

indicated there was no significant differences in grade group mean scores on the factors 

of “The thing about my school is…” scale in Time 2. 

RQ6a: If Teachers’ Beliefs Differ By Grade Level, Do “Movers” (Teachers Who 

Have Moved Grade Levels) Demonstrate Changes in Beliefs That Support These 

Grade Level Differences? 

 According to the results from RQ6, “The thing about my school is…” Time 1, 

Factors 1 and 2, had significant mean differences across grade groups.  Thus, teachers 

who moved grades were examined in their mean scores on the two factors in Time 1 to 

see if the grade group they moved to in Time 2 more closely mirrored their Time 1 

beliefs.  Of the “stayers,” 44.7% (n = 30) moved to another grade group by Time 2.  

Independent samples t-tests were conducted to compare teachers who moved to a 

particular grade group versus those who moved to a different grade group.   

 In Factor 1, Pride and Participation, K-2 “movers” rated items that loaded on this 

factor significantly higher (M = 3.69, SD = .41) than teachers who moved to another 

grade group (M = 3.37, SD = .47), t(28) = -2.530, p <.05.  K-2 “movers” had Time 1 

mean factor scores that more closely represented the mean factor scores of teachers of 

Grades K-2 in Time 1 (see RQ6) as compared to teachers who moved to a different grade 

group.  Grades 3-5 “movers” rated items that loaded on this factor significantly higher (M 

= 3.04, SD = .38) than teachers who moved to other grade groups (M = 3.33, SD = .47), 

t(28) = 2.255, p <.05. 3-5 “movers” mean factor scores more closely resembled that of 

teachers of Grades 3-5 in Time 1 as compared to those teachers who moved to a different 
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grade group.  Grades 6-8 “movers” rated items that loaded on this factor significantly 

lower (M = 2.04, SD = .33) than teachers who moved to a different grade group (M = 

3.63, SD = .42), t(28) = -3.762, p = .001.  Grades 6-8 “movers” mean factor scores more 

closely represented that of teachers of Grades 6-8 in Time 1 as compared to teachers who 

moved to a different grade group.  Grades 9-12 “movers” mean factors scores did not 

significantly differ from teachers who moved to different grade groups; however, the 

Grades 9-12 “movers” did have mean scores (M = 3.21, SD = .40) that more closely 

resembled the Grades 9-12 teachers in Time 1 as compared to teachers who chose to 

move to different grade groups (M = 3.48, SD = .48).  

 In Factor 2, Good School = Reading, Grades K-2 “movers” mean factor scores 

did not significantly differ from teachers who moved to a different grade group, and both 

groups had mean scores that equally resembled teachers of K-2 mean factor scores in 

Time 1.  Grades 3-5 “movers” mean factor scores did not significantly differ from 

teachers who chose to move to a different grade group; however, 3-5 “movers” mean 

factor scores (M = 2.67, SD = .36) more closely resembled that of Grades 3-5 teachers in 

Time 1 as compared to teachers who moved to a different grade group (M = 2.78, SD = 

.64).  Grades 6-8 “movers” significantly rated the items that loaded on this factor higher 

(M = 3.07, SD = .51) than teachers who chose to move to a different grade group (M = 

2.60, SD = .52), t(28) = 2.279, p <.05.  These “movers” scores more closely resembled 

Grades 6-8 teachers mean factor scores on this factor in Time 1.   
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RQ7: Do Teachers’ Beliefs About Students Differ By School-Level SES (Time 1 and 

Time 2)?   

In order to explore SES (school-level) and group differences, SES was divided 

into three groups.  For Time 1, fall Time 1 free and reduced lunch percentages were used.  

Cut-off points, which created three equal-sized groups, delivered the best distribution.  

Thus, for Time 1 three groups were formed: High SES (n = 22, range: 0-26.04%), Med 

SES (n = 22, ranged: 26.48-81.45%), and Low SES (n = 23, range: 82.40-96.23%). 

For Time 2 analyses, March 2009 free and reduced lunch percentages were used.  

Initially cut points of 25% and 75% were explored, however, due to an extreme 

difference in group sizes, three roughly equal groups were created which resulted in cut-

off points of 30.52% and 81.59% free or reduced lunch percentages.  Thus, High SES (n 

= 21) captured schools with 4.15-29.88% free or reduced lunches, Medium SES (n = 23) 

included schools with 30.52-81.16% free or reduced lunches, and Low SES (n = 23) 

included schools with 81.59-96.98% free or reduced lunches.  One-way ANOVAs were 

conducted to explore if differences existed across SES group in teachers’ beliefs about 

students.  

 Time 1: “The thing about my learning is…” scale.  In “The thing about my 

learning is…” scale there were no significant differences in mean factor scores across the 

three SES groups. 

 Time 1: “The thing about my school is…” scale.  In “The thing about my 

school is…” scale there were no significant differences in mean factor scores across the 

three SES groups. 
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  Time 2: “The thing about my learning is…” scale.  There was no effect found 

of SES group on teachers’ beliefs about students in the various factors of “The thing 

about my learning is…” scale in Time 2. 

 Time 2: “The thing about my school is…” scale.  There was no effect found of 

SES group on teachers’ beliefs about students in the various factors of “The thing about 

my school is…” scale in Time 2.  

 There were no significant differences found in RQ7, thus, RQ7a and RQ8 (If 

teachers’ beliefs differ by SES, do “movers” demonstrate changes in beliefs that support 

these SES differences? And does school-level SES predict teachers’ beliefs about 

students (Time 1 and Time 2)) were not analyzed. 

Beliefs, Practices, and Preservice Teacher Data of Subset Teachers 

In order to further examine the role of teachers’ beliefs about learners a subset of 

teachers were selected to examine how preservice teacher application and classroom 

observation data inform teachers’ beliefs about learners.   

RQ9: Does Preservice Teacher Data Predict Differences in Teachers’ Beliefs About 

Students? 

 First, teachers’ demographic variables were explored in relation to teachers’ 

beliefs about students.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine if 

gender differences existed on mean factor scores of “The thing about my learning is…” 

and “The thing about my school is…” scales in Time 1 and Time 2.  Results indicated 

that no significant differences existed between male and female mean factor ratings on 

both scales in both Times 1 and 2.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to 
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examine differences in mean factor scores on the two scales (across two time periods) 

differed by race.  Results indicated no significant differences existed by race on all 

twelve (including both Time 1 and Time) factors of “The thing about my learning is…” 

scale.  On 11 of the 12 factors (including both Time 1 and Time 2) there were no 

significant mean factor differences by race.  One factor, Factor 6, did differ across race in 

Time 1 in “The thing about my school is…” scale.  Caucasian teachers rated items that 

loaded on this factor, Understand, Persevere, and Delay Gratification, significantly 

lower (M = 4.00, SD = .46) than Hispanic teachers (M = 4.83, SD = .24). 

 Second, preservice teacher data were explored to examine the relationship 

between this set of data and teachers’ beliefs about students.  Correlations were utilized 

to examine the relationship between teachers’ cumulative GPA (at the time of graduation) 

and teachers’ beliefs about students using the two scales and both data points.  No 

significant correlations emerged between GPA and the various scale factors.   

RQ10: Does Classroom Observation Data From the THOR (in Time 1) Predict 

Differences in Teachers’ Beliefs About Students (in Time 1 and Time 2)?   

 Multiple regressions were conducted to examine if classroom observation data 

from the THOR in Time 1 predicted differences in teachers’ beliefs about students in 

Time 1 and Time 2.  The four factors of THOR assessment, management of students, 

management of instruction, and instructional design in the fall and spring of the teachers 

first year of teacher represented the independent variables.  Dependent variables were 

represented by the six factors on both “The thing about my school is…” and “The thing 

about my learning is…” Time 1 and Time 2 factor analyses outlined in RQ3.  Multiple 
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regressions indicated that none of the classroom practices were significant predictors of 

teachers’ beliefs. 

 RQ11 (Does classroom observation data from the CSRCOS (in Time 1) predict 

differences in teachers’ beliefs about students (in Time 1 and Time 2)?) was not analyzed 

because there were an insufficient number of Grades 3-5 teachers in the subset teacher 

sample.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 In this chapter I review and reflect on the findings from Chapter 4.  This review is 

broken up into four sections: responder bias, beliefs of “stayers” and “staying 

participants” and “The thing about…” scales, and beliefs, practices, and preservice 

teacher data of subset teachers.  The chapter ends with limitations of the study, 

implications, and future directions. 

Responder Bias 

 Responder bias was initially explored to determine if the “staying participants” 

were a representative sample of the “stayers” or essentially all teachers who were 

teaching in the 2008-2009 school year and had the potential to respond to the survey.  

“Staying participants” and “staying non-participants” did not differ in their distribution 

across districts, school-level SES, or grade level.  This suggests that teachers who chose 

to respond to the survey in May 2009 (Time 2) were demographically representative of 

teachers who had remained through their third, fourth, or fifth year of teaching.   

In general, “staying participants” and “staying non-participants” did not differ 

significantly in their beliefs about students in the fall of their first year of teaching (Time 

1).  However, it is interesting to note that they did differ on the factor Give Up and Keep 

Quiet from “The thing about my learning is…” scale.  It is ironic that teachers who chose 

not to participate in the study also had a higher endorsement of a factor that represents 

quitting and abandoning tasks.  A higher endorsement of this factor in “staying non-

participants” may be linked to their own resignation in regards to job tasks, particularly 
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tasks that are voluntary.  It would be interesting to further explore how “staying 

participants” and “staying non-participants” differ in their involvement outside of their 

required teaching tasks and if these two groups differ in their reasons for remaining in the 

profession.  One possible argument is “staying non-participants” are teachers who have 

remained in the profession in the first three, four, or five years not by choice—they either 

needed employment or didn’t feel they had the option to leave their position.  In contrast, 

“staying participants” could have been teachers who chose teaching and planned to stay 

in the profession because they wanted to teach, not out of inability to leave.  This may 

also indicate that these two groups differ in their planned length of stay in teaching.  

Differences in “The thing about…” scales that are discussed much later in this chapter 

help support this hypothesis.  

Beliefs of “Stayers,” “Staying Participants,” and “The Thing About…” Scales 

 “The thing about…” scales were examined using EFAs in three different ways.  

First, these scales were examined using “stayers” (N = 133) data from the initial data 

collection in the fall of their first year of teaching (Time 1).  Second, these scales were 

examined with “staying participants” (N = 67), teachers who remained teaching and 

responded to the Time 2 survey, using their Time 1 data.  Lastly, these scales were 

examined using “staying participants” data from Time 2.  The progression and 

transformation of these scales across these three different analyses are discussed below.  

“The Thing About My School Is…” Scale 

 “The thing about my school is…” scale was first examined using Time 1 data of 

“stayers.”  In the analysis of this scale, nine factors emerged.  The first factor, Pride in 
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Achievement, which explained almost 21% of the total variance, represented students 

who enjoyed both content areas (math and reading) and expected to do well in school.  In 

examining the progression of how the factors emerged in this first analysis, primary 

importance was placed on students as individuals in the classroom (e.g., Pride in 

Achievement; Rigid and Right; Delay Gratification and Persevere).  A shift toward 

understanding the social context in which students exist, including teachers and peers, 

emerged second (e.g., Public Social Validation; Good School, Good Teacher; Small 

Group).  It is important to note that the importance of teachers in this scale did not 

emerge until the fifth factor, Good School, Good Teacher.  Thus, in teachers’ initial 

conceptualization of students, students were responsible for carrying the weight of 

achievement and enjoyment of school.  Achievement and enjoyment of school occurred 

detached from the teacher as represented by the first two factors Pride in Achievement 

and Rigid and Right.  Although achievement was an important component in teachers’ 

beliefs about students, strict performance-goal conceptualizations of motivation were not 

as salient as goal theorists (Ames & Ames, 1984) might argue.  Be First, Be Best 

appeared as the ninth factor and explained only 3.508% of the variance.    

 Time 1 data were then examined using a smaller subset of participants.  Only the 

teachers who had responded to the survey in Time 2 (“staying participants”) were 

included in the second EFA.  When examining the belief systems these teachers held in 

the fall of their first year of teaching, minor transformations and conceptualizations of 

students emerged.  First, achievement was not as much of a solitary accomplishment (or 

failure) as in the first analysis with the whole sample.  “Staying participants” 
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conceptualized achievement in the context of participation.  For example, Pride and 

Participation (the first factor) accounted for approximately 26% of the explained 

variance.  This factor described students who felt satisfaction in their own achievement in 

the context of others.  Additionally, “staying participants” had very distinct 

conceptualizations of curriculum content.  Secondary to Pride and Participation, the 

factors Good School = Reading and Small Group = Math, emerged.  There was a clear 

association between learning formats and content areas.  In both the first and second 

analysis there were only four and five items that cross-loaded, respectively.  Thus, these 

data offer support for a novice perception of distinct, organized, and compartmentalized 

beliefs about students.  Further, the content area data support previous expert-novice 

research that argues novices use more superficial and surface level organizational 

patterns (Glaser & Chi, 1988).  

 How do these teachers conceptualize learners after being in the field three, four, 

or five years?  The clearest transformation that occurred was a change from distinct 

beliefs of learners to a factor matrix which displayed one heavily loaded factor, many 

cross loadings (nine items cross-loaded), and “types” of learners rather than distinct 

beliefs.  For example, the first factor, The Teacher’s Ideal Learner, had 21 items load.  

This factor incorporated all the positive beliefs about students who any teacher would 

want.  The Teacher’s Ideal Learner represents students who enjoy school, expect to do 

well in school, like going to school, like their teacher, have pride in achievement, believe 

learning is instrumental, and are focused on understanding rather than getting a good 

grade.  These student beliefs are conceptualized as occurring in part with the teacher and 
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peers.  In earlier analyses, “the teacher” had limited representation in teachers’ 

conceptualizations of students.   

Remaining factors highlighted “types” of learners that sit outside of this ideal 

learner—Loner: Pride in Achievement, Struggle in Affiliation; Social Learner: Small 

Group = Math; The Alienated Challenger; System Thinker; and Enmeshed Student.  This 

taxonomy of “types” of learners suggests that teachers are not just organizing beliefs on a 

superficial level.  These teachers have enough experience in the classroom to start 

creating a network of different types of learners and the motivational and learning 

dispositions that are associated with them.   

The connection of small groups with mathematics provides support for the 

resonating aftermath of the 1990s reform efforts to integrate problem solving with small-

group learning (McCaslin, 2006).  Even though small groups may not be as heavily 

present in classrooms today, they are nonetheless a stereotypical association of how 

mathematics learning typically occurs.  However, teachers’ beliefs about the function of 

math groups change across time.  Teachers, as they gain more experience in the 

classroom, begin to realize that small group mathematics supports the affiliation needs of 

some students in the classroom.  This is represented by Social Leaner: Small Group = 

Math.      

In conclusion, the transformation of “The thing about my school is…” scale 

across time demonstrates increased levels of expertise in teachers’ beliefs about students.  

Teachers, as they progress through their first five years of teaching, develop more 

coherent representations of students.  These data mirror expert-novice research, which 
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indicates that expert teachers make more coherent interpretations and higher-order 

classifications of observed classroom events (Sabers, Cushing, & Berliner, 1991).   

“The Thing About My Learning Is…” Scale 

“The thing about my learning is…” scale was first examined using Time 1 data 

from “stayers.”  In this analysis seven factors emerged.  The first factor, Take Charge of 

My Learning, conceptualized learning as self-regulation.  Teachers held beliefs about 

students as directors of their own learning.  Unfortunately if they were unable to do this, 

teachers held secondary beliefs about student as learners who would abandon a task if 

they struggled and not bother the teacher (Give Up and Keep Quiet).  Important to note is 

that an explicit endorsement of general effort (e.g., “The difference between good and 

great is a little extra effort.”) was rarely present in conceptualizations of students.  

Teachers were more likely to conceptualize the difference between good and great in 

more specific behavioral expressions (e.g., follow directions, try another way, or 

comply).  These were the beliefs about learners that “stayers” held as they were entering 

the classroom.  This “how to try harder” conceptualization demonstrates a more detailed 

version of the “try harder leads to better outcomes” approach of A Nation At Risk reform 

efforts of the 1980s (McCaslin, 2006). 

The second analysis only included teachers who responded to the survey (“staying 

participants”).  The factor matrix of “staying participants” looked very similar to that of 

“stayers.”  “Staying participants” put a greater emphasis on Take Charge of My Learning 

(28.031% of the total variance) as compared to the “stayers” (24.565% of the total 

variance).  However, all other factors: Give Up and Keep Quiet, Get It Done, Recognition 
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and Recall, and Effort and Practice were all represented, and in the same general order.  

One new factor, Procedural, emerged in the second analysis.  This factor sounded similar 

to Compliance, but was focused on what needed to happen in order to do the task.  Effort 

and Practice remained low in this factor list as it did in the first analysis.   

The third analysis examined the beliefs of “staying participants” in the spring of 

their third, fourth, or fifth year of teaching.  This analysis revealed a substantial change in 

beliefs about learners.  Put Your Best Foot Forward, the first factor, sounded very similar 

to the first factor (The Teacher’s Ideal Learner) in “The thing about my school is…” 

scale.  This factor captures students who take all the steps necessary to set up success in 

the task and make the proper adjustments if they struggle.  From the perspective of a 

teacher, Put Your Best Foot Forward is exactly how you would want your students to 

approach and organize their learning.  This belief about students captures students who 

start off on the right foot, make adjustments when they struggle, are obedient, and make 

plans to seek out other work or tasks if they finish early.  The conceptualization of 

students as Give Up and Keep Quiet drops out of the belief system that teachers hold as 

they progress through their profession.  Instead this factor becomes Struggling Learner in 

Time 2.  This conceptualization of students illustrates a belief in working through tasks, 

putting forth effort, and adjusting strategies when needed.  Further, this Time 2 analysis 

emphasizes students as individuals who plan for the future.  The most advanced learners 

plan Next Steps in order to ensure future success and plan their time wisely.  However, 

this factor is determined, in part, by the teacher modeling or providing these next steps.   
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In conclusion, “The thing about my learning is…” scale across time demonstrates 

increasingly positive perceptions of students in addition to a greater emphasis on the 

importance of prepare, complete, try another way when you struggle, finish strong, and 

have a plan when you are done.  Teachers demonstrate a more complex understanding of 

the process of learning from start to finish, and beyond.  

Significant Changes in Beliefs About Students Across Time  

 Presented above is an illustration of how the models from paired t-tests were 

conducted in order to see if these model changes from “The thing about my learning 

is…” and “The thing about my school is…” (Time 1 and Time 2 of “staying 

participants”) were significantly different.  A summary of significant findings and 

implications of these analyses are presented below. 

 In “The thing about my school is…” scale, teachers endorsed the items associated 

with Pride and Participation, Rigid and Right, and Understand, Persevere, Delay 

Gratification at higher rates across time.  They also endorsed items associated with 

Loner: Pride in Achievement, Struggle in Affiliation and System Thinker at higher rates 

across time.  Items endorsed at lower rates across time loaded on the following factors: 

The Teachers’ Ideal Learner, The Alienated Challenger, and the Enmeshed Student.  

These data suggest a more integrated belief about learners across time.  However, there 

are particular beliefs that are highly endorsed or become more highly endorsed across 

time.  

 In “The thing about my learning is…” scale, teachers endorsed the items 

associated with: Recognition and Recall, Effort and Practice, Take Charge of Myself, and 
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Get it Done at higher levels across time.  Although the items that loaded on the factor, 

Give Up and Keep Quiet, did not increase or decrease over time, it suggests that these 

incidents may become obsolete across time, because this factor does not explain any 

variance in beliefs about students in Time 2. 

 Other data points were used to examine when these changes in beliefs occurred 

across time.  Interestingly, only the mean factor score on Loner: Pride in Achievement 

and Struggle in Affiliation changed significantly in the second year of teaching.  All other 

factor scores were not significantly different by the second year.  This indicates that most 

changes in beliefs do not occur until after the second year of teaching.   

 What trends could have been expected to emerge across time?  One argument is 

that an increased emphasis on performance criteria of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 

Act would result in higher teacher endorsement of items that suggest rigidity and 

correctness.  This may be due in part because performance assessments are just that—

getting the correct answer and quickly.  A higher mean factor score on Rigid and Right 

across time suggests that implications of this reform effort are influencing teachers’ 

beliefs.  However, this factor does not explain more variance in beliefs about students 

across time.  Thus, although teachers may endorse items associated with Rigid and Right 

higher across time, these items do not form a factor in teachers’ beliefs about students.  

As teachers engaged more with the direct implications of NCLB in their classrooms, these 

practices did not influence their beliefs about learners in the way anticipated.  
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Year in Teaching, Grade Level, and School-Level SES Differences 

 Analyses were conducted to examine cohort differences, i.e. if year in teaching 

resulted in significantly different beliefs about students in Time 1 and Time 2.  The only 

factor that emerged as having significantly different mean scores was Rigid and Right 

from “The thing about my school is…”.  In Time 1 data, Cohort 3 teachers (teachers who 

were first-year teachers in 2004-2005) rated items that loaded on this factor significantly 

higher than Cohort 4 and 5 teachers.  Since this difference emerged at Time 1, these data 

suggest that cohort differences are present in some beliefs about learners.  Rigid and 

Right belief systems more likely mirror concerns that would have emerged as part of 

NCLB (McCaslin, 2006).  Cohort 3 teachers entered the workforce at the implementation 

peak of NCLB.  They may have had more difficulty adjusting to this policy than teachers 

who started later in NCLB enactment.  Cohort 4 and 5 teachers may have experienced an 

easier transition as NCLB was likely discussed in their teacher preparation program.  

Interestingly enough, there were no cohort effects in “The thing about my learning is…” 

in Time 1.  Further, Time 2 results indicate that when teachers were in the field for at 

least three years no cohort differences in beliefs emerged across time and those that 

initially existed, disappeared.   

 Similar patterns across time were observed when comparing grade levels.  Grade 

level group differences in beliefs about students did not emerge in “The thing about my 

learning is…” Time 1 data.  However, there was an elementary and secondary split in 

belief systems in “The thing about my school is…” scale.  Take Charge of My Learning 

resonated more with K-2 and 3-5 teachers than with teachers in the secondary grade 
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groups.  However, Give Up and Keep Quiet resonated more with teachers of Grades 6-8 

in comparison to the elementary grade groups.  Further, teachers who moved to a 

different grade group typically moved to a grade group that more closely represented 

their own beliefs in Time 1.  This operated more strongly in the factor Take Charge of My 

Learning.  These differences may suggest that cultural or societal beliefs about particular 

grade levels emerge very early in the teaching career.  Apparently, however, these grade 

group differences are not reinforced as teachers gain more experience in the classroom.  

At Time 2 there were no differences in either “The thing about my learning is…” or “The 

thing about my school is…” scales, which suggests that teachers’ grade level specific 

beliefs become more unified and less distinct across time.  

 There were no significant differences in beliefs about students across school-level 

SES.  Teachers located in low, medium, and high-SES schools had similar beliefs about 

their students.  This research is contradictory to previous research, which suggests 

teachers in these different school settings endorse different beliefs about their students 

(Solomon et al., 2004).  In examining how “staying participants” adapt in their first years 

in teaching, these findings (in addition to cohort and grade level findings) indicate that as 

teachers adapt to different settings, they adapt in similar ways.  In time, teachers hold 

more integrated, positive views of students across time and as a group their beliefs 

become more homogeneous rather than distinct or context-driven.    

 Beliefs, Practices, and Preservice Teacher Data of Subset Teachers 

 A subset of teachers (n = 21) was used to analyze how preservice teacher 

application and classroom observation data inform teachers’ beliefs about learners.  There 
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were limited significant findings associated with these data.  One factor that did emerge 

was that Hispanic teachers endorsed items that loaded on Understand, Persevere, and 

Delay Gratification more highly that Caucasian teachers on “The thing about my school 

is…” scale.  These findings may indicate the emergence of cultural differences in beliefs 

about learners; however, due to limited diversity (all teachers were either Caucasian or 

Hispanic) it is difficult to support this claim.  However, the scales have an array of items 

that could pull differently on cultural beliefs systems, including for example 

individualism or collectivism, and warrant further exploration. 

 Teachers’ beliefs about students had no significant correlations with teacher GPA.  

This may be due to limited variation in GPA (M = 3.68, SD = .33, range: 3.02-3.97).  

Inflation is a documented problem in school district teacher evaluations (Sawchuk, 2009) 

and is believed to exist at the college level as well (Kohn, 2002).  Whether or not these 

evaluations or grades are accurate, it makes it extremely difficult to use GPA to 

distinguish between a good teacher and a bad teacher or a good teacher education student 

and a bad teacher education student.  Further, in trying to identify effective or good 

teachers these evaluation and grading systems are of limited help.  Thus, it is not 

completely surprising that GPA does not inform teachers’ beliefs about students.   

 Classroom practices (as measured by the Revised 2004 THOR) were not a 

significant predictor of teachers’ beliefs about students.  This does not support a 

relationship between beliefs and practices.  However, it is possible that if a relationship 

did exist between teaching practices and teachers’ beliefs, then comparing teachers who 

stayed and those who left would be a better way to illuminate this relationship.     
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Conclusion 

“The thing about my school is…” scale data across time indicated increased levels 

of expertise in teachers’ beliefs about students.  Teachers, as they progress through their 

first five years of teaching, develop more coherent, concrete representations of students.  

Organization of beliefs about learners moves from superficial categorization to 

categorization driven by experience, complexity, and comprehensiveness resulting in a 

greater understanding of types of students.  “The thing about my learning is…” scale 

across time demonstrated that teachers held more positive perceptions of students across 

time in addition to a greater emphasis on the importance of the process of learning.   

Teacher expertise research has demonstrated that experts and novices differ in 

their recall of and reflection on classroom events.  After teaching a lesson and reflecting, 

novice teachers (student teachers) tend to focus on their own behaviors whereas expert 

teachers tend to focus on student behavior and understanding (Gonzalez & Carter, 1996).  

These findings are also present in earlier work by Sabers, Cushing, and Berliner (1991).  

These research findings might help explain why teachers become better at classifying 

types of students across time.  These findings also might help explain why teachers in this 

study had beliefs that became more comprehensive across time.  A greater focus on 

student understanding will help teachers expand their knowledge base about all the parts 

that contribute to student learning and will support them in organizing learning.  This is 

reflected in the transformation of factors across time.   

Grade level differences in beliefs existed early, but disappear across time.  Cohort 

differences also disappear across time.  Further, no significant differences in beliefs about 
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students across school-level SES were present as teachers entered the classroom and did 

not emerge as they adapted to these settings.  Thus, teachers’ beliefs about students 

appear to be global enough that they are resistant to cohort, grade-level, and SES 

influences.  Teachers experience similar adaptation regardless of context.     

Results indicate that teachers’ beliefs about students represent a global belief 

system that is not susceptible to contextual variables.  Changes in beliefs across time are 

informed by teacher expertise research.  Further, the transformation of beliefs across time 

suggests that teachers’ beliefs about students in Time 2 help them cope in their first three 

to five years in the profession and may be linked to teacher retention.    

Implications  

 Findings have a variety of implications that span both theoretical and practical 

realms.  Thus, the discussion of implications has been broken up into two parts: 

theoretical and practical.  The discussion of practical implications will include practical 

implications for research, policy, and teacher education programs in relationship to 

questions and concerns that inspired this research. 

The study findings have implications for theoretical perspectives on beliefs and 

teacher expertise.  Teachers’ change in beliefs about students across time indicates that 

beliefs are not stable.  This is contradictory to previous belief research (Tschannen-

Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007), which suggests otherwise.  Interestingly, most beliefs did 

not change until after the second year, which would suggest some minor stability in the 

first two years of teaching.  These findings warrant more research on stability of beliefs 
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like those explored in this study and if more changes would be observed as teachers gain 

more experience in the field. 

Teachers’ beliefs about students change across time.  The change in these beliefs 

demonstrates a more positive conceptualization of students and a less compartmentalized 

one.  The richer, more comprehensive organization of beliefs about students demonstrates 

that teachers are becoming more expert in their beliefs as they progress in the profession. 

These study findings provide support for teacher expertise research (Gonzalez & Carter, 

1996; Sabers et al., 1991).  However, given that most beliefs did not demonstrate 

significant changes until sometime after the second year in teaching, it may be important 

to map out how expertise develops not only in the first three to five years of teaching, but 

beyond.  Additionally, most of the teacher expertise research includes teachers’ verbal 

perceptions of classroom events or classroom observation.   It would be important to map 

teachers’ verbal analysis of classroom observations with the beliefs that were examined 

in this study across time.  This would allow for a more precise connection between the 

research study at hand and novice-expert research.  Furthermore, integrating these areas 

of research would provide a more precise picture of how teachers’ beliefs about students 

and interpretation of classroom events change (simultaneously or not) as teachers gain 

more experience in the classroom.    

This study suggests a variety of practical implications for conducting research, 

making policy-level decisions, and teacher education programs.  These three areas will be 

discussed simultaneously.  One example of how these three implication areas intertwine 

is from the findings of differences between “staying participants” and “staying non-
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participants.”  These findings suggest that teachers who choose to respond to surveys 

may actually be different from those who do not and could skew the results in studies like 

this one and others.  One argument mentioned earlier was that these two groups might 

distinguish between teachers who had and have a desire to teach versus those who remain 

in teaching because they have no other job prospects or choose to remain in teaching to 

maintain employment.  Responder bias is important to consider in research and may be 

even more important to consider when examining beliefs.  These findings also suggest 

that there may be two types of “stayers” and that these two types may differ significantly 

in the classroom and on measures of student achievement.  If policy-level efforts are 

focused on retaining the best teachers, rather than retaining all teachers, it would be 

helpful to explore whether or not beliefs teachers hold about students can help inform that 

effort.  In regards to research efforts in the area of teacher retention, making simple 

classifications such as “leavers” and “stayers” may not be enough to help inform and 

understand retention and make effective policy-level decisions.    

 Teachers’ beliefs about students change across time.  The change in these beliefs 

demonstrates a more positive conceptualization of students.  These changes also 

demonstrate a progression from novice to expert beliefs about students.  Implications for 

such findings in research suggest that studies of teachers’ beliefs about students should 

also take into account years of teaching experience.  Further, these more complex beliefs 

that emerge across time may be related to the growth that teachers make in student 

achievement in their first five years (Darling-Hammond, 1999; Johnson, Berg, & 

Donaldson, 2005).  Does this growth in expertise of beliefs about students reflect greater 
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expertise in the classroom?  Greater effectiveness?  Is there a relationship between 

expertise in beliefs and student achievement growth?  According to Darling-Hammond 

(1999) teacher beliefs should remain stable after their fifth year (as does student 

achievement).  Thus, it would be important to explore beliefs in the context of student 

achievement growth in the first five years in addition to beliefs beyond the fifth year. 

 Further, if an emphasis is placed on retaining the best teachers it would be 

important to distinguish between teachers who make the greatest gains in the first five 

years, continue to make gains, or maintain high student achievement outcomes from 

teachers who do not.  If these groups map onto the “staying participants” and “staying 

non-participants,” beliefs about student motivation and learning could be a way to 

investigate teacher effectiveness.  It would be important to examine beliefs during student 

teaching and beyond the first five years (or the heightened period of student achievement 

growth).  If indeed, preservice teachers’ beliefs about students predict student 

achievement outcomes in the first five years of teaching, beliefs may be a better indicator 

for selection into teacher preparation programs than SAT scores, ACT scores, or even 

grades.  Furthermore, although research indicates that teachers do influence student 

achievement (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Good & Grouws, 1979; Good, Grouws & 

Ebmeier, 1983; Miller, Murnane, & Willett, 2008; Rivkin et al., 2005; Wright et al., 

1997), Rivkin et al. (2005) have argued that the small effects of observable teacher 

characteristics (e.g., education) on student achievement offer little to no support in 

clarifying this relationship.  The same may hold true for SAT scores, ACT scores, or even 

collegiate grade point average.    
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 Lastly, given the concern about beginning teacher attrition, this research identifies 

beliefs about learners that help teachers cope during the first years of teaching.  If these 

beliefs buffer the challenges of the first years of teaching, then they should be cultivated 

early in a teacher’s career.  Since these beliefs did change across time it could be argued 

that these beliefs are not entirely stable and are flexible enough to be deliberately 

developed.  If these beliefs are linked to student achievement, a greater amount of support 

would exist for supporting the development of these beliefs in beginning teachers.    

Limitations 

 The implications of this research are restricted by limitations.  This study 

examined the beliefs of “staying participants” in order to change the attrition problem to a 

more proactive, retention problem.  However, because of this focus, no belief data from 

teachers who left the profession were collected.  Lack of information from leavers 

reduces the validity of “staying participant” findings because there is no comparison 

group to indicate that these beliefs differ by retention and attrition.  Comparing the 

beliefs of “leavers” to “staying participants” would provide the evidence needed to 

determine if “staying participants” beliefs are actually distinct and are related to retention 

behavior.  However, results from “staying non-participants” suggest that if and when 

“leavers” are examined, differences in belief systems should emerge.  “Leavers” data 

were collected at Time 1 and will be analyzed in a future paper.   

From a policy-level and theoretical perspective it would have been beneficial to 

demonstrate a connection between beliefs and classroom practices.  Study limitations 

may have played a role in these non-significant findings.  For example, the lack of 
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variation in classroom practices in “staying participants” could have limited the ability to 

find any significant relationship between beliefs and practices.  Including “leavers” in the 

analysis of this relationship could potentially provide greater variation.  This argument is 

based on the assumption that “leavers” may include some of the less highly rated 

teachers.  Thus, future research should include a more comprehensive sample in order to 

explore this research question.   

 Another study limitation was the small sample size of Grade 9-12 teachers.  It was 

apparent in the results that belief systems of secondary teachers differed from elementary 

teachers in Time 1 and that preconceived notions of students differ by pathway 

(secondary or elementary).  Having a larger sample size of 9-12 teachers may have 

illuminated results that were otherwise statistically non-significant.   

 Lastly, findings from ethnicity and beliefs about students suggest that cultural 

differences might be apparent in teachers’ beliefs about their students.  Limited diversity 

reduced the ability to elaborate on these results.  Greater diversity in teacher ethnicity 

may have informed whether or not cultural belief systems emerge in these scales.  

Improving the sample demographics would help inform how American school system 

culture dominates, works in harmony with, or disappears in comparison to cultural belief 

systems bound in ethnicity or race.  This research is valuable given the interesting and 

complex work that is being done on ethnicity, race, and teacher retention (see Chapter 1).    

Future Directions 

Future research should include both “staying participants” and “leavers” into 

understanding the role of belief systems and how they differ in teachers who remain in 
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teaching as compared to those who left.  Now that an understanding of staying 

participants’ beliefs about students has been established, “leavers” will be included in 

future analyses using the data from FYTOP.  These analyses should inform just how 

distinct belief systems are in relation to length of stay in teaching and retention behavior.   

 Further, there is an extensive need to get better about how we define attrition and 

retention.  As outlined earlier there are likely more than five or six different ways studies 

operationalize teacher turnover.  Until this is clarified, our ability as researchers to use 

this literature to inform practice and policy is limited.  This is not always, a fault of the 

researchers, however.  First, studies or researchers vary in their ability to collect 

particular information.  Some studies have voluntary versus non-voluntary leave data.  

Further, states vary in their ability to track teachers.  Some states assign teachers 

employee identification numbers that stay with the teacher regardless of if he/she moves 

districts or schools within the state.  Some states do not track teachers after they leave a 

particular district.  Further, there is no national system in place to track teachers as they 

move from one state to another.  Therefore, researchers rely on the ability to get in 

contact with teachers as they relocate or on the willingness and helpfulness of particular 

districts or schools.  The importance of gathering as much data as possible is evident in 

this study.  In solely examining “staying participants” and “staying non-participants” it 

was clear that choosing to respond to a survey might be related to different beliefs about 

students.  Thus, making a choice to stay in teaching, leaving, or being released from your 

job may also be related to very different beliefs about students.  The need for better 

definitions in retention research is apparent.     
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 Much research has started to focus again on teacher characteristics and student 

achievement gains (Good, 2010).  In order to fully understand the role of teachers in the 

classroom it is important to gain a better understanding of any possible interplay between 

beliefs, classroom practices, and student outcomes (achievement and otherwise).  This 

study sheds light on the potential adaptive and coping properties of having particular 

beliefs in the first three to five years of teaching.  In order for beliefs to gain greater 

importance in education, the link between beliefs, practices, teacher behavior, and student 

outcomes (achievement and otherwise) needs to be documented and replicated. 

 Finally, this study has important implications for understanding the growth that 

teachers make in student achievement during the first five years of teaching (Darling-

Hammond, 1999; Johnson, Berg, & Donaldson, 2005).  It would be important to explore 

teachers who have high and low student achievement growth in relationship to their 

retention behavior and beliefs in their first five years and beyond.  This research would 

help inform the retention problem, and the problem of retaining our “best teachers.”   

The research study at hand provided evidence that teachers who remain in the 

profession in their first three to five years do indeed hold a particular set of beliefs about 

students.  These beliefs appear to have served as a buffer to the challenges of the first 

years of teaching and made teacher retention less susceptible to contextual influences 

(whether they hinder or support retention).  This study indicates the importance of 

considering teachers’ beliefs about students in understanding teacher retention.    
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Table 2 
Mean Values and Paired T-Test Results from Fall and Spring Time 1 “The Thing About 

My School Is…” Scale of “Stayers” (N = 133) 
 



 
 
 
 

Table 3 
EFA Rotated Factor Matrix for “The Thing About My School Is…” Scale from Time 1 of “Stayers” (N = 133) 
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Table 4 
EFA Variance Explained for “The Thing About My School Is…” Scale from Time 1 of “Stayers” (N = 133) 
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Table 5 
Mean Values and Paired T-Test Results from Fall and Spring Time 1 “The Thing About My Learning Is…” Scale of “Stayers” 

(N = 133) 
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Table 6 

EFA Rotated Factor Matrix for “The Thing About My Learning Is…” Scale from Time 1 of “Stayers” (N = 133) 
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Table 7 
EFA Variance Explained for “The Thing About My Learning Is…” Scale from Time 1 of “Stayers” (N = 133) 
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Table 8 
EFA Rotated Factor Matrix for “The Thing About My School Is…” Scale Data from Time 1 of “Staying Participants” (N = 67) 

Excluding Item 7 
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Table 9 

EFA Factor Matrix for “The Thing About My School Is…” Scale Data from Time 1 of “Staying Participants” (N = 67) 
Excluding Item 7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



122 

 

 
 

Table 10 
EFA Variance Explained for “The Thing About My Learning Is…” Scale Data from Time 1 of “Staying Participants” (N = 67) 
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Table 11 
EFA Rotated Factor Matrix for “The Thing About My Learning Is…” Scale Data from Time 1 of “Staying Participants” (N = 

67) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



124 

 

 
 
 

Table 12 
EFA Variance Explained for “The Thing About My School Is…” Scale Data from Time 2 of “Staying Participants” (N = 67) 

Excluding Item 7 
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Table 13 
Rotated Factor Matrix for “The Thing About My School Is…” Scale Data from Time 2 of “Staying Participants” (N = 67) 

Excluding Item 7 
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Table 14 
EFA Variance Explained for “The Thing About My Learning Is…” Scale Data from Time 2 of “Staying Participants” (N = 67) 
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Table 15 

EFA Rotated Factor Matrix for “The Thing About My Learning Is…” Scale Data from Time 2 of “Staying Participants” (N = 
67) 
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Table 16 
Paired Samples T-Test of Mean Factor Scores for “The Thing About My Learning Is…” Using Time 1 Factor Model 
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Table 17 
Paired Samples T-Test of Mean Factor Scores for “The Thing About My Learning Is…” Using Time 2 Factor Model 
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Table 18 
Paired Samples T-Test of Mean Factor Scores for “The Thing About My School Is…” Using Time 1 Factor Model 
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Table 19 
Paired Samples T-Test of Mean Factor Scores for “The Thing About My School Is…” Using Time 2 Factor Model 
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Table 20 
One-way ANOVA “The Thing About My School Is…” Time 1 Factors By Cohort (N = 67) 
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Table 21 
One-way ANOVA for “The Thing About My School Is…” Time 1 Factors by Grade (N = 67) 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



134 

 

 
Figure 1 

Scree Plot of the Eigenvalues for the Factors Extracted in “The Thing About My School Is….” Scale in Time 1 for “Stayers” 
(N = 133) 
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Figure 2 
Scree Plot of the Eigenvalues for the Factors Extracted in “The Thing About My Learning Is….” Scale in Time 1 for “Stayers” 

(N = 133) 
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Figure 3 
Scree Plot of the Eigenvalues for Factors in “The Thing About My School Is…” Scale of Time 1 Data for “Staying 

Participants” (N = 67) 
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Figure 4 
Scree Plot of the Eigenvalues for Factors in “The Thing About My Learning Is…” Scale of Time 1 Data for “Staying 

Participants” (N = 67) 
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Figure 5 

Scree Plot of the Eigenvalues for Factors in “The Thing About My School Is…” Scale of Time 1 Data for “Staying 
Participants” (N = 67) Excluding Item 7 
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Figure 6 
Scree Plot of the Eigenvalues for Factors in “The Thing About My School Is…” Scale of Time 2 Data for “Staying 

Participants” (N = 67) Excluding Item 7 
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Figure 7 
Scree Plot of the Eigenvalues for Factors in “The Thing About My Learning Is…” Scale of Time 2 Data for “Staying 

Participants” (N = 67)  
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APPENDIX A 

EMAIL TO SUPERINTENDENTS NEW TO THE DISTRICT 

 
Dear NEW SUPERINTENDENT, 
 
In previous years the University of Arizona has collaborated with school districts in the 
Tucson area on the First Year Teacher Observation Project. During this project your 
teachers consented to be observed and completed interviews and brief surveys. Our 
cooperative work with school districts showed that first year teachers employed by school 
districts met normative standards. Findings from this collaborative work are presented in 
the AACTE recognized Journal of Teacher Education article (please see attachment). 
District support and teachers’ help on this project were very important, and we appreciate 
your time. 
 
We are currently following up with teachers who participated in the First Year Teacher 
Observation Project in Years 3 (2004-2005), 4 (2005-2006), and 5 (2006-2007) to better 
understand the belief systems of teachers in their early careers. This follow-up phase will 
consist only of a brief survey. Teachers of course may choose not to participate and that 
is their choice.  
 
Next week I will contact teachers who have previously participated in the First Year 
Teacher Observation project to inform them that they will be receiving a brief survey 
(with a stamped envelope for return) in the mail. If you have any questions about the 
project I would be happy to meet with you or you can contact me at 520-664-4319 or 
alavigne@email.arizona.edu. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
 
Alyson Lavigne Dolan, M. A.  
Department of Educational Psychology 
University of Arizona 
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APPENDIX B 

EMAIL TO VETERAN SUPERINTENDENTS 

 
 
 
Dear VETERAN SUPERINTENDENT, 
 
You may recall that your teachers consented to be observed as part of the University of 
Arizona’s First Year Teacher Observation Project. Our cooperative work with school 
districts showed that first year teachers employed by school districts met normative 
standards. Findings from this collaborative work are presented in the AACTE recognized 
Journal of Teacher Education article (please see attachment). Your support and your 
teachers’ help on this project were very important, and we appreciate your time. 
 
We are currently following up with teachers who participated in the First Year Teacher 
Observation Project in Years 3 (2004-2005), 4 (2005-2006), and 5 (2006-2007) to better 
understand the belief systems of teachers in their early careers. This follow-up phase will 
consist only of a brief survey. Teachers of course may choose not to participate and that 
is their choice. 
 
Next week I will contact teachers who have previously participated in the First Year 
Teacher Observation Project to inform them that they will be receiving a brief survey 
(with a stamped envelope for return) in the mail. If you have any questions about the 
project I would be happy to meet with you or you can contact me at 520-664-4319 or 
alavigne@email.arizona.edu. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
 
Alyson Lavigne Dolan, M.A.  
Department of Educational Psychology 
University of Arizona 
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APPENDIX C 

RECRUITMENT EMAIL TO POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS 

 
 
Dear TEACHER, 
 
You may recall that during your time teaching you consented to be part of the University 
of Arizona’s First Year Teacher Observation Project (FYTOP). Your help on this project 
was very valuable, and we appreciate your time. 
 
We are currently recruiting teachers who participated in FYTOP that are still teaching to 
better understand the belief systems of teachers that remain teaching during their entry 
years in the profession. This follow-up phase will not consist of classroom observations. 
This follow-up phase will consist only of a brief 15-minute survey. These documents are 
in the mail and will be arriving shortly. Participation in this follow-up phase is 
completely voluntary.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns or do not receive these documents in the next 
week, please contact me at 520-664-4319 or alavigne@email.arizona.edu. 
 
Thank you very much and I hope you have a wonderful summer. 
 
Warmest Regards, 
 
 
 
Alyson Lavigne Dolan, M.A. 
Department of Educational Psychology 
University of Arizona 
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APPENDIX D 

FOLLOW-UP EMAIL TO TEACHERS 

 

 

Dear TEACHER, 
 
As you know, we are recruiting teachers who previously participated in FYTOP to better 
understand the belief systems of teachers who remain after their first year. This follow-up 
phase consists only of a brief 15-minute survey.  
 
Many teachers have responded, but to have a more clear understanding of teachers’ 
perspectives across grade levels we need your thoughts as well. Participation in this phase 
of the project will provide valuable information to help prospective teachers, beginning 
teachers, and the educational community to better understand experienced teachers’ 
belief systems and their role in negotiating a difficult and challenging profession. We 
hope that you have interest to continue your participation with us. 
 
If you need a new material packet or would prefer to complete the materials after the end 
of the school year, please let us know. 
 
Thank you for your consideration at this most very busy time of year. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Alyson Lavigne Dolan, M.A. 
Department of Educational Psychology 
University of Arizona 
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APPENDIX E 

TEACHER FOLLOW-UP SURVEY 
 

 
1.How many years have you taught? 
□ 1    □ 2    □ 3    □ 4   □ 5   □ 6 
□ Other. Please explain ______________________________________________. 
 
2. Have you changed schools since you began teaching?  
□ Yes □ No 
 
If yes, please list the schools you have taught at and for how long: 
 
 
3. Have you changed grade levels since you began teaching? 
□ Yes □ No 
 
If yes, please list the grades you have taught and for how long: 
 
 
4. Have you changed subject area since you began teaching? 
□ Yes □ No 
 
If yes, please list the subjects you have taught and for how long: 
 
 
5. Do you plan to teach next year? 
□ Yes   □ No  □ Not Sure 
 
If yes, how many more years to you plan to continue to teach? 
□ 1-5    □ 6-10   □ 11-15   □ 16-20   □ 20-25   □ 25 + 
 
If no, do you plan to return to teaching? 
□ Yes 
□ No 
□ Not Sure 
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APPENDIX F 
 

“THE THING ABOUT MY SCHOOL IS…” SURVEY 
 

Please complete this survey the way you expect most of your students would complete it.  
YES = Strongly agree with the statement 
Yes = Somewhat agree with the statement 
??? = Don’t know 
no = Somewhat agree with the statement 
NO = Strongly disagree with the statement 
 

THE THING ABOUT MY SCHOOL IS… 
 

1.  I look forward to going to school each day. YES yes ??? no NO 
2.  I mostly like learning in small groups. YES yes ??? no NO 
3.  I enjoy doing work in math. YES yes ??? no NO 
4.  I like my teacher.   YES yes ??? no NO 
5.  I like reading and talking about books.  YES yes ??? no NO 
6.  When I miss school, I feel bad if the others 
didn’t notice. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

7.  When my group gets along I feel better about 
myself. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

8.  I don’t like math as much if I am not the first one 
finished. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

9.  When my teacher is proud of me, I feel even 
better about me. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

10.  I don’t like to read if I don’t know all the 
words. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

11.  I feel better about myself when I have a good 
day at school. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

12.  If my group argues, I don’t feel like doing the 
work anymore.  

YES yes ??? no NO 

13.  I feel better about myself when I understand 
how to do the math problems. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

14.  If my teacher is in a bad mood, I get in a bad 
mood. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

15.  When it is my turn to read out loud and I make 
no mistakes, I like reading even better. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

16.  If you study when you are in school now, you 
will get a good job later. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

17.  If your group doesn’t get along, there is nothing 
you can do about it. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

18.  In math, the fastest student is not always the YES yes ??? no NO 
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best student.  
19.  Teachers like smart students the best. YES yes ??? no NO 
20.  Understanding the story helps you read the 
words right. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

21.  Going to a good school is important for success 
in life. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

22.  Two heads are better than one. YES yes ??? no NO 
23.  In math, there is only one right way to get the 
answer. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

24.  Teachers want students to do their best. YES yes ??? no NO 
25.  There is only one right way to read a book. YES yes ??? no NO 
26.  I think this school is a good school. YES yes ??? no NO 
27.  I learn more when I work with a partner. YES yes ??? no NO 
28.  I am good at math. YES yes ??? no NO 
29.  I learn even better when my teacher helps me. YES yes ??? no NO 
30.  I am a good reader. YES yes ??? no NO 
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APPENDIX G 

“THE THING ABOUT MY LEARNING IS…” SURVEY 

Please complete this survey the way you expect most of your students would complete it.  
 
YES = Strongly agree with the statement 
Yes = Somewhat agree with the statement 
??? = Don’t know 
no = Somewhat agree with the statement 
NO = Strongly disagree with the statement 

 
 

THE THING ABOUT MY LEARNING IS… 
 

1.  The difference between good and great is a little 
extra effort. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

2.  I think it is important to know what to do if we 
finish our work before the time is up. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

3.  I just want to get the work done. YES yes ??? no NO 
4.  I learn best if I like what we are studying. YES yes ??? no NO 
5.  If I do well on a test, I think that it was an easy 
task. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

6.  When I know what we are supposed to do for 
homework, it makes it easier to remember how to do 
it. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

7.  If we go too fast in class for me to understand 
something, I feel like giving up. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

8.  When I don’t like doing something, I think about 
what I can do if I get it done. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

9.  If I understand new work that is hard, I feel even 
better about myself. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

10.  If the directions aren’t clear, I don’t feel like 
trying. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

11.  If I recognize a problem that I have done before, I 
think I will get it right. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

12.  If I can’t understand something right away, I don’t 
feel like doing it. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

13.  Sometimes you make mistakes that help you 
learn. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

14.  It is most important to write neatly. YES yes ??? no NO 
15.  Finishing an assignment is the most important 
thing.   

YES yes ??? no NO 



 
 

 

 

149 

16.  Students shouldn’t ask questions.   YES yes ??? no NO 
17.  Sometimes there are no right answers.   YES yes ??? no NO 
18.  Always read the directions before you start. YES yes ??? no NO 
19.  If it takes too long to figure something out, it is a 
waste of time.   

YES yes ??? no NO 

20.  I can change how I learn if I try.   YES yes ??? no NO 
21.  I learn best when we get to practice new work 
right away. 

YES yes ??? no NO 

22.  I learn best when we review what I already know.   YES yes ??? no NO 
23.  I usually know how to follow the directions for 
doing an assignment.   

YES yes ??? no NO 

24.  If I get stuck working on a problem I try another 
way.   

YES yes ??? no NO 
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APPENDIX H 

REVISED 2004 THOR INSTRUMENT 

 



 
 

 

 

151 

 

 



 
 

 

 

152 

 

 



 
 

 

 

153 

 

 



 
 

 

 

154 

 

 



 
 

 

 

155 

APPENDIX I 

CSRCOS INSTRUMENT 
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